
January 14, 2008 HAND DEL,IVERED 

Mr. Robert A. Aniato 
Acting Executive Director 
Public Service Conmission 
2 1 1 Sower Boulevard 
Frankfort, ICY 40602 

Re: PSC Administrative Case No. 2007-00477 

Dear Mr. Amato: 

Please find enclosed for filing with the Coininission in the above-referenced case an 
original and ten (10) redacted copies of the responses of East I<eiitucky Power 
Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC”) to tlie data requests of Overland Consulting in this case, 
dated Jaiiuary 4, 2008. Attached to the responses is EIWC’s Petition for Confidential 
Treatment of Information, relating to designated confidential infoilnation in tlie response 
to Request No. 2 1. One copy of this confideiitial infonilation is enclosed. 

Very truly yours, 

Charles A. Lile 
Corporate Comisel 

Enclosures 

Cc: Service L,ist 
Overland Consulting 

4775 Lexington Road 40391 

Kentucky 40392-0707 http://www.ekpc.coop 

Tel. (859) 744-4812 
F10. Box 707, Winchester, Fax: (859) 744-6008 

A Touchstone Energy Cooperative 
c 

http://www.ekpc.coop


COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE 1 

KENTUCKY’S 2007 ENERGY ACT 1 

ENERGY AND REGULATORY ) ADMINISTRATIVE 
ISSUES IN SECTION SO OF ) CASE NO. 2007-00477 

RESPONSES TO COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST 
TO EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

DATED JANIJARY 4,2008 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTIJCKY 

BEFORE THE PIJBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

AN INVESTIGATION OF THE 1 
ENERGY AND REGULATORY ) ADMINISTRATIVE 
ISSUES IN SECTION 50 OF ) CASE NO. 2007-00477 
KENTUCKY’S 2007 ENERGY ACT ) 

CERTIFICATE 

STATE OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) 
1 

Williaiii A. Bosta, being duly swoiii, states that he has supei-vised the preparation of tlie 

responses of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Iiic. to the Public Seivice Coinmission Staff 

Second Data Requests in the above-referenced case dated January 4, 2008, and that tlie matters 

arid things set foi-tli therein are true and accurate to the best of his ltiiowledge, irifonnatioii and 

belief, foimed after reasonable inquiry. 

tk Subscribed and sworn before me 011 this 1 % day of January, 2008. 

My Coiniiiissioii expires: 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQTJEST 12 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 12. 

made to consideration of participation in a iiuclear plaiit as part of the generation 

expansion plan. Please provide a brief discussion of this option; iiicludiiig who the 

poieiitial partners iiiight be, where the plaiit would be sited, when it would be placed into 

coiiimercial operation, etc. Provide cost estimates, as available. 

Referring to Discovery Response, Item 1 , page 27, reference is 

Response 12. 

strategy beyond the concept stage, aiid lias iio other suipportiiig iiifoniiatioii. 

As indicated 011 the referenced page, EICPC has riot advaiiced this 
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EAST PZNTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 13 

RFSPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 13. 

iiiade to developiiieiit of a board-level policy related to approval of pricing for large 

iiicreiiieiital loads. Please describe the proposed policy and explain the iiiteiided 

objectives. 

Refmiiig to Discovery Response, Item 1, page 28, refereiice is 

Response 13. 

systems have established a task force to review this issue and other, related issues. 

The proposed policy is not yet developed - EKPC and its member 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 14 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Res ues t 14. 

states: “Iiitegrate tlie impacts of potential carbon regulations into tlie expansion plan; 

develop a carbon strategy. Please provide a description, analyses and projections of 

carbon impacts, as well as a descriptio11 of the cui-rent status of EIWC’s “carbon 

strategy”. 

Refeii-iiig to Discovery Response, Item 1 , page 30, iiuinber 6 

Response 14. 

have yet to be done. EKPC is perfoniiiiig some production cost modeling, and is using a 

carbon cap and trade concept for one or two of its inodeling scenarios. EKPC is 

coiiductiiig this modeling probabilistically, and the value of the carbon allowance varies 

greatly. At this time, EKPC does not have any analysis or projections of carbon impacts. 

As shown on tlie referenced page, these are draft strategies, and 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA RlEQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 15 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 15. 

“Should EKPC eiitei-taiii other types of lion-Kentucky coal to optimize aiid diversify coal 

costs?” Given the legislative mandates (aiid related subsidies) to provide a preference for 

Kentucky coal, what are the impediments to a noli-Kentucky coal procurement option? 

Discovery Response, Item 1, at page 62, poses the question: 

Response 15. 

option. EISPC’s overall ob,jective is to provide power supply to its merriber systeiiis, 

regardless of fuel or technology. EISPC’s 2006 IRP discusses this in greater detail. 

Tliere are 110 iiiipedimeiits to a lion-Kentucky coal procureineiit 
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EAST JiENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 16 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 16. Referring to Discovery Response, Iteiii 1, page 63, reference is 

made to eiiviroiiiiieiital proceedings iiow pending; tlie outcoiiie of whicli will require 

significant funding. Please provide a description of this matter, including the nature aiid 

aiiiouiit of fLiiidiiig requirements. 

