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Mr. Jeffrey Derouen

Executive Director
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P.O. Box 615

211 Sower Boulevard

Frankfort, KY 40602

Re:  Inthe Matter of: The 2015 Integrated Resource Plan
of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
PSC Case No. 2015-00134

Dear Mr. Derouen:

3 ! S 2 )~ Attorneys at Law AUG 1 2 2015

PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION

David S. Samford
david@gosssamfordlaw.com
(859) 368-7740

Enclosed please find for filing with the Commission in the above-referenced case an
original and ten (10) copies of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.’s Responses to PSC Staff’s

Initial Set of Data Requests. Please return a file-stamped copy to me.

Do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

David S. Samford
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY COMMISSION
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
In the Matter of:
2015 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN OF EAST ) CASE NO.
KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. ) 2015-00134

RESPONSES TO COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST
TO EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
DATED JULY 23, 2015




EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.

PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION’S FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST
DATED 07/23/135

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC™) hereby submits responses to the
information requests of Public Service Commission Staff’s ("PSC”) in this case dated
July 23, 2015. Each response with its associated supportive reference materials is

individually tabbed.




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

2015 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN OF EAST ) CASE NO.
KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. )  2015-00134
CERTIFICATE

STATE OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF CLARK )

Jeffrey M. Brandt, being duly sworn, states that he has supervised the
preparation of the responses of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. to the Public
Service Commission Staff’s First Request for Information in the above-referenced case
dated July 23, 2015, and that the matters and things set forth therein are true and

accurate to the best of his knowledge, information and belief, formed after reasonable

inquiry.

G feantt
4

Subscribed and sworn before me on this /2 day of August, 2015.

otary Public #sn)YY

GWYN M. WILLOUGHBY
Notary Public

State at Large
Kentucky
My Commission Expires Nov 30, 2017




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

2015 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN OF EAST ) CASE NO.
KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. ) 2015-00134
CERTIFICATE

STATE OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF CLARK )

Scott Drake, being duly sworn, states that he has supervised the preparation of
the responses of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. to the Public Service
Commission Staff’s First Request for Information in the above-referenced case dated
July 23, 20135, and that the matters and things set forth therein are true and accurate to

the best of his knowledge, information and belief, formed after reasonable inquiry.

Aeeti Kot

Subscribed and sworn before me on this [2 day of August, 2015.

tary Public 1Y V

GWYN M. WILLOUGHBY
Notary Public
State at Large

Kentucky ;

My Commission Expires Nov 30, 2017



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

2015 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN OF EAST ) CASE NO.
KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. ) 2015-00134
CERTIFICATE

STATE OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF CLARK )

Jerry Purvis, being duly sworn, states that he has supervised the preparation of
the responses of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. to the Public Service
Commission Staff’s First Request for Information in the above-referenced case dated
July 23, 2013, and that the matters and things set forth therein are true and accurate to

the best of his knowledge, information and belief, formed after reasonable inquiry.

/"

Subscribed and sworn before me on this [ day of August, 2015.

@tary Eubhc ﬂWV

GWYN M. WILLOUGHBY
Notary Public
State at Large

Kentucky Z
My Commission Expires Nov 30, 2017




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

2015 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN OF EAST ) CASE NO.
KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. ) 2015-00134
CERTIFICATE

STATE OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF CLARK )

Julia J. Tucker, being duly sworn, states that she has supervised the preparation
of the responses of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. to the Public Service
Commission Staff’s First Request for Information in the above-referenced case dated
July 23, 2015, and that the matters and things set forth therein are true and accurate to

the best of her knowledge, information and belief, formed after reasonable inquiry.

| Q
Subscribed and sworn before me on this Zgl rElay of : ugust, 2015.

- W-I’\Iodry Public U SColyy

GWYN M. WILLOUGHBY
Notary Public
State at Large

Kentucky >

My Commission Expires Nov 30, 2017




COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

2015 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN OF EAST ) CASE NO.
KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. ) 2015-00134
CERTIFICATE

STATE OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF CLARK )

Patrick C. Woods, being duly sworn, states that he has supervised the
preparation of the responses of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. to the Public
Service Commission Staff’s First Request for Information in the above-referenced case
dated July 23, 2015, and that the matters and things set forth therein are true and

accurate to the best of his knowledge, information and belief, formed after reasonable

inquiry.

