
P.O. Box 489 
Brandenburg, KY 40108-0489 

Fax: (270) 422-4705 
(270) 422-2162 Meade County RECC, 

April I O ,  2007 

BETH O’DONNELL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 
PO BOX 615 
21 1 SOWER BLVD 
FRANKFORT KY 40602 

PUBLIC SERVlCE 
COMivilSSlON 

RE: Administrative Case No. 2006-00494 
An Investigation of the Reliability Measures 
Of Kentucky’s Jurisdictional Electric 
Distribution Utilities and Certain Reliability 
Maintenance Practices 

Dear Ms. O’Donnell: 

Please find enclosed the information requested in Administrative Case No. 2006-00494, 
Third Data Request of Commission to Jurisdictional Electric Distribution Utilities. 

If additional information is needed, please feel free to contact me. 

Since rely, 

Burns E. Mercer 
PresidentKEO 

BEM: msr 

Enclosure 

A Touchstone Energy@ Cooperative 



SERVICE LIST FOR ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2006-00494 
(Copy of responses for abovementioned case mailed by regular U.S. Mail to all listed parties.) 

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 40232-201 0 

Jackie B. Browning 
PresidentlCE 0 
Farmers RECC 
P.O. Box 1298 
Glasgow, KY 42141-1298 

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

Larry Hicks 
PresidenuCEO 
Salt River Electric Cooperative 
11 1 West Brashear Ave. 
Bardstown. KY 40004 

Robert Hood 
PresidentlCEO 
Owen Electric Cooperative Inc. 
P.O. Box 400 
Owenton, KY 40359 

Timothy C. Mosher 
American Electric Power 
P.O. Box 5190 
Frankfort, KY 40602 

Anthony P. Overbey 
PresidentlCEO 
Fleming-Mason Energy 
P.O. Box 328 
Flemingsburg, KY 41041 

Mark A. Bailey 
PresidentlCEO 
Kenergy Corp. 
P.O. Box 1389 
Owensboro, KY 42302 

Debbie Martin 
PresidenuCEO 
Shelby Energy Cooperative, Inc. 
620 Old Finchville Rd 
Shelbyville KY 40065 

Sharon K. Carson 
Finance & Accounting Manager 
Jackson Energy Cooperative 
115 Jackson Energy Ln 
McKee KY 40447 

Carol H. Fraley 
PresidentlCEO 
Grayson RECC 
109 Bagby Park 
Grayson, KY 41 143 

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

Burns E. Mercer 
PresidentlCEO 
Meade County RECC 
P.O. Box 489 
Brandenburg KY 401 08-0489 

Barry L. Myers 
Manager 
Taylor County RECC 
P.O. Box 100 
Campbellsville, KY 4271 9 

Bobby D. Sexton 
PresidenuGeneral Manager 
Big Sandy RECC 
504 Eleventh Street 
Paintsville, KY 41240-1422 

Kent. Blake 
Director - Rates & Regulatory 
Kentucky Utilities Company 
P.O. Box 32010 
Louisville, KY 40232-201 0 

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

Duke Energy Kentucky, Inc. 
139 East Fourth St 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

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

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

Michael L. Miller 
PresidentlCEO 
N o h  RECC 
411 Ring Rd. 
Elizabethtown, KY 42701-6767 

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

Lawrence C. Cook 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of the Attorney General 
Utility & Rate Intervention Div. 
1024 Capital Center Dr. 
Suite 200 
Frankfort, KY 40601-8204 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL, EL,ECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
JXESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

PUBLIC SERVICE 411 Cooperatives 
cowlMlssl~~ 

Request #1: Supply a the RTJS Form 300 forms for the past 5 years to tlie PSC staff. 

Provision #1: Attached is tlie RUS Foiiii 300 for 2004. Cooperatives are inspected aiid evaluated 

:very 3 years. Meade Couiity’s last evaluation was perforined in 2004 aiid will be iiispected this 

suiiiiiier. 