Response 16. Tlie reference cited in the question relates to two separate lawsuits 

brought by the Eiiviroiuneiital Protectioii Agency (EPA) against EKPC. Shown below is 

a description of tliese legal actions aiid the associated funding requirements: 

1. United States of America v. EKPC (Clean Air Act Enforcement) In this actioii tlie 

EPA sued EKPC claiming that iiiodificatioiis at tlie Dale and Spurlock Geiieratiiig 

Stations should have triggered new source peiiiiittiiig. Tlie lawsuit sought 

iiijuiictive relief aiid civil penalties. Tlie parties executed a Coiiseiit Decree on 

Septeiiiber 24, 2007, which was accepted by the Coui-t. Attaclmieiit 1, which is 

tlie Company’s Press Release on tlie matter, outlilies tlie fhidiiig requirements of 

tlie Coiiseiit Decree. 
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2. United States of America v. EIQC (Clean Air Act Enforcement). In this case tlie 

EPA sued EIQC claimiiig that EIQC incoil-ectly reported tlie turbine nameplate 

ratings at tlie Dale Generating Station Uiiits 1 and 2, thus placing tlie Units under 

the Acid Rain program. The issue for both units iiivolves wlietlier these units are 

subject to regulatioiis as geiierators used to generate 25 iiiegawatts or more of 

electricity. The parties executed a Coiiseiit Decree in the fall of 2007, which lias 

now been accepted by tlie Court. The funding requirements from 2007 tlirough 

2012 are as follows: A fixed penalty amount of $1.9 niillioii, payable in each year 

on January 1, plus a variable component of 14% of the difference in margin 

associated with a TIER between 1.10 and 1.20, or a variable coiiipoiient of 20% 

of tlie difference in margin of tlie actual TIER (if above 1.20) aiid 1.20. 

Attaclmient 2 contains the Company’s Press Release on this issue and offers 

additional infomiation. 
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AS KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE 

or immediate release: Ju 

UNCES SETT VERNMENT 
Includes Steps to Further Reduce Plant Emissions 

WINCHESTER, Ky.-East Kentucky Power Cooperative (EKPC) today announced a settlement has been 
reached with the federal government to resolve a lawsuit that alleged New Source Review violations of the 
Clean Air Act. 

The settlement is contained in a proposed consent decree filed today in 1J.S. District Court for the Eastern 
District of Kentucky in Lexington, Ky. It is the result of nearly three years of negotiations between the not- 
for-profit cooperative based in Winchester; the US .  Department of Justice; and the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency. The proposed consent decree will be subject to a 30-day public comment period. 

“We have worked diligently to bring about a settlement that allows our cooperative to continue to meet our 
members’ future power needs while bolstering our commitment to the environment,” said Bob Marshall, 
EKPC’s president and CEO. “This settlement fits well with East Kentucky Power Cooperative’s existing 
plans for complying with tougher environmental standards that go into effect in the next few years. It also 
removes the risks and high costs of this litigation so our cooperative can focus on serving our members.” 

The settlement calls for EKPC to pay a $750,000 civil penalty. The cooperative maintains it has been and 
remains in compliance with the Clean Air Act. 

“We know our members are sensitive to cost impacts, so East Kentucky Power Cooperative is taking 
aggressive steps to cut costs,” Marshall said. “As we implement the terms of this Settlement, EKPC will 
strive to delay and minimize the impact on our member-owners’ bills.” 

As part of the settlement, EKPC pledges to construct projects to further reduce emissions from its power 
plants at an estimated cost of $656 million over the next five to seven years. 

The terms of the settlement include: 
@ The installation and year-round operation of flue-gas desulfurization equipment, or “scrubbers,” 

and associated equipment to two generating units to meet tougher standards of the Clean Air 
Interstate Rule (CAE) and Clean Air Mercury Rule (CAMR); 
Annual caps on emissions of sulfur dioxide (S02) and nitrogen oxide (NOx); 
Year-round operation of equipment to reduce emissions of nitrogen oxide; 
Continuous emissions monitoring for mercury and particulate matter; 
Strict limits on the purchase, sale or transfer of emissions allowances; 
By the end of 2009, EKPC must choose either to install emissions-control equipment on the 
cooperative’s Cooper #2 generating unit, or to retire or re-power its Dale #3 and Dale #4 units. 

* 
0 

e 

0 

0 

- END - 

Media contact: 
Nick Corner, 859-745-9450 
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KENTUCKY POWER CQOPERATIVE 

For immediate release: September 20,2007 

COOPERATIVE ANNOUNCES SETTLEMENT 
WITH FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

WINCHESTER, Ky.-East Kentucky Power Cooperative (EKPC) today announced it 
has reached a settlement with the federal government, resolving a lawsuit that alleged 
violations of the Clean Air Act. 

The parties lodged the settlement today in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District 
of Kentucky in Lexington, Ky. The lawsuit alleged EKPC’s Dale # l  and Dale #2 
generating units in Clark County should have been included in the government’s 
regulatory programs for emissions of sulfur dioxide (SO2) and nitrogen oxide (NOx). 

TJnder the settlement, EKPC maintains it has been and remains in compliance with the 
Clean Air Act. 

The agreement resulted from more than a year of negotiations between the U.S. 
Department of Justice, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the not-for-profit 
cooperative based in Winchester, Ky. 

“It is critical for East Kentucky Power Cooperative to put this costly, time-consuming 
litigation behind us so we can focus on the future and on serving our members,” said Bob 
Marshall, president and CEO of EKPC. 

The settlement includes penalties of at least $1 1.4 million to be paid over the next six 
years. EKPC will bear these costs and will not seek to recover them through a rate 
increase, Marshall said. 

According to the terms of the settlement agreement, EKPC agrees to: 
0 Pay at least $1 1.4 million in penalties over the next six years. Additional penalties 

could apply, based on the cooperative’s financial condition, to be paid between 
2009 and 2013; 
Install nearly $2 million worth of equipment to reduce NOx emissions from the 
Dale #1 and Dale #2 generating units; 
Submit the Dale #1 and Dale #2 units for compliance with the state program that 
regulates emissions of NOx and SO2; and 
Retire some NOx and SO2 allowances to mitigate alleged excess emissions. 

0 

0 

In July, EKPC announced a settlement with the federal government of a lawsuit involving 
alleged New Source Review violations of the Clean Air Act. 

- MORE - 
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Marshall reiterated EKPC’s commitment to the environment. 

“East Kentucky Power Cooperative remains committed to complying fully with all 
environmental laws and regdations,” Marshall said 

Media contact: 
Nick Corner, (859) 745-9450 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA RE,QUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 17 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Jeffrey M. Brandt 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 17. 

wind geiieratioii was produced. Wliat was the estiiiiated capital cost for this project? Is 

this project cui-reiitly uiider EIOPC coiisideratioii iii its resource plaiuling? If so, provide a 

description of cui-reiit assumptions - coiiiiiiercial operation date; traiisiiiissioii issues, if 

my,  etc. 