Subscribed and sworn before me on this /7 17’ day of August, 2015.

/‘Q/*m% Wildpu

N6tary Public Sou1¢ 7

GWYN M. WILLOUGHBY
Notary Public

State at Large
Kentucky
My Commission Expires Nov 30, 2017




PSC Request 1
Page 1 of 1

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 1
RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Julia J. Tucker
COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

Request 1.  Refer to page | of EKPC's 2015 Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP"), which
references EKPC owned and operated generation. The sum of the capacities on page 1 is
2,625.2 MW. The first sentence on page 79 of the IRP states that "EKPC currently owns
and operates 2,671 MW of summer capacity.” Explain the difference between the two

references.

Response 1. The capacity listed on page 1 of EKPC’s 2015 IRP does sum, as
noted, to 2,625.2 MW. The capacity listed for Dale Station in Clark County on page 1 is
149 MW, which is the sum of the capacity for units 3 and 4, and does not include the
capacity from units 1 and 2. The 2,671 MW capacity value listed on the top of page 79
includes the additional 46 MW from Dale units 1 and 2. EKPC idled these two units
permanently on April 15, 2015. The statement at the top of page 79 could be modified to
state that EKPC owns 2,671 MW of capacity but it no longer operates 46MW of that

capacity. EKPC currently operates 2,625.2 MW of capacity.
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 2

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Scott Drake

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

Regquest 2. Refer to page 3 of the IRP regarding demand-side management

("DSM") Programs. Explain what consideration was given to industrial DSM in EKPC's

comprehensive study of energy efficiency savings potential.

Response 2. Industrial DSM was given the same full consideration as the other
classes (residential, commercial) in EKPC’s comprehensive study of energy efficiency

potential.

In Technical Appendix 2 to this IRP, EKPC provided the complete report titled “East
Kentucky Power Cooperative Energy Efficiency Potential. Study” prepared by GDS
Associates (“GDS”). Chapter 5 of that report provides the electric energy efficiency
potential estimates for the Industrial sector. For the Industrial sector, there were 194
unique energy efficiency measures included in the energy savings potential analysis. The

measures are listed on pages 79-83 of that report.
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 3

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Julia J. Tucker

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

Request 3. Refer to the second paragraph on page 4 of the IRP regarding the

Mercury and Air Toxics Standards environmental regulation. Explain what impact(s), if

any, that the recent United State Supreme Court ruling in Michigan v. Environmental

Protection Agency, No. 14-46 will have on EKPC. .
Response 3. On June 29, 2015, the United States Supreme Court determined

that the MATS Rule was not properly reviewed and promulgated by the EPA, thereby
reversing a decision of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals and remanding the case
challenging the rule to the lower court. However, the Supreme Court did not vacate the
MATS Rule. The Supreme Court determined that the EPA unreasonably refused to
consider costs in determining whether it is appropriate to regulate hazardous air
pollutants emitted by electric utilities. Yet the MATS Rule remains in effect unless it is
vacated by the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals or unless EPA vacates the MATS Rule

during remand.




PSC Request 3
Page 2 of 4

Since the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision was directed at the scope of the EPA’s rationale
and not the agency’s authority to promulgate the rule, it is widely anticipated that the
MATS Rule will be re-promulgated by the EPA in the near future. Regardless, many
utilities, including EKPC, have already been forced to make significant and expensive
investment decisions involving the future of their electric generation resources based

upon MATS prior to the Supreme Court’s ruling.

Under the current MATS Rule, EKPC must comply with the mercury, SO2 or HCL, and
PM limits in the MATS beginning in the spring of 2015. However, if units were in the
process of installing additional pollution control equipment and could not complete the
work by this initial compliance date, an additional year to achieve compliance could be
requested from the Kentucky Energy and Environment Cabinet. EKPC sought and
received a MATS extension from the Kentucky Division of Air Quality (“KDAQ”) for

Dale Station Units 3 and 4 and Cooper Station Units 1 and 2.