Witness) David Poe 

Item 1 
Page 1 o f3  



RURALUTILJTIES SERVICE 

KEVIEW KATING SUMMAHY 

PREWOUS 

5YE/\Rs 

JYcor) 
1999 

KY 18 I 

POWER MNOR SCHEDULED A l l  TOTAL 

SUPPLIER STORM OTHER 

n b. C. 6 e. ( R O l I , l K )  

0.13 0.76 0.14 1.01 2.04 3 

8/19/04 

1. Systciii Lond Conililions mid L i ~ ~ s c s  
R Annunl SyslcmL.nsses 7.20% 3 
b Annual Lond Fnclor 46.6% 3 

9147% 3 c. Powcr Fnclor nl Monthly Pcnk 
d RnliaP of Individunl Substnlinn Annunl I’cnk kW l o  kVA 3 

2. Vollnge Condilinns 

(Raring) 

-- 

n Voilagc Survcys 3 
b. Subslnlion Trnnsrormcr olilpul VollngcSprcnd 3 

- -- 

d i n e  on form NC: 0 Unsntisfnctory -- No Records 2: Acccplnblc. but Should bc Improved -- See Allnchcd Rccommendnlions 

13. J,nnct Slutlies mid Plminhig (Raring) 
n. L.mg Rnngc Enginccring PIM 3 
b. Conslruclion Work Plnn 3 
c. SeclionnlizingStudy 2 

3 d. l a n d  Dnln for Enginccring Sludics 
e. L.nnd Forccnsling Dnln 3 

___I 

N& Nul Applicnblc 1: Cmcclivc Action Needed 3 Sntisfnclnry -- No Additionnl AclionRequircd nl lliis I‘imc 
PART L 1RANSMISSION mid DISTRmUTION I7ACILlTIE.S 

Su1)stntimis (Trruimnission mi11 Distribulimi) 

b. Physicnl Conditions: Slmcturc, Major Equipment. A ~ ~ C W M C C  
c. Inspcclion Records Ench Subslnlion 
d Oii Spill Prcvenlion 

n Sdcly, ClCNMcc. Code Complinncc 

T r N l a l d . ~ o n  Lines 
n Righl-of-Wny: Clcnring. Erosion. A ~ ~ w N ~ c c .  Inlnisions 
b. Physicnl Condilion: Slnidurc. Condudor. Guying 
c. Inspcdion Progrnm nnd Records 

Dislrihulion Lhies - Overfienil 
n Inspection ProgFnm nnd Records 
I> Coniplinncc with Snfcty Codes: ClCNNlCW 

Foreign Slrudurcs 
AI lnchmcnls 

c Obscrvcd Physical Condilion from Ficld Checking. 
Righl-of-Wny 
Otiicr 

d. Didribullon - Underground Cnble 
n. Grounding nnd Corrosion Control 
b. Surfncc Gmding. A ~ ~ C N M I X  
c. Riser Pole: IInz~ds. Guying Condilion 

5. I)islril~utioii Line Equipnieiil: Conilflioiis mid Rccorcts 
n Voltngc Rcgulnlm 
b. Scclionnlizing Equipment 
c Distribution Trnnsformcrs 
d Pod Mounled Equipment 

Sdcty: I ocking Dcnd Fronl. Bwicm 
A ~ ~ C N W C C :  Selllemcnl. Condilion 
Othcr 

c Kilownll-hour mid DcrnnndMclcr 
Rending nndTcsling 

(Raring) 
3 
3 
3 

3 
3 
3 

3 
3 

NA 

____- 

3 
__I- 

2000 I 0.70 I 0.45 I 0.09 I 1.29 I 2.53- 3 
- 2001 I 0.07 I 0.42 I 0.05 I 0.88 I 1.42 3 

2002 I 0.46 I 0.83 I 0.05 I 1.20 I 2.54 I 3 
2003 1 0.11 I 0.97 1 0.04 I 0.71 1 1.83 I 3 

b. Eincrgcncy Rcslorntion Plnn 3 

y 1 m A N c E  

n. Gcncrnl Frccdoin h i m  Complninls 
1. Power Qlinlily (Rating) 