Referring to Discovery Response, Item 3, a study for poteiitial 

Response 17. 

Tliis project has iiot been developed further and currently is iiot part of EISPC’s 

expaiisioii plaii. 

No estimated capital cost was developed for the coiiceptual project. 
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EAST KIZNTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA RFQUEST IiESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

RJ3QUEST 18 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Jeffrey M. Brandt 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 18. 

study dated May 2006 was provided. What is tlie current status of EKPC consideration 

of this project? Has any econoiiiic analysis been perfomled? If so, provide available 

cost-benefit and/or other econoinic analyses. 

Referring to Discovery Response, Item 3, a biomass feasibility 

Response 18. 

development of this project. An economic analysis has not been perfonned. 

The biomass feasibility study has resulted in no further 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 19 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: 

Request 19. 

DSM prograins. 

Request. 

Response. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Discovery response, k in  4, provides iiifoi-ination about current 

. Please provide a smiiiiiary scliedule providing aii estimate 

of the peak deiiiaiid (MW) reduction and/or total energy savings 

(MWli per year) associated with each of these programs. Provide 

the percent of participation currently achieved, and indicate the 

expected or target participation (penetration) level. 

in the respoiise to Iteiii 4. 

Please see Attaclmeiit 1. This is a summary of the data provided 

Provide a smiiiiiary of the coniputation and results of tlie tests 

cui-reiitly used by EI<PC for analyzing tlie ecoiioiriics for all 

existiiig and currently proposed programs. 
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Response. 

from the 2006 IRP DSM Tecliiiical Appendix. 

Please see Attaclment 2, Exhibits DSM-6 and 7 Summary Sheets 

Request. Are there energy and capacity benefits attributed to DSM programs 

in tlie test(s)? 

Response. Yes. 

Request. Are tliere any avoided capacity iiiargiii and transmission loss 

savings attributed to the program benefits? 

Response. Yes. 

Request. Please explain how these estimates of demand reduction 

were developed. 

Response. 

or by use of iiidustry standards. Please see Attacliinent 3, Exhibits DSM-4 and 5 from tlie 

2006 IRP DSM Tecliiiical Appendix. This shows tlie load inipact. 

The estimates ai-e based on metered end use data studies by EKPC 

Request. Wliat measurements aiid verification protocols does tlie utility 

employ for operating these progranis? 

Response. Tliese progranis are evaluated on a tlxee-year cycle. Good Cents 

Solutions, a third party vendor, will help provide this function for tlie pelinanent Direct 

L,oad Control project. 
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Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $6,133,949 Total Costs 

Up Front Investment 

Total Benefits $5,745,127 Total Costs 

T&D Cost Increases 
Total Benefits Total Costs 

Increased Cost of Production 
Increased Cost of Capacity 
EK Administrative Costs 

Total Benefits $4,817,210 Total Casts 

Increased Cost of Production 
Increased Cost of Capacity 
External Environmental Costs 

Total Benefits $1 0,850,175 Total Costs 

PSC Request 19 
Attachment 2 
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Administrative Costs ($1 96,609) 
Rebates Paid To Consumers ($496,118) 

Total Benefits $2,136,597 Total Costs 

Total Benefits $2,233,243 Total Costs 

- 

Total Resource Benefits Total Resource Costs 

Avoided Distribution Expense $1,449,404 Up Front Customer Investment ($1,744,673) 
Avoided Energy Costs $47 1,916 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($196,609) 
Avoided Capacity Costs $2,351,649 EK Administrative Costs ($1 76,198) 
Avoided Transmission Expense $664,665 

Total Benefits $4,937,634 Total Costs 

Avoided Transmission Expense 
Rate E Revenue Increases $5,239 

Total Benefits $4,942,873 ‘Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs $553,279 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($208,209) 
Avoided Capacity Costs $2,743,021 EK Administrative Costs ($1 86,593) 
Avoided Transmission Expense $773,704 External Environmental Costs ($75,401) 

Total Benefits $5,757’1 84 Total Costs 
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Distribution System Benefits Distribution System Costs 

'ower Bill Declines $964,361 Revenue Declines ($1,301,521 
lebates From EK $36 7,493 Administrative Costs ($31 8,494 

Rebates Paid To Consumers ($734,986 

Total Benefits $1,331,854 Total Costs ($2,3%,00 1 

Participant Benefits Participant Costs 

Total Benefits $1,383,650 Total Costs 

Avoided Transmission Expense $61,289 

Total Benefits $1,653,361 Jotal Costs 

voided Transmission Expense 

Total Benefits $ I  ,653,361 Total Costs 

voided Capacity Costs $639,608 EK Administrative Costs 
voided Transmission Expense $69,963 

External Environmental Benefits $203,091 

Total Benefits $2,084,449 Total Costs 



Rebates From EK $28,710 Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $1 ,191,590 Total Costs 

Participant Costs 

Electric Bill Increases 
i j p  Front Investment 

Total Benefits $570,515 Total Costs 

Increased Cost of Capacity 
T&D Cost lncreases 

Total Benefits $844,866 Total Costs 

Increased Cost of Production 
Increased Cost of Capacity 

Total Benefits $861,635 Total Costs 

Increased Cost of Production 
increased Cost of Capacity 
External Environmental Costs 

Total Benefits ($957,504) Total Costs 

PSC Request 19 
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Rebates Paid TO Consumers 

Total Benefits $2,972,024 Total Costs 

tric Bill Decreases 

Total Benefits $3,469,203 Total Costs 

Total Resource Benefits Total Resource Costs 

Avoided Distribution Expense $1,438, I84 Up Front Customer Investment ($2,340,471 
Avoided Energy Costs $1,923,207 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($291,69€ 
Avoided Capacity Costs $5,955,382 EK Administrative Costs ($1 18,866 
Avoided Transmission Expense $659,520 
Gas Costs Decrease $2,784,009 

Total Benefits $1 2,760,302 Total Costs I 

Avoided Capacity Costs ministrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $659,520 