EKPC has conducted emissions testing of its units to determine the best way to achieve
compliance with the MATS Rule. This testing was completed as part of an extensive
engineering effort to ensure that EKPC’s units comply with.this rule. Pursuant to
authority granted by this Commission, Cooper Unit 1 is being tied-in to Cooper Unit 2°s
environmental controls this fall in order to comply with MATS by April 2016 (2013-

00259). With respect to EKPC’s Dale Station, PJM Interconnection, LLC (“PJM”)




PSC Request 3
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requested that, for reliability purposes, KDAQ grant Dale Units 3 and 4 a one-year
extension to comply with MATS. KDAQ granted the extension, thereby temporarily

staying the compliance deadline for the Units until April 2016.

The MATS rule, in addition to other existing and anticipated environmental regulations,
has required EKPC to evaluate its generation portfolio and determine what actions, if
any, it must take to ensure the availability of reliable, affordable capacity. Much of
EKPC’s generation fleet is well-positioned in terms of environmental compliance. For
example, the pol]ﬁtion control upgrades on Spurlock Units 1 and 2 and Cooper Unit 2
place EKPC’s units ahead of most electric generating units for MATS compliance, and
Spurlock Units 3 and 4, which are equipped with Best Available Control Technology
(“BACT”), will meet the MATS Rule limits without additional controls. However,
around 2012 EKPC determined that its Dale Station and Cooper Station Unit 1 were
unlikely to remain economically viable in light of the substantial investments that would
have been required to bring them into compliance with the EPA’s new and forthcoming
rules (i.e., MATS, Coal Combustion Residuals (“CCR”), and Efficient Limitations
Guidelines ( “ELG”). To address the compliance issues with respect to Cooper Station
Unit 1, EKPC identified and pursued a reconfiguration of that unit’s air emissions as a
cost-effective and reasonable solution. With respect to Dale Station, EKPC did not and
does not believe that reconfiguring or upgrading the Dale Units is an economically viable

alternative for ongoing future environmental compliance, and thus those Units are not
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part of EKPC’s long-term power supply plan. EKPC anticipates that Dale Units 3 and 4
will remain unavailable beginning in 2016 because environmental regulation (including

CCR, ELG and a likely re-promulgated MATS Rule) renders those Units uneconomical.
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 4

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Julia J. Tucker

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

Request 4. Refer to the last sentence of the partial paragraph which ends at the

top of page 7 of EKPC's IRP. Provide the current status of the third-party negotiations

referenced in the sentence.

Response 4. EKPC has finalized negotiations with a third party, Bluegrass
Generation Company, LLC, to purchase its Bluegrass Generation facility in Oldham
County, Kentucky. A request for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

(*CPCN”) was filed with the Kentucky Public Service Commission on July 24, 2015,
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 5

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Patrick C. Woods

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

Request 5. Refer to page 7 of the IRP regarding EKPC's annual report related

to being a member of PJM Interconnection, LLC ("PJM"). Provide the date EKPC

intends to file the annual report for 2014,

Response 5. EKPC filed its annual report on July 31, 2015,
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

COMMISSION STAFF'S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 6

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Julia J. Tucker

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

Request 6. Refer to page 15 of the IRP. Provide similar information as shown

on Tables 1-1 and 1-2 for the six months ended June 30, 2015.

Response 6. The following chart provides data that was available for the period
ending May 31, 2015. More recent data is not yet available from all Member-systems.
Forecast energy and demand are given after taking into account the effect of Demand
Side Management (“DSM”) programs. Differences are defined as actual numbers minus

forecasted numbers.

Forecast Comparisons

Forecast Actual Difference
Residential Sales, MWh 3,223,421 3,244 298 20,877
Total Commercial and 2,135,889 2,056,088 -79,801
Industrial Sales, MWh
Residential Customers 495,084 493,455 -1,629
System Peak Demand, MW 3,207 3,507 300
Total Requirements, MWh 5,652,789 5,642 881 -9,908




EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134
FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

PSC Reqhest 7
Page 1 of 5

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 7

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Scott Drake

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Request 7. Refer to pages 17-18 of the IRP where it states:

EKPC set a goal of achieving the equivalent of 1% of
annual retail sales in new DSM annual kWh savings
each year. The findings from the potential study show

that this goal is achievable in the medium and

long .

term. However, the levels of activity and spending far

outstrip current performance and budgeting. In

fact,

EKPC is currently producing 0.2% of annual retail sales

in new DSM annual kWh.