3 

9. Lnntling mid Lond llnlnnce 
n. Dislribution Trnnsfornicr Londing 
b I m d  Conlrol AppNnlUS 
c Subslnlion nnd Fccdcr Londing 

LO. Mnps  id Pimil Records 
a Opcrnling Mnps: Accurnlc nnd Up-lo-Dnlc 
b. Circuil Dingmrm 
c. Slnking Slicels 

3 
NA 

3 

3 
3 
3 

-- 



YEAR 

o r d  
pwntion 

$2,942.715 $3,321,738 $2,898.056 $2,984,940 $3,074,488 $3.166,722 I I 

Pur Previous 2 Yenrs For Present Yew - POI P u t u r e L Y s s  
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 20M 

Actual Actual Budgct Budget Budget Budget 
$ Thousunds $ TIiousnli& $ Thousands $ T l i o ~ ~ d s  $ T h O u s n l l d s  $ Thousands 

$1.323.320 $1,383,825 

i. Budgeling: Adequncy of Budgets for Needed Work 3 (Rating) 

5. Dole Discussed with llonrd of Directors 9/15/04 - 

TITIE 

VP OPERATIONS & ENGINEERING 

PRESIDENT/CEO 

..i_ 

- 
ITEM NO. 

Ib 

3b 

DATE 

8/19/04 

8/19/04 

3c 

13c. 

ATED BY: 

EVIEWED BY: 

EVIEWED BY: 

EXPLANATORY NOTES 
I---- 

- COMMENTS - 

us1 wcs observed on some subslution Fences wid stccl slruclurcs 

clcphoncpolts IeA stundiiigncxt to clcclricpolcs nccd to be removed. 
'able TV nttnchmcnts rcquirc cw~stant follow-up to wlsurc code coinpliwicc 

hndc trees in s d l  tows requirc utlcnlion more often tu keep Ilirnnicd uwuy fromthe l inc;  
' ins  were observcd on some polcs wid guy wircs 

he Scclionnlizing Study ~ i c ~ d s  lo be updnted 

KUS GFR I 8/19/N 
/?!&/<- 

I t e m  1 
Page 3 af  3 
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MEADE COIJNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. COW.  
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

411 Cooperatives 

Request #2: 

staff. 

Supply a RUS required Corrective Action Plan developed witliin the past 5 years to the 

Provision #2: Meade Comity lias already fiiniished the portion of the Corrective Action Plan that 

pertained to electrical distribution power restoration in the second data request, Question #7, dated 

2/2 1/07. The remainder of the plan simply references contacts and the restoration of the iiiforiiiatioii 

system (IT) in the event of a disaster. 

Witness) David Poe 

Item 2 
Page 1 of 1 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

411 Cooperatives 

Request #3: Supply a copy of the RTJS Form 7, Part G for the past 5 years to the PSC staff. 

Provision #3: Attached is a copy of each RTJS Form 7, Part G for the past 5 years. 

Witness) David Poe 

Item 3 
Page 1 of 6 



r USDA - KlfS  
// 

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL, REPORT i 
/ 

INSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 17 17J3-2 

BORROWER RESIGNATION 
KyOOl8 

PERIOD R*IDED 
December, 2006 

1. Number of Full Time Employees I 66 1 4. Payroll - Expensed I 2,682,922 

BALANCE 
BEGMNMG 

PLANT ITEM OF YEAR 
(4 

1. Distribution Plant 66,759,995 

2. General Plant 3,238,658 

3. Headquarters Plant 2,148,084 

4. Intangibles 0 

5. Transmission Plant 0 

6. All Other Utility Plant 0 

7. Total Utility Plant in Service (1 thru 6) 72,146,737 

ADJUSTMENTS BALANCE EM, 
ADDITIONS RETIREMENTS AND TRANSFER OF YEAR 

(b) (c) (4 (4 
5,232,898 593,264 71,399,629 

466,357 278,516 3,426.499 

1,165,486 72,876 3,240,694 

0 

0 
1 

I 0 
6,864,741 944,6561 70,066,822 

8. Construction Work in Progress 969,901 452,603 

9. TOTAL UTlLITY PLANT (7 +- 8) 73,116,638 7,317,344 

1,412,504 

944,656 79,489,326 

I 0 I c. Total Cash Received (a + b) 
PART J. DUE FROM CONSUMERS FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE 