Total Benefits $9,976,293 Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs $2,227,311 Distribution System Admin. Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs $6,942 , 933 EK Administrative Costs ($1 25,882) 
Avoided Transmission Expense $767,350 
External Environmental Benefits $396,592 
Gas Costs Decrease $3,219,453 

Total Benefits $15,226,961 Total Costs ($2,913,351) 



Rebates From Et< $36'7,493 Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $1,563,497 Total Costs 

Total Benefits $3,084,156 Total Costs ($3,429,811) 

Total Resource Benefits Total Resource Costs 

Gas Bill Decreases $4,3 1 5,039 Up Front Customer Investment ($3,429,935) 
Distribution System Admin. Costs ($445,892) 
EK Administrative Costs ($18,750) 
Increased Cost of Production ($863,115) 
increased Cost of Capacity ($3,307,800) 
T&O Cost Increases ($1,270,153) 

Total Benefits $4,315,039 Total Costs ($9,335,645) 

I Administrative Costs 
Increased Cost of Production 
Increased Cost of Capacity 

Total Benefits $1,407,301 T'otal Costs 

--...-.-. --..-..-- 
Gas Bill Decreases 

Increased Cost af Production 
Increased Cost of Capacity 
External Environmental Costs 

Total Benefits $4,989,950 Total Costs 
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Rebates From EK $390,461 Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $2,262,142 Total Costs 

Total Benefits $3,807,214 Total Costs 

Total Resource Benefits 

Gas Bill Decreases $5,501,675 

Total Benefits $5,501,675 

Total Resource Costs 

Up Front Customer Investment ($3,644,306) 
Distributlon System Admin. Costs ($473,760) 
EK Administrative Costs ($7,013) 
Increased Cost of Production ($1,352,900) 
Increased Cost of Capacity ($4,513,439) 
T&D Cost Increases ($1,715,121) 

Total Costs ($1 1,706,539) 

Administrative Costs 
Increased Cost of Production 
Increased Cost of Capacity 

Total Benefits $2,080,037 Total Costs 

'Total Benefits $6,362,186 

Distribution System Admin. Costs ($50 1,7 12) 
EK Administrative Costs ($7,4273 
T&D Cost Increases ($1,996,407) 
Increased Cost of Production ($1,567,377) 
Increased Gost of Capacity ($5,264,403) 
External Environmental Costs ($293,235) 

Total Costs ($13,489,884) 
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Avoided Energy Costs $2,066,482 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($737,812) 
Avoided Capacity Casts $3,900,443 EK Administrative Costs ($27,640) 
Avoided Transmission Expense $422,595 
External Environmental Benefits $387,827 

Total Benefits $7,698,883 Total Costs ($1,616,773) 

Attach men t 2 
ge 9 of 29 

Total Benefits $2,688,105 Total Costs 

Participant Benefits Participant Costs 

Electric Bill Declines $ 1 5  1 8,174 Up Front Investment ($643,824) 
Rebates From Distribution System $557,981 

Total Benefits $2,076,155 Total Costs ($643,824) 

Avoided Transmission Expense $ 3 7 0 4  4 

Total Benefits $6,4 I 4,153 Total Costs 

voided Transmission Expense $370,4 14 

Total Benefits $6,414,153 'Total Costs 
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Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $7,258,020 Total Costs 

Rebates From Distribution System $91 9,748 

Total Benefits $5,085,293 Total Costs 

Total Benefits $18,502,602 Total Costs 

I- - -- - 

Avoided Energy Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs $9,89 1,072 Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $ I  ,068,355 

7 otal Benefits $18,502,602 Total Costs 

voided Energy Costs 
voided Capacity Costs $1 1,437,349 EK Administrative Costs 
voided Trarismission Expense $1,233,125 

$1 , I  10,381 External Environmental Benefits 

Total Benefits $22,450,847 Total Costs 
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Distribution System Benefits 

ower Bill Declines $8,338,286 
Distribution System Costs 

Revenue Declines ($1 1,781,855 

Total Benefits $8,338,286 Total Costs ($1 1,781,855 

Total Benefits Total Costs 

voided Capacity Costs $4,278,170 
voided Transmission Expense $461,955 

EK Administrative Costs ($641,505) 

Total Benefits $1 3,774,682 Total Costs 

Avoided Distribution Expense $1,007,358 Decrease In Revenue ($831 1,260) 
Avoided Energy Costs $a,027,199 
Avoided Capacity Costs $4,278,170 
Avoided Transmission Expense $461,955 

Administrative Costs ($641,505) 

Total Benefits $1 3,774,682 Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs $8,822,673 
Avoided Capacity Costs $4,738,438 
Avoided Transmission Expense $511,109 
External Environmental Benefits $1,821,465 

I Total Benefits $1 7,008,231 Total Costs ($679,355)1 

1 Benefit / Cost Ratio: 35.04 i I 
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Rebates From El< $1 07,185 Administrative Costs 
Hebates Paid lo Consumers 

Total Benefits $1,532,508 Total Costs 

[Rebates From Distribution System $171,686 

I Total Benefits $982,991 Total Costs ($723,535) 

Total Resource Benefits Total Resource Costs 

Avoided Distribution Expense $655,39 1 Up Front Customer Investment ($903,420) 
Avoided Energy Costs $1,053,656 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($55,736) 
Avoided Capacity Costs $2,692,743 EK Administrative Costs ($46,480) 
Avoided Transmission Expense $300,548 

Total Benefits $4,702,338 Total Costs ($3,005,636) 

Avoided Capacity Costs $2,692,743 Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $300,548 

n 
Total Benefits $4,702,338 Total Costs 

External Environmental Benefits 

Total Benefits $5,694,883 Total Costs 
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Distribution System Benefits Distribution System Costs 

jevenue lncrease $1,226,948 Power Bill Increases ($1,383,201 
?ebates From EK $191,403 Administrative Costs ($139,341 

Rebates Paid To Consumers ($382,805 

Total Benefits $1,418,351 Total Costs ($1,905,347 

Participant Benefits Participant Costs 

Electric Bill Decreases $789,705 Up Front Investment ($1,302,977) 
Rebates From Distribution System $306,583 