In order to narrow this gap, EKPC has established a
ramp-up period of six years (2015-2020) during which
time the plan is to steadily increase the investment in
DSM resources so that the goal of 1% of annual retail
savings by the year 2020 may be achieved.
Participation projections reflect this steady increase in
the years 2015-2020 then leveling off at participation
levels that consistently achieve the 1% goal thereafter

(from 2020-2029).

As a result, the 2015 IRP impacts are projected to be
lower than the 2012 IRP impacts in the early years of

the plan.
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Refer also to the Technical Appendix, Volume 2, Demand Side Management, of the IRP,

Exhibit DSM-1,' EE Potential Report, page 3, where it states:

This study examined 407 electric energy efficiency
measures in the residential, commercial and industrial
sectors combined.

Figure 1-2 below shows that cost effective electric
energy efficiency resources can play a significantly
expanded role in EKPC energy resource mix over the
next ten years. For the EKPC, the achievable potential

for electricity savings based on the IRC in 2024 is 8.5%
of forecast MWh sales for 2024.

Request 7a. Explain the difference between the goal of 1-percent annual retail
savings from 2020-2029, and 8.5 percent of forecast MWh sales for 2024 from

achievable potential for electricity savings based on the total resource cost ("TRC").

Response 7a. The 1% of annual retail savings is an annual incremental figure
(new savings each year amounting to 1% of annual retail sales) while the 8.5% figure is a

cumulative figure over the period from 2015 through 2024.

' Exhibit DSM-1, East Kentucky Power Cooperative Energy Efficiency Potential Study ("Potential Study™),
prepared by CDS Associates, Inc. ("GDS") dated March 25, 2015.
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Request 7b. Explain whether EKPC and the Member Cooperatives have
considered a DSM surcharge to expand DSM program spending in order to reach the 1-
percent goal, or to reflect an appropriate level of DSM costs by customer class in base

rates.

Response 7b. Because EKPC’s rate structure is designed in such a manner that it
1s not easy to distinguish between residential, commercial, and industrial customers, a
DSM surcharge does not appear to be the best rate mechanism. EKPC has metering data
available for sales made under Schedules B, C, and G to determine whether the ultimate
retail customer is of the commercial or industrial class. However, the majority of
EKPC’s wholesale sales to its 16 Member Cooperatives are made under Schedule E and
metering data is not available for EKPC to determine whether the ultimate retail customer
is of the residential, commercial, or industrial class. Consequently, EKPC cannot satisfy
the requirement in KRS 278.285(3) of assigning through the surcharge mechanism the
cost of DSM programs to the class of customers which benefit from the programs. EKPC
would also note that in its previous base rate cases, while DSM program costs have been
identified as either residential, commercial, or industrial, there has been no assignment of
the DSM program costs by customer class. Rather, all DSM program costs have been

spread and recovered through all base rate schedules.
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EKPC is committed to reaching the 1 % goal in its DSM program and will be managing
its DSM program costs to reach that goal. EKPC’s overall financial condition will dictate
when it files its next base rate case. The level of DSM program costs will be part of the
evaluation of this overall financial condition, but it is unlikely increased DSM program

costs would be the sole reason EKPC files a base rate case.

The Member Cooperatives are supportive of EKPC’s efforts to expand DSM and energy
efficiency programs, as they recognize the benefits to themselves, their retail customers,
and EKPC from these efforts. While EKPC and its Member Cooperatives have discussed
DSM program cost recovery options, it has also been recognized that each Member
Cooperative will decide for itself which cost recovery approach is the most appropriate.
The 16 Member Cooperatives will be continuing to evaluate cost recovery approaches as

DSM program costs increase to meet the 1% goal.