1. AMOUNT DUE OVER 60 DAYS I 12,0001 2. AMOUNTWRITTENOFFDURINGYEAR 1% 33,625 

1. Electric 
2. Other 

Item 3 
Page 2 of 6 

(a) (b)  (4 (4 (4 u, I (g) 
358,461 1,662,193 59,097 1,633,493 9,472 (3,465) 1 433,321 

18,540 55,683 67,983 6,240 I -- 

RUS Form 7 

PART G SERVICE KNTERRUPTIONS 
__I 

TOTAL AVERAGE HOURS PER CONSUMER BY CAUSE ITEM 
POWER SUPPLIER EXTREME STORM PREARRANGED ALL OTHER I 

(a) (4 (4 (4 (4 
3.58 

2. Five-Year Average 3.02 6.30 .05 .90 10.27 

- 1 Present Year .IS 2.40 , 0 4  .99 

PART H. EMPLOYEE-HOUR ANI) PAYROLL STATISTICS 

2. Employee - Hours Worked - Regular Time I I 131,185 [ 5. Payroll - Capitalized 
3. Employee - Hours Worked - Overtime 8,107 I 6. Payroll -Other 

850,203 

20,540 

DESCRIPTION ITEM THIS YEAR CUMULATIVE 
In\ [h\ 

a. General Retirements 
b. Special Retirements 
c. Total Retirements (a + b) 

1. Capital Credits - 
Distributions 

2. Capital Credits - a. Cash Received From Retirement of Patronage Capital by Suppriers 

b. Cash Received From Retirement of Patronage Capital by Lenders 
Received of Electric Power 

for Credit Extended to the Electric System 

1-1 \ V J  

6,460,082 
-_.___ 

601,300 

210,560 3,746,985 

811,860 10,207,067 

-. 

0 

0 



USDA-RUS BORROWER DESIGNATION 

PWJT ITEM Balance 

af Year 
Beginning A d d b n s  

FIhNCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT 

Retiremenk 

KY0018 

PERIOD ENDED 

- 

Distribution Phnt 62.650.430 4,953,558 

General Phnt 3,062,670 3 9 5 , s  

Headquarters Plant 2,027,560 120,524 

llW@9JS 0 0 

Tmnsmissjon Plant 0 0 

Au other usiity Plant 0 0 
r 

1Zf2005 
f l  

1 

843,993 01 66,759'99! 
220,397 01 3238,m 

0 01 2.148'08( 
0 0 ( 

0 0 

0 0 ( 

2. Present Year 1.31 0.57 1 007) 0.60 
3.06 5.99 1 0.05 1 0.88 

-_." 

End of Year 
Adjustments 

and Tmransfers 

2.55 
9.98 

1. Number of Full Tie Employees 

I-- 

2. Employee - Hours Worked Regular Time 
3. Emplayee -Hours Worked Overtime 
4. Payroll Expensed 
5. Payroll Capital'ied 

- 
_ I ~ - -  

6.Payroll met 

Part F Materials and Supplies 
ITEM Balance Balance 

Beginning Purchased Used (Net) sold Adjustment End of Year 

59 
125,379 

6,669 
2,431,839 

845,262 
0 

--- 

I I I 

342,614 I 1,234,730 60,964 1,271,218 7,017 1 ( 1,620) 1 358.461 
0 i. 89,152 0 0 70,612 I 01 18,540 

Part G. Service Interruptions 
Avg. Hours per Avg. Hours per 

Consumer by Chsumer by 

Power Supplier 

Amount 

.1_. 