($1,302,977) I Total Benefits $1,096,288 Total Costs 

Total Resource Benefits Total Resource Costs 

Avoided Distribution Expense $385,534 Up Front Customer Investment ($1,626,922) 
Avoided Energy Costs $1,002,702 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($1 39,341) 
Avoided Capacity Costs $1,642,6 18 EK Administrative Costs ($179,420) 
Avoided Transmission Expense $176,797 

Total Benefits 

EK Benefits 

Avoided Distribution Expense $385,534 
Avoided Energy Costs $1,002,702 
Avoided Capacity Costs $1,642,618 Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $176,797 

Total Benefits $3,207,65 1 Total Costs 

Total Benefits $3,947,197 Total Costs 
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Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $283,765 Total Costs 

Total Benefits $205,040 Total Costs 

Total Resource Costs 

IJp Front Customer Investment ($76,561 

voided Capacity Costs EK Administrative Costs ($24,369 
voided Energy Costs Distribution System Admin. Costs ($13,934 

Total Benefits $660,843 Total Costs 

Avoided Transmission Expense $34,580 

Total Benefits $660,843 Total Costs 

,voided Energy Costs $270,002 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($1 4,756 
,voided Capacity Costs $370,3 13 EK Administrative Costs ($25,807 
,voided Transmission Expense $40,250 
:xternal Environmental Benefits $51,218 

Total Benefits $81 9,555 Total Costs ($121,641 
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Rebates From EK $5,920,745 Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $38,473,632 Total Costs 

Total Benefits $7,1 16,462 Total Costs $0 I 
Total Resource Benefits 

Avoided Distribution Expense $25,121,327 
Avoided Energy Costs $631,761 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($8,066,5 1 
Avoided Capacity Costs $45,964,603 EK Administrative Costs ($8,066,51 
Avoided Transmission Expense $1 1,520,098 

Total Resource Costs 

Total Benefits $83,237,789 Total Costs 

Decrease in Revenue ($32,552,888 
Avoided Energy Costs $631,761 Rebates Paid ($5,920,745 
Avoided Capacity Costs $45,964,603 Administrative Costs ($8,066,519 
Avoided Transmission Expense $1 1,520,098 

Total Benefits $83,237,789 Total Costs ($46,540,152 

Avoided Energy Costs $729,600 
Avoided Capacity Costs $53,613,203 
Avoided Transmission Expense $1 3,408,642 
External Environmental Benefits $69,491 

EK Administrative Costs 

I 'Total Benefits $97,060,523 Total Costs ($1 7,330,426) I 
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Rebates From EK Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $769,471 Total Costs 

Non-Energy Benefits $409,152 

Total Benefits $1,122,936 Total Costs 

Total Resource Benefits Total Resource Costs 

Avoided Distribution Expense $90,227 Up Front Customer Investment ($91 8,732 

Avoided Capacity Costs $381,953 EK Administrative Costs ($1 5,312 
Avoided Transmission Expense $41,376 
Non-Energy Benefits $662,404 

Avoided Energy Costs $642,098 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($38,281 

Total Benefits Total Costs 

EK Benefits EK Costs 

Decrease In Revenue ($673,77 
Rebates Paid ($95170 

Avoided Capacity Costs Administrative Costs ($15,31 
Avoided Transmission Expense $4 I ,376 

Total Benefits $1,155,654 Total Costs ($784,783) 

Avoided Capacity Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $47,207 
External Environmental Benefits $1 43'1 a2 

Total Benefits $1,457,587 Total Costs 
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Rebates From EK $57,421 Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $411,671 Total Costs ($5'1 $1 18)i 

a I 

Total Benefits $299,913 Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs 
Avoided 'Transmission Expense 

Total Benefits $703,499 Total Costs 

EK Benefits 

Avoided Distribution Expense $124,058 
Avoided Energy Costs $275,417 
Avoided Capacity Costs $247,134 
Avoided Transmission Expense $56,890 

EK Costs 

I Total Benefits $703,499 Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense 
External Environmental Benefits 

$31 5,576 
$285,439 

$55,429 
$65,588 

Distribution System Admin. Costs 
EK Administrative Costs 

($48,647) 
($1 6,216) 

Total Benefits $865,057 Total Casts 
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Total Benefits $398,062 Total Costs 

'Total Benefits $422,277 Total Costs 

Total Resource Benefits Total Resource Costs 

Avoided flistrihution Expense $37,693 Up Front Customer Investment ($217,051 
Avoided Energy Costs $31 0,421 Distribution System Admin. Costs ($68,905 
Avoided Capacity Costs $169,765 EI< Administrative Costs ($15,314 
Avoided Transmission Expense $1 7,285 

Total Benefits $535,164 Total Costs ($301,268) 

Avoided Distribution Expense 
Avoided Energy Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $1 7,285 

Total Benefits $535,164 Total Costs 

Avoided Capacity Costs $196,358 EK Administrative Costs 

External Environmental Benefits $74,829 
Avoided Transmission Expense $19,955 

Total Benefits $690,682 Total Costs 
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Rebates From EK $62,206 Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $1,549,859 Total Costs 

Participant Benefits 

Electric Bill Declines $ I  ,496,820 
Rebates From tlistriblltion System $99,639 

Participant Costs II 

Total Benefits $1,596,459 Total Costs I 

EK Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $47,255 

Total Benefits $2,054,915 Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs $497,978 Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $47,255 

Total Benefits $2,054,915 ‘Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs $1,588,159 
Avoided Capacity Costs $565,950 
Avoided Transmission Expense $53,624 
External Environmental Benefits $375,043 

Distribution System Admin. Costs 
EK Administrative Costs 

Total Benefits $2,699,712 Total Costs I 
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Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $2,65 1,954 Total Costs 

rota1 Benefits Total Costs 

Total Benefits $10,488,645 Total Costs 

Rate E Revenue Increases 

Total Benefits $1,709,104 Total Costs 

External Environmental Costs 

Total Benefits $12,189,708 Total Costs 
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er Bill Declines 
Rebates From EK $2,902,046 