Request 7c. Explain the difference between the 407 electric energy measures
mentioned on page 3 of the Potential Study and the 207 DSM measures listed on page

DSM-2 of the Executive Summary of the Potential Study.

Response 7c. The difference in measure counts is attributable to different
approaches 1o what is considered a unique measure. The 407 measures were tallied by

GDS in their final report, and matched the granularity they used for their analysis of
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energy efficiency potential. The 207 DSM measures referenced on page DSM-2 in
Appendix 2 match what EKPC defined as measures in its DSM planning. They include

202 efficiency measures plus 5 demand response programs.

For the Residential class measures, the GDS tally counts each appearance of a residential
measure across several dwelling types (single family, multi-family, manufactured home,
new construction), and for weatherization measures, several combinations of primary
heating (heat pump, furnace, fossil) and cooling {central, room) systems. For example,
there were 12 permutations of the “Improved Duct Sealing” measure to account for the
various housing types, heating/cooling combinations, and construction types. Similar

expansions occurred for certain Commercial and Industrial measures.
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 8

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Scott Drake

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

Request 8. Refer to the second paragraph on page 17 of the IRP where it

states, "For the 2015 IRP, EKPC has fine-tuned its DSM modeling projections to narrow
the gap between its theoretical and actual peak demand and energy savings." lIdentify and
explain in detail what changes EKPC has made to fine-tune its DSM modeling
projections. Include a discussion on what changes have occurred in the evaluation,

measurement, and verification of DSM peak demand and energy savings.

Response 8. This statement refers to two major changes: (1) undertaking a
comprehensive study of energy efficiency savings potential; and (2) establishing a ramp-
up period of six years (2015-2020) in the modeling projections to steadily increase the

annual savings from 0.2% of retail sales to 1.0 % of retail sales.

EKPC has made the following improvements in the evaluation, measurement and

verification of DSM peak demand and energy savings:
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EKPC commissioned a comprehensive Assessment of Evaluation, Measurement
and Verification (“EM&V”) for DSM Programs which was conducted by KEMA in
2013.

EKPC procured and implemented its DSM Tracking software system provided by
Direct Technology to improve its data collection and program administration and
reporting capabilities for DSM programs.

The GDS study of energy efficiency savings potential included a comprehensive set
of independent deemed savings estimates that EKPC can use in future EM&V

activities,
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 9

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Julia J. Tucker

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

Request 9. Refer to the second paragraph on page 23 of the IRP where it

states, "But the resuits of the analysis showed that the statistically adjusted end-use model
("SAE") did not perform as well as the model EKPC ultimately selected.”" Explain what
analysis was performed in comparing the models and why EKPC chose the statistical

model rather than the SAE model.

Response 9. The paragraph referenced in the question is specifically referring to
the small commercial class. EKPC constructed models for the small commercial class
using econometric modeling techniques as well as the statistically adjusted end-use
technique. Model results were compared for each member system. It was found that a
statistically adjusted end-use model did not perform as well for the small commercial
class. The small commercial class of EKPC’s Member-systems are varied with regard to
what type of customers are in the class. It is for this reason that EKPC chose a purely

econometric model for its small commercial class.
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
PSC CASE NO. 2015-00134

FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST INFORMATION REQUEST DATED 07/23/15

REQUEST 10

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Julia J. Tucker

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

Request 10. Refer to page 25 of the IRP where EKPC discusses weather

normalization and states that it analyzed 15, 20, and 30 years of weather history ending

with March 2014.

Request 10a. Identify the differences in the results obtained from EKPC's

analysis for the 15 and 20 year periods versus the 30 year period it used for its study.

Response 10a. When restricting the length of time that is analyzed to 15-year or

20-year periods, the means of the total base 65 heating degree day (“HDD”) and base 65
cooling degree day (“CDD”) over those time periods do change. The tables on page two
of this response are provided with the mean HDD and CDD for the Lexington weather
station. The first table shows the average annual CDD and HDD when looking at all
months in a year. The second table gives the average CDD and HDD when restricting it
to just a cooling season or heating season, respectively. Neither shows a great difference

in the 30 to 20 to 15 year scenarios.