Paaa 3.2 Item 3 
Page 3 of 6 
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f 
USDA-RUS BORROWER DESIGNATION 

i 

/’ 
/” 

/” FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT 

i 1 U2004 .--. 
, INSTRUCTIONS-See RUS Bulletin 1717B-2 

KY0018 

PERIOD A’DED 

Dis?fibution Plant 
General Plant 
Headquarters Plant 

intangibles 
Transmission Plant 

of Year 
62,650,43[ 

2,916,632 255,028 208,990 0 3,062,671 

2,021,122 6,438 0 0 2,027,56[ 
0 0 0 0 [ 

0 0 0 0 c 

58,692,718 4,719,745 762,033 0 - 

- 

I Part E. Changes in Utility Plant 
PLANTITEM T G y y  I Adjustments 1 Balance 

A i  Other Utility Plant 
Total Utilip Plant in Service (1 thru 6) 
Construction Work in Progress 
TOTAL UTILITY PLANT (7 +8)  

- 

I I Beginning I Additions I Retirements I andTransfers I EndofYear 

0 0 0 [ 

63,630,472 4,981,27 1 67,740,66[ 

1,009,349 648,702 1,658,051 
64,639,821 5,629,913 871,023 I 69,398,711 

-.__ - 

-- 
ITEM Avg Hoursper Avg. tiours per Avg Hoursper Avg Hounper 

Consumer by Consumer by Consumer by Consumer by 
Cause Cause Cause Cause 

Power Supplier Extreme Storm Prearranged All Other 
(8) (b) IC1 (6) 

0.061 __I__ 0.99 
-- 

--)__ - ~ .  1. Present Year 13.02L 26.60 I 
2. Five-Year Average 2.98 I 6.08 1 0.06 1 0.81 

-- 

TOTAL 

(e) 

40 E 
9.E 

I 
289,605 1,128,118 54,241 1,123,973 3.474 ( 2,903) 342,614 

0 0 0 0 0 0 E 
_ _ _ _ . ~  

Part H. Ernpfoyee-Hour and Payroll Statistics 
__.-- 

Amount 

-- 
5 1. Number of Full Time Employees 

2. Employee - Hours Worked - Regular Time 123,76 
3. Employee - Hours Worked - Overtime 11,69 
4. Payroll - Expensed 2,573,56 

786,08, 5. Payroll - Capitalied 

I 6. Payroll ~ Other 

.--- 

-- 
- 

1 
RUS Form 7 (Revv. 10-00) I t e m  3 Page 3.1- 

Page 4 of 6 



USDA-RllS 

J FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT 
>/ I 

BORROWER DESIGNATION 

KY0018 

PERIOD ENDED 

-- 
PLANT ITEM Balance 

Beginning 
of Year 

listribution Plant 55,422.451 
ieneral Plant 2,909,908 

leadquarters Plant 2,009,262 

- 
Adjustments Balance 

Additions Retirements and Transfers End of Year 

3,873,388 603,121 0 58,692,711 
284,120 0 2,916,65 277,394 
29,168 17,309 0 2,021‘12’ 

~- -. 

rawmi&an Plant I 01 01 0 1  01 “ I  
or 0 1  0 0 I 

I I I -_ -- I .Other- 0 1  01 01 01 0 1  01 c 

JI Other Utility Plant 
‘otal Utility Plant in Service (1 thru 6) 
:onstruction Work in Progress 
.OT71LUTtL lTYPLANT--- - - - -  

ITEM 

01 0 0 
60,341,621 4,186,676 

427,096 582,252 
60,768.717 4,768,928 

. Present Year 

. Five-Year Average 
- 

ITEM Balance 

of Year 
Beginning Purchased Salvaged Used (Net) 