Revenue Declines 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $1 1,153,14 I Total Costs 

Total Benefits $9,452,604 Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $499,212 

Up Front Customer Investment 
EK Administrative Costs 

'Total Benefits $14,735,786 Total Costs 

Avoided Transmission Expense 

Total Benefits $14,735,786 Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs $9,258,983 
Avoided Capacity Costs $5,491,814 
Avoided Transmission Expense $56 1,306 
External Environmental Benefits $1,832,930 I EK Administrative Costs ($855,375)1 

I I I Total Benefits $18,369,044 Total Costs ($6,123,838) I Benefit / Cost Ratio: li On 
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Rebates From El< $4,939,467 Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $13,761,380 

Total Benefits $6,348,850 ‘Total Costs 

Avoided Transmission Expense $3,641,906 

Jotal Benefits $30,195,053 Total Costs 

Avoided Capacity Costs $14,126,678 Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $3,641,906 

Total Benefits $30,195,053 Total Costs 

External Environmental Benefits 

Total Benefits $35,000,775 Total Costs 
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c 

Rebates From EK Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $1,390,851 Total Costs 

Total Benefits $1,082,354 Total Costs 

Total Resource Benefits 

Avoided Distribution Expense $1 67,895 
Avoided Energy Costs $839,986 
Avoided Capacity Costs $782,867 
Avoided Transmission Expense $76,993 

Total Benefits $1,867,74 I Total Costs 

EK Benefits EK Costs 

Avoided Distribution Expense $167,895 Decrease in Revenue ($928,614 
Avoided Energy Costs $839,986 Rebates Paid ($462,237 
Avoided Capacity Costs $782,867 Administrative Costs ($30,624 
Avoided Transmission Expense $76,993 

Total Benefits $1,867,741 Total Costs ($lI421,47E 

Avoided Transmission Expense $88,818 
External Environmental Benefits $1 93,030 

Distribution System Admin. Costs ($12,162 
EK Administrative Costs ($32,431 

Total Benefits $2,343,389 Total Costs ($835,1 0f I 



Rebates From EK $77939 1 

-~ 

Distribution System Costs 

Revenue Decrease ($2,310,78( 
Administrative Costs ($398,1 1 
Rebates Paid To Consumers ($823,79 

Total Benefits $2,361,568 Total Costs ($3,532,69* 

Total Benefits $2,229,419 

Tatal Resource Benefits 

Avoided Distribution Expense 
Avoided Energy Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs $1 ,191,502 
Avoided Transmission Expense $1 25,145 

Total Benefits $3,068,878 Total Costs 

EK Benefits 

Avoided Distribution Expense $272,895 
Avoided Energy Costs $1,479,336 
Avoided Capacity Costs $1,191,502 
Avoided Transmission Expense $1 25,145 

EK Casts 

Decrease in Revenue ($1,577,278 
Rebates Paid ($779,391 
Administrative Costs ($30,624 

Total Benefits $3,068,878 Total Costs ($2,387,292 

PSC Request 19 
Attachment 2 
Page 25 of 29 

Avolded Energy Costs $1,625,717 
Avoided Capacity Costs $1,319,112 
Avoided Transmission Expense $1 38,413 
External Environmental Benefits $330,151 

Distribution System Adrnin. Costs 
EK Administrative Costs 

($421,605 
($32,431 

Total Benefits $3,715,223 Total Costs 
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Rebates Froin El< $2,082,460 Administrative Costs 
Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $5,745,200 Total Costs 

Total Benefits $4,504,987 ‘rota1 Costs 

- _ ~ _ _  

Total Resource Benefits 

Avoided Distribution Expense 
Avoided Energy Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs $2,565,954 
Avoided Transmission Expense 

Total Benefits $6,891,259 Total Casts 

Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $254,571 

Total Benefits $6,891,259 Total Costs 

,voided Energy Costs $4,063,754 
,voided Capacity Costs $2,984,623 
,voided Transmission Expense $295,540 
ixternal Environmental Benefits $794,381 

Distribution System Admin. Costs ($129,‘72E 
EK Administrative Costs ($97,294 

Total Benefits $8,7a2,76a Total Costs ($3,859,32: 
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Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $2,087,023 Total Costs 

Electric Bill Decreases $1,329,111 
Rebates From Distribution System $1 87,782 

1Jp Front Investment ($375,564) 

Totai Benefits $1,516,893 Total Costs ($375,564) I 
Total Resource Benefits Total Resource Costs 

Up Front Customer Investment ($468,936 
ided Energy Costs Distribution System Admin. Costs ($2,680 

oided Capacity Costs EK Administrative Costs ($30,624 
Avoided Transmission Expense $70,657 

7otal Benefits $2, '1 63,487 Total Costs 

Avoided Capacity Costs Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $70,657 

Total Benefits $2,163,487 Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs $1,403,050 
Avoided Capacity Costs $775,030 

External Environmental Benefits $300,881 
Avoided Transmission Expense $79,673 

Distribution System Admin. Costs ($2,83E 
EK Administrative Costs ($32,431 

Total Benefits $2,732,372 Total Costs ($53 I ,87: 



. . .. . .  

Rebates Paid To Consumers 

Total Benefits $3,5a0,93a Total Costs 

I Total Benefits $2,631,209 Total Costs ($686,132) 

Total Benefits $4,163,546 Total Costs 

Avoided Transmission Expense $1 28,702 

'Total Benefits $4,163,546 rota1 Costs 

Avoided Capacity Costs $1,461,780 EK Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $147,302 
External Environmental Benefits $572,762 

PSC Request 19 
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Total Benefits $5,344,278 Total Costs 
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Rebates Paid TO Consumers 

T'otal Benefits $20,2 1 1,356 

I 7otal Benefits $15,024,664 'Total Costs ($3 I 589,96'1) 

Total Resource Benefits Total Resource Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense 

Total Benefits Total Costs 

Total Benefits $22,973,281 Total Costs 

Avoided Energy Costs $1 5,782,512 Distribution System Admin. Costs 
Avoided Capacity Costs $7,980,832 EK Administrative Costs 
Avoided Transmission Expense $805,008 
External Environmental Benefits $3,181,599 

Total Benefits $29,505,398 Total Costs ($4,830,883) 
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EAST KENTIJCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

mQIJEST 20 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 20. 

is tlie avoided cost of capacity included in the cost-benefit analysis relied upon? If yes, 

please explain tlie methodology and iiiechaiiics for coiiiputiiig this avoided cost. If not, 

please explain tlie basis for a program evaluatioii without such an avoided cost estimate. 