(a) (b) (c) (6) 
- - . Electric 250,882 1,078,973 55.404 1,091,678 

Part G. Service Interruptions ...... 
Avg. Hours per 
Consumer by 

Cause 

Balance 
Sold Adjustment End of Year 

(e) (t) (9) 
--.--. -- 

4,210 234 289.605 

Power Supplier Extreme Storm 

0.97 - 0.11 I 
0.29 ] 0.69 

Avg. Hours per Avg. Hours per 
Consumer by Consumer by 

Cause Cause TOTAL 

Prearranged All Other 

0.04 0.71 1.82 

0.07 I 1.02 2.07 

~- 
-- . Number of Full Time Employees 

I Employee . Hours Worked - Regular Time 
I. Employee - Hours Worked - h e i t m e  
. Payroll - Expensed 
I. Payroll- Capitalized 
I. Payroll - Other 

- - 

_. -- --- - 
~ - - _  --- 

” - ~ -  

Amount 

59 

120,991 
7,238 -- - 

’ 2 ,I 66,271. 

A______ -857,4?5 
0 

Page 3.1 RUS Form 7 (Rev. 10-00) L t e m  3 
Page 5 of 6 



USDA-RUS BORROWER DESIGNATION 

RUS Fonn 7 (Rev. 1040) l t e m  3 Page 3.1 
Page 6 of 6 

PLANT ITEM Balance 

of Year 
Beginning Additions Retirements 

hstribution Plant 51,963,738 4,654,739 1,196,026 

hneral Plant 2,879,122 155,766 124,980 

Adjustments Balance 
and Transfers End of Year 

0 55,422,45 
0 2,909,901 

Balance 

of Year 
'7 Beginning Purchased Salvaged used (Net) Wd 

Balance 
Adjustment End of Year 

. Electric 

I. Other 

( 4  (b) (c) (4 (4 (4 (SI 
252,524 1,143,588 34,207 1,172,734 6,392 ( 391) 250,m 

0 0 0 0 0 0 C 

ITEM 

Present Year 

' Fiveyear Average 

-.-- 
Avg Hoursper Avg Hoursper Avg Hoursper Avg Hoursper 
Consumer by Consumer by Consumer by Consumer by 

Cause Cause Cause Cause TOTAL 

Power Supplier Extreme Storm Prearranged All Olher 
(a) (b) (4 ( 4  - 

046 ' 123 258 

230 -- 036 0611 0 081 I25 

-- .-- - 
Number of Full Time Employees 

----- I Employee - Hours Worked - Regular Time 

I Employee - Hours Worked - Overtime 

I Payroll - Expensed 
b Payroll - Capitalized 

i Payroll - Other 

-- 
-~ 

--- 
Amount 

58 

7,506 
2,043,816 

907,734 

0 

119,398 

- 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

All Utilities 

Question #I : See Handout No. 1 wliicli reflects several types of tree pi-uning. Regardless of whether 

or not the Coiiiiiiissioii sets aiiy tree trimming standards, should Through or V pruning, Side priming, 

Under pruning, or Topping be allowed? 

Response #1: Yes. A utility should be permitted to implement aiiy or all of the four methods of 

vegetation rnaiiagenient illustrated in Handout No. 1, in managemeiit’s discretion, in accordance with 

the National Electric Safety Code. In addition, the use of tree growth retardants (TGR) should be 

pel-niitted along with the methods addressed above. 

Witness) David Poe 

Item 4 
Page 1 of I 
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MEADE COUNTY RTJRAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

All Utilities 

Question #2: If tlie utility does not owii tlie property over which its distribution lilies are located, 

what are tlie utility’s legal rights as far as access to tlie property, and ability to trim trees? 

Response #2: Meade County nomially obtains such legal rights via easements. However, this 

Cooperative also obtains such rights through provisioiis included iii tlie iiieiiibersliip applications and 

agreeiiieiits in addition to tlie easements. 

Witness) David Poe 

Iteiii 5 
Page 1 of 1 
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MEADE COIJNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Meade Coirizty RECC 

Question #3: Witli reference to its discussion of its analysis of outage and reliability data and trends 

in Meade County’s response item No. 1 of Staffs Secoiid Data Request in this case, provide a relative 

sai-riple of any iiitenial reports initially reviewed aiid any inteiiial reports reviewed as follow-up. 