In coiisideriiig a potential DSM program or renewal energy project, 

Response 20. 

long-run marginal cost approach using an analysis of EKPC’s expected generating units. 

Tlie expected geiieratioii resources are matclied to tlie Conipaiiy’s anticipated load 

duration curve. Tlie weighted average avoided capital cost is based on tlie optimum 

mixture of resources used to meet tlie expected load duration cuilre. 

Yes .  Tlie avoided cost used in tlie DSM evaluation was based 011 a 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 21 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Rosta 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 2 1. 

demand costs, as relied upon in cost-benefit analyses. Provide an estimate of such costs 

as of 2010; 201 S; 2020 (or similar periods if more readily available), consistent with IRP 

studies. Include suininary level analysis sufficient to identify quantification of key 

variables included in estimates. 

Provide the current estimates of EKPC avoided energy and 

Response 21. 

follows: 

The avoided energy and demand costs used in the 2006 IRP are as 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 22 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 22. Consistent with tlie previous response regarding estimates of 

avoided energy and deiiiaiid costs, provide any sensitivity analyses associated with 

estimates of: 

e 

IGCC carbon recapture 

Other carbon cost effects 

Carbon tax and/or cap-and-trade impacts 

Response 22. 

effect of any carbon programs. Future estimates of avoided cost will attempt to recognize 

the effect of whatever carbon program is in existence at that time. 

EKPC’s current estimates of avoided costs do not factor iii tlie 





PSC Request 23 

Page 1 of 1 

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 23 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 23. 

begiiming to take carbon costs into accouiit in its plaiiiiiiig models and cost-benefit 

analyses. Please provide a suiniiiary of available analyses, indicating the preiniuin 

associated witli carboii versus noii-carbon coiistraiiit scenarios. 

Based oil comments iiiade in the December 18 interview, EKPC is 

Response 23. 

directly included the poteiitial effects of carboii prograins into its analysis. 

Please see the response to Item 22 and Item 24. EKPC has not 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF'S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 24 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 24. 

iiiodeliiig a carboii cap-aiid-trade iiiipact effective 201 2, aiid that its current estiinate of 

such aii iiiipact is ail approximate 20% preiniuiii over iioii-carbon coiiveiitioiial coal 

dispatch costs. Please coiifinii or correct tlie accuracy of this reference. 

During tlie December 18 iiiteiview, EISE'C iiidicated that it was 

Response 24. 

a carboii cap aiid trade coiicept for oiie or two of its iiiodeliiig scenarios. EKPC is 

coiiductiiig this iiiodeliiig probabilistically, aiid tlie value of the carboii allowaiice varies 

greatly. EISE'C's earlier statement regarding 20% was coil-ect wlieii it was iiieiitioiied 011 

December 18, but EIUPC has siiice inoved to a probabilistic estiinate, due to tlie high 

degree of riiicei-tainty existent. 

EKPC is perfonniiig soiiie productioii cost iiiodeliiig, aiid is usiiig 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQIJEST 25 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, JrJWilliam A. Bosta 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 25a. 

GHG restrictions aiid potential taxes 011 carbon emissions have iiiipacted analyses 

associated with the cuireiit IRP process. 

Please provide a suininary stateineiit regarding how expectations of 

Response 2%. 

lilceliliood of a specific level of GHG restriction and/or h i t  on carbon eiiiissioiis was so 

uiicertaiii that it was not prudent to iiiclude any potential effects associated with those 

prograins. As a result, the 2006 IRP did not explicitly iiiodel such effects. 

The cuireiit IRP was prepared in mid-2006. At that time, the 

Request 25 b. 

“collaboratives” with parties interested in potential DSM/EE programs. Is this correct? 

Do any of the iiieiiiber coops hold such meetings? Did EKPC ever ii~ipleiiieiit a 

“collaborative” oi- equivalent process? Does EJSPC see any potential benefit in lioldiiig 

“collal~oratives” as a iiieaiis of developing suppoi-t for increased DSM/EE prograiiis and 

peiietratioii levels? 

In the Deceinbei- 18 interview, EIVC indicated that it did not hold 
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Response 25b. Please note that EISPC is a wholesale utility and serves no retail 

customers. Tliis fact iiialtes tlie collaborative process with retail customers somewhat 

difficult. Wiile EISPC lias not held collaboratives with interested parties on DSM 

projects, it lias made every effort to meet with tlie Office of the Attoiiiey Geiieral and tlie 

Kentucky Departinelit of Energy to discuss tlie DSM programs it lias filed with the 

Comiiiissioii. Tliis was done in coiijunctioii with tlie requireinelit set foi-tli in tlie DSM 

statute Section 278.285, that mandates that tlie Conipaiiy meet with interested pai-ties 

prior to filing. EKPC has also met with the Sierra Club on a periodic basis to discuss 

iiidustry matters and participates in tlie Kentucky Energy Efficiency Worlciiig Group in 

monthly meetings. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQIJEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQIJEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 26 

FlESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 26. 

of a reiiewables portfolio standard (RPS), if such a standard were considered iii 

Kentucky, what percent do you believe would be realistic as a 2020 target? What factors, 

if any, would iiialte it easier or more difficult for EICPC to meet a statewide standard, 

based on specific service area considerations? If reiiewables projects are developed 

outside of the EKPC seivice area, what are the major considerations, benefits, 

inipediinents to meetiiig an RPS 011 this basis? 