Response#3: Attached are the reports used by the company to review and analyze tlie reliability 

levels of tlie cooperative monthly. No formal docuiiieiitatioii of this review or of the actioiis talteii as a 

result of the review is made. One exairiple of an actioii taken after such reviews are tlie full w e  of 

aiiiiiial guards on device connections in substations aiid the increased use of such guards on the 

distribution system due to an iiicrease of animal related outages. Another instance is wlieii power 

supplier outage hours grew to concerning levels, Big Rivers Electric and Meade County E C C  worked 

together to familiarize MCRECC’s outside eiiiployees with traiisiiiission equipment to help find 

problems and report tlieiii accurately to Big River’s dispatch so that they caii perform the appropriate 

actioiis to restore power safely and quicltly 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Weade Coiiizty M C C  

Question #4: With reference to its response in Meade County’s response Item No. 6, page 2 of Staffs 

Second Data Request in this case, provide an explanation of how Meade County deteiiiiined the 3 

rating for Section No. ‘7, Service Intei-ruptions of Fonii 300. 

Response #4: Meade County does not determine this rating; this rating is deteimined by the RTJS field 

representative. The RTJS field representative inspects the records and the system before issuing such 

ratings. This inspection is performed each time a Foriii 300 is issued. 

Witness) David Poe 

Item 7 
Page 1 of 1 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

1 0  

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

MEADE COUNTY RURAL, ELECTRIC COOP. COW.  
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testiin oizy 

R el in b il ity Reporting R eq zi irenz en t 

Question #S: Is it appropriate for the Public Service Comniission to require regular reporting of 

reliability information? 

Response #S: Meade County is required to report reliability information to the USDA RUS via tlie 

RUS Form 7. This data is presently filed with tlie Public Service Commission. 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

[Jtility Testiinoizy 

Reliability Reporting Requirement 

Question #6: Should the PSC develop standardized criteria for recording aiid reporting reliability 

information? 

Response #6: RUS has developed a standard aiid this Cooperative adheres to it and the PSC receives 

that data as stated in Response # S .  The adequacy of this iiifoiiiiatioii has been sufficient and has not 

been challenged. 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COIJNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testiiizoity 

Re1 i n b i l i ~ ~  Reporting Requirenzeii t 

Question #7: Is it appropriate for the Public Service Coiiiiiiission to require reporting at a level 

maller than the entire system (i.e. by substation or circuit)? 

Response #7: No. The system-wide reliability iiiforinatioii reported via the RUS Form 7 has proven 

to be sufficient. 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. C O W .  
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testirnoriy 

Reliability Reporting Req zi irein en t 

Question #8: Are there any conceriis about sharing this infomiation within tlie industry or with the 

public? 

Response #8: No. The reliability information reported via the RUS Foriii 7 aiid filed with RUS and 

the Public Service Coiiiiiiissioii is public information and subject to public disclosure. 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testiiizoizy 

Re1 in b il ity Report irzg Req u ireiiz en t 

Question 8a: The Coiiiiiiission has requested a coniment regarding major events being included or 

excluded in tlie reliability data. 

Response Sa: Meade County iiieasures and calculates its reliability with and without storms. Major 

events are not necessarily or regularly excluded. Again, Meade County feels that tlie reporting 

standards presently required by RUS have proven to be sufficient. 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. COW.  
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA mQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testiiizoizy 

Reliability performance standard 

Question #9: Please coniineiit on the appropriateness of a reliability perforniaiice standard. An 

example of a performance standard is found in the RUS requirerneiit of 110 iiiore than five Iionrs outage 

for the average custonier for any reason, aiid no more than oiie hour caused by power supply. 

Response #9: A guideline or beiichmark can be lielpftil; however, a standard is not desirable. 

Although RUS lias not maildated perfoiiiiance requirements for electric cooperative utilities, RUS lias 

provided electric cooperative utilities with guideliiies via RUS Bulletin 1730- 1. 

Witness) David Poe 

Item 13 
Page 1 of 1 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. COW. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testiinoiiy 

Reliability perforinaizce staizdaipd 

Question #lo: Is it more appropriate to develop perfoiiiiance standards on a utility by utility basis or a 

circuit by circuit basis? Wiat is the most appropriate level for applying perfoiinaiice standard 

requirements? 

Response #lo: As stated above, RUS provides electric cooperative utilities with performance 

guidelines via RUS Bulletin 1730- 1. These perfoiiiiance guidelines are 011 a system-wide basis. Both 

RUS and electric cooperative utilities have fourid the system-wide guidelines to be sufficient. 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. COW.  
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utdity Testiiit oizy 

Reliability performance standard 

Question #11: Coininelit on aii appropriate requirement to respond to noli-attainment of a perforiiiance 

standard, or in the alternative explain why a response to non-attainment is not necessary. 

Response #11 :As previously stated, standards are not preferable, but guidelines, such as those issued 

by RUS, are helpful. Electric cooperatives that do not meet the guidelines of RUS Bulletin 1730-1 are 

critiqued and provided with reconinleiidations for improvement by RUS. Those cooperatives iiiust 

then formulate and iiiiplenieiit a corrective action plan in order to meet those guidelines and continue 

receiving the support provided by RTJS. 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RIJRAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RICSPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA RICQIJEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testiinoizy 

Right-of- Way (ROW) Managenzeizt 

Question #12: Please provide coninients regarding the appropriateness of a PSC defined ROW 

management iiiiiiirnurn standard. 

Response #12:Riglit-of-Way (ROW) vegetation manageiiient is dependent upon several factors: 

landowners, existing agreements between the utility and the landowner, aiid the physical available 

space for a ROW. Many ROWS are negotiated to gain access for new or upgraded lilies aiid 

nonstandard ROW widths and management methods are necessary. A iiiiiiimum standard is not 

necessary. Meade County has been able to inanage and control its ROW effectively without such a 

mininiuni standard. The more flexibility the utility has, the more likely service can be delivered aiid 

all parties iiivolved can be satisfied. Changing or attempting to enforce such standards could be 

considered illegal, coiisideriiig existing agreements already made between the utility and the 

landowner. 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. COW.  
RESPONSE OF MEADE COlJNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testimony 

Right-of- Way (ROW) Management 

Question #13: If such a standard were created, to what level of detail should it be defined? 

Response #13:As stated before, Meade County feels that no such standard should be created. 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RlESPONSE OF MEADE COIJNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA RF,QUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testiinoizy 

Right-of- Way (ROW) Maimgeineizt 

Question #14: Does a PSC requirement give the utility any advantage when performing ROW 

maintenance? 

Response #14:No 

Witness) David Poe 
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MEADE COUNTY RURAL ELECTRIC COOP. CORP. 
RESPONSE OF MEADE COUNTY RECC 

TO THIRD DATA REQUEST OF COMMISSION STAFF 

CASE NO. 2006-00494 

Utility Testiiit oizy 

Right-of- Way (ROW) Mnnageiizeizt 

Question #1S: Are there disadvantages? 

Response #lS:Yes. Setting and enforcing standards would decrease niember/customer satisfactioii 

and create iiuiiierous legal battles. This will counteract and be detrimental to existing successful 

relationships and agreements with landowners. Meade County has built and maintained a high level of 

trust with its members and it believes that implementing any required standard might erode that trust. 

The cost to legally implement such a policy would be in tlie Iiuiidreds of thousands of dollars and 

possibly take upwards of a decade to complete for existing routes. Also, additional costs would most 

likely be incurred due to the need to begin the purcliase of ROW, which Meade County does not do 

now. Many iiew lines and routes to be built would be delayed, awaiting approval from and agreeiiieiit 

of the paynient(s) to landowners. 

Witness) David Poe 
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