Recognizing that utilities are generally opposed to the imposition 

Response 26. 

complexity, and due to the fact that renewable portfolio programs vary quite a bit from 

state to state and proposal to proposal. However, EICPC is iiot opposed to reiiewable 

power supply and lias already developed a nuiiiber of renewable projects. 

EIWC cannot answer this question, due to its iiiicertaiiity and 
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EAST KlENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 27 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 27. 

currently considering a solicitation for reiiewables. Provide a brief description of the 

proposed RFP, including the ainouiit of capacity sought, teclviologies considered, and the 

expected release date of the RFP. 

In the December 18 interview, EKPC indicated that it was 

Response 27. 

the proposed RFP. 

At this time, EKPC has riot developed the scope or fiaiiieworlc of 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPEIZATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA m Q U E S T  DATED 1/04/08 

m Q U E S T  28 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 28. Based oil coiniiieiits made in its Deceinber 18 iiitewiew, Duke 

ideiitified the iieed for a “Siiiart-Metering” prograin to expand EE and DSM prograin 

beiiefits. What are EKPC’s views and cull-eiit plaiis regarding iiiipleinentatioii of a 

“Sinart-Metering” Program? Please provide aiiy oveiview aiid analysis EKPC has 

available regarding costs aiid beiiefits of iinpleineiitiiig such a prograin. 

Response 28. 

iinpleineiitatioii of a “Siiiai-t Metering” prograin were outliiied iii direct testiiiioiiy aiid 

data request respoiises iii Case No. 2006-00045. The Commission ruled in that case that 

EISPC, and the other major utilities in the state, iiiust file a Real Tiiiie Priciiig (RTP) Pilot 

Program for iiidustrial custoiiiers. That filing was made by EKPC in April 2007 aiid a 

decisioii is pending. 

The views aiid plaiis of EIUPC aiid its Meiiiber Systeiiis regarding 
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EAST KXNTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 29 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Rosta 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Req u es t 29. 

that provide for iiiteiruptioii or control of custoiner loads? If yes, please provide the 

followiiig iiiforiiiation (excluding any customers 011 Time of Day rates). 

Does tlie Coiiipaiiy (or its meinber coops) cui-reiitly have tariffs 

Request. Identify customer class, and specific tariff. 

Response. 

available at aiiy load center where an ultiinate “Customer” will contract for an 

interruptible demand of iiot less than 250 ltW and not more than 20,000 1tW. 

EKPC Wholesale Tariff Section D - Interruptible Sei-vice is 

Request . Nuinber of custoiners 011 each tariff. 

Response. There are five ( 5 )  customers on this tariff. 
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Request. 

hours, amount of load iiitei-rupted, etc. 

2006 and 2007 (as available) statistics 011 load iiiterruptioiis - 

Response. 

reduction, 1,127 MW total aiuiual load reduction. 

2007 - 53 events, 347 hours iiitei-ruipted, 391,207 total MWH 

2006 - 18 events, 128 hours iiitei-ruipted, 224,947 total MWH 

reduction, 1,757 MW total aiuiual load reduction. 

Request. 

cui-reiit customers. 

Estiinate of inaximuiii peals load that can iiitei-rupted based on 

Response. 

iiiteim.ip ted based on cui-reiit cus toiiiers" 

It is estimated that 170 MW of maxiilium peals demand can be 
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PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQIJEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 30 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Rosta 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 30. 

Time of Day (Use) rates? If yes, please provide the following iiifonnatioii. 

Does the company (or its inember coops) have any customers on 

Identify customer class, and specific tariff. 

Nuiiiber of customers on each tariff. 

Estimate of peak load reduction based on current customer base. 

Estimate of aiiiiual load reduction based on cuiieiit customer base. 

Response 30. 

ineinber cooperatives willing to contract for demands of 500 1tW or greater and a inontlily 

minimum energy usage equal to or greater than 400 liours per ltW of contract demand. 

EKPC Wholesale Tariff Section B is available to customers of 

EKPC Wholesale Tariff Sectioii C is available to customers of member cooperatives 

willing to contract for demands of 500 ItW or greater and a monthly miiiimuiii energy 

usage equal to or greater than 400 hours per kW of contract demand. 
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EKPC Wholesale Tariff Section E is applicable to all load centers iiot subject to the 

provisions of Section E3 or Section C. A cooperative association may select either Optioii 

1 or Option 2 of this sectioii of tlie tariff to apply to all load centers. 

The cooperative inust remain on a selected option for at least one year and may change 

options, 110 more than every twelve months, after giving a iiiiiiiinuiii of two months 

iio tic e. 

EKE'C Wholesale Tariff Section G, Special Electric Contract Rate, is applicable to Inland 

Container Corporation. 

As of Deceiiiber 3 1 , 2007, there were 60 customers billed at tlie Section B tariff, 13 

custoiiiers billed at the Section C tariff, 25 substatioiis billed at the Section E - Option I 

tariff, and 272 substations billed at the Section E - Optioii 2 tariff. 

EKPC has not analyzed tlie reductioiis in peak load as a result of these TOD rates. 

EKPC has riot analyzed the aiuiual load reduction based on tlie cm-eiit custoiner base. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC ADMINISTRATIVE CASE NO. 2007-00477 

SECOND DATA REQUEST RESPONSE 

COMMISSION STAFF’S SECOND DATA REQUEST DATED 1/04/08 

REQUEST 31 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: William A. Bosta 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 31. 

option in current rates, aside froin industrial customers cull-ently on TOTJ rates? If so, 

please provide the tariff(s) that provide for the oii/off peak option. Please address any 

opinion EISPC inaiiagement may have regarding what conditions are likely to be required 

to stimulate customer interest iii such a tariff option. 

Does EKPC (or its iiieiiiber coops) curreiitly have an oldoff peak 

Response 31. EISPC does have a non-industrial tariff (“E” Rate Schedule) that 

has an on-peak and off-peak rate. This tariff is attached. In addition, EISPC’s Member 

Systeiiis have an on-pealdoff-peak rate for custoniers with Electric Tliennal Storage 

(ETS) equipment. A sample tariff from one Member System is attached. 


