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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

THE 2006 INTEGRATED RESOURCE PLAN OF ) CASENQ. 
EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC ) 2006-00471 

COMMISSION STAFF’S INITIAL DATA REQUEST 
TO EAST, KENTUCKY POWER COOFPERATIVE, INC. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, lnc. (“EKPC”) is requested, pursuant to 807 

KAR 5:001, to file with the Commission the original and 8 copies of the following 

information, with a copy to all parties of record. The information requested herein is due 

on January 17, 2007. Each copy of the data requested should be placed in a bound 

volume with each item tabbed. When a number of sheets are required for an item, each 

sheet should be appropriately indexed, for example, Item l(a), Sheet 2 of 6. Include 

with each response the name of the person who will be responsible for responding to 

questions relating to the information provided. Careful attention should be given to 

copied material to ensure that it is legible. Where information requested herein has 

been provided, in the format requested herein, reference may be made to the specific 

location of said information in responding to this information request. 

1. Published reports indicate that Warren Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation (“Warren RECC”) will remain on the Tennessee Valley Authority’s system 

rather than become a part of the EKPC system. Explain how this change will affect 

EKPC’s: 

a. load forecast; 



b. generation construction plans and schedules, including the 

Spurlock and Smith generation sites; and 

c. transmission construction plans and schedules. 

2. Section 5(5) on page 5-15 of EKPC’s October 21, 2006 Integrated 

Resource Plan (“2006 IRP”) states that EKPC anticipates issuing a Request for 

Proposals (“RFP”) for baseload capacity in early 2007. 

a. Since Warren RECC will not become part of the EKPC system, 

explain whether EKPC still anticipates issuing this RFP. 

b. Page 8-12 of the 2006 IRP indicates that EKPC considered but did 

not explicitly model supercritical coal units in this IRP and that it will perform a more 

detailed evaluation of such units in the future. Explain whether EKPC expects to give 

serious consideration to supercritical coal units in conjunction with its anticipated 2007 

RFP. 

3. Refer to page 6-3 of EKPC’s 2006 IRP. Item 10 under the heading “Major 

Enhancements Since Last IRP” states that a resource optimization model was used to 

develop the current resource plan. Explain how using such a model differs from how 

EKPC has developed previous resource plans and why this is a major enhancement. 

4. Refer to the tables on page 8-18 of the 2006 IRP. Explain how the 

number of years under “Savings Lifetime’’ is determined for a given Demand-Side 

Management (“DSM”) program. 

5. Refer to the paragraph at the bottom of page DSM-3 of the Technical 

Appendix to the 2006 IRP (“Technical Appendix”). Provide a schedule that shows, by 

program, the amounts that make up the “over $150 million in net benefits” and the 
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“investment of just under $50 million” associated with the new DSM programs listed in 

Table DSM-2. 

6. Refer to the discussion on page DSM-6 of the Technical Appendix 

regarding the qualitative screening process and qualitative screening results for the 93 

DSM measures considered by EKPC. 

a. Explain how the criteria were developed for screening the 

measures and whether the criteria differ from what EKPC has used to evaluate DSM 

measures in previous IRPs. 

b. Explain how a score of 15, out of a possible combined score of 20, 

was chosen as the cut-off point for determining whether measures were passed on to 

the quantitative evaluation process. 

7. Refer to Table DSM-5 on page DSM-10 of the Technical Appendix. lhree 

of the existing programs, Electric Water Heater Retrofit, Air Source Heat Pump New 

Construction, and Air Source Heat Pump Retrofit, reflect increases in load requirements 

and total resource test benefit ratios of less than 1 .O. Given these demand impacts and 

test results, identify and describe the factors that support the continuation of these 

programs. 

8. Refer to Table DSM-9 on page DSM-15 of the Technical Appendix. This 

table reflects how EKPC factored environmental costs into its DSM evaluation. “More 

explicit factoring of environmental costs” is listed as Item 2 under “Major Enhancements 

Since Last IRP” on page 6-3 of the 2006 IRP. Describe in detail of how this treatment of 

environmental costs is more explicit than what EKPC has reflected in previous DSM 

evaluations . 
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9. Refer to the Technical Appendix, Exhibit DSM-4, Existing DSM Programs 

Assumptions Sheets. 

a. What criteria, other than the “California” cost-benefit tests used in 

its quantitative evaluation process, does EKPC rely upon to determine the success of 

individual DSM programs? 

b. What procedures does EKPC use to document the results of 

individual DSM programs? 

c. What procedures has EKPC established to ensure that rebates are 

paid to program participants or member cooperatives only when program guidelines are 

met? 

10. Refer to the Technical Appendix, Exhibit DSM-9, page 6 of 7, concerning 

the “Commercial New Construction Program.” 

a. Explain how EKPC plans to locate participants for this program 

before construction of a new facility has started. 

b. Refer to the last sentence under “Target Market.” Explain why, for 

a commercial program, the primary market is identified as members who are 

constructing new stick- bu iI t homes. 

11. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report. Describe in detail all 

changes to EKPC’s forecasting methodology and procedures that have occurred since 

the 2003 IRP filing. 

12. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, pages 25-27. Since Warren 

RECC is no longer joining EKPC, the final calculations in Tables 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4 may 

not be accurate. Provide revisions to these tables. 
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13. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 33. Provide a 

description of how the various counties were aggregated into each of the seven 

economic regions. 

14. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 33. Provide a 

description of the manner in which the Regional Economic Model is applied to individual 

member cooperatives. 

15. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, Figures 4-1 through 4-5, 

pages 34 - 37. Explain whether “All Regions” refers to the seven economic regions 

listed in Table 4-2. 

16. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 36 lines 3-5. Describe 

the two effects that will cause the labor force to grow more slowly than in the past. 

17. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, Table 4-2, page 38. Provide 

a map that shows the economic regions by county overlaid with the territories of each of 

the member systems. 

18. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, Table 4-3 through Table 4-9. 

Explain why data for 2004 and 2005 had to be simulated and explain how the simulation 

was accomplished. 

19. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 49, Section 5.1 2. 

a. Provide a more detailed explanation of how “shares” are calculated 

and forecast. 

b. Within each region, the boundaries of the counties and the utility 

service territories do not match up neatly. In the case where a member’s territory may 
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overlap into more than one region, explain whether the model attempts to keep all of the 

appropriate customers and, if so, how the adjustments are made. 

20. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, pages 76-77. 

a. Transmission line losses in summer are usually higher than in 

winter. Provide an explanation, if possible, of why the winter line losses are greater 

than the summer line losses for the years 1992 - 1993, 1996, 1999, and 2001 - 2003 in 

Table 8-1. 

b. Table 8-1 refers to peak day winter and summer demand. 

However, the winter and summer peak day figures in Table 8-1, after adjusting for 

transmission line losses, appear in Table 8-2 as coincident peak demands. Explain how 

a seasonal system peak day demand is equivalent to the coincident peak demand. 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 78, Section 8.3.2. 

a. Explain whether EKPC included estimates of electricity price 

increases (its own increases from the recent and pending generation and transmission 

line construction or from rate increases that its member cooperatives might undertake) 

in forecasting electricity demand, in both Chapters 7 and 8. If so, explain what was 

21. 

assumed and how the price increases were taken into account in the forecasts. 

b. Explain and show how the loss of Warren RECC affects the 

electricity demand forecasts in both Chapters 7 and 8. 

c. In taking into account any effects that price increases have on 

electricity demand, explain whether price increases should be modeled for all rate 

classes, rather than for just the residential class. If modeled just for the residential 
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class, explain why the industrial and small commercial classes would not be sensitive to 

price changes in a long range forecast. 

22. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 78, Section 8.3.5. 

Explain whether “90%/10% output” means 90 percent of the base case peak demand 

scenario and 10 percent greater than the base case peak demand scenario? 

23. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 78. Explain how the 

five assumptions were used to calculate the high and low cases. 

24. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 79, Table 8-3. Explain 

whether Table 8-3 refers to peak day MW and MWh requirements. 

25. Refer to Appendix B-4, Residential Appliance Saturation. Explain whether 

computers, printers and other related equipment should be included in future surveys. 

Executive Director 
Public Service Commission 
P. 0. Box 61 5 
Frankfort, KY 40602 

DATED: December 20, 2006 

cc: All parties 

Case No. 2006-00471 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

THE 2006 INTEGRATED RESOIJRCE PLAN OF ) CASE NO. 
EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC) 2006-00471 



EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE 2006-00471 

INITIAL DATA REQIJEST RESPONSE 

PIJBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION'S REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

In response to an Order of the Public Service Commission's data request, East Kentucky 

Power Cooperative, Inc. (EKPC) submits its responses to the questioiis contained therein. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 1 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 1. Published reports indicate that Warren Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation ("Warren RECC") will remain on the Tennessee Valley Authority's system 

rather than become a part of the EICPC system. Explain how this change will affect 

EKPC's: 

Request la.  load forecast; 

Response la. 

changes given Warren RECC is not coining to the EKPC system. Data is shown 

begiimiiig with 2008 since Wai-ren was to become a iiieinber beginning April 1, 2008. 

The following graphs and tables show how the load forecast 
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As shown on page 2 1 of the L,oad Forecast Report, the growth rates with Warren and 
without are: 

With Warren Without Warren 

1' 

4.0% 

3.5% 

3.0% 

1.5% 

1 .O% 

0.5% 

Average Annual Sales Growth 
2006-2026 

Residential Small Large Total 
Sales Cornrn. Cornrn. Requirements 

I-- With Warren 0 Without W a r r e n 1  

Sales Sales 
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Residential Customers and Sales 

(Please note: Warren was scheduled to becoiiie a member April 1,2008. Therefore, 2008 data reports 
Auril throueh December.) 

EKPC Residential Customer Forecast 

800 000 ..,_..l..l,._._____,._...-~ ~ I ~ I 700,000 - 

600,000 - 

I= 500,000 p9-. 

100,000 
-..7r--m-."Tl--7T-r 

EKPC Residential Customers With Warren 
EKPC Residential Customers _ ~ _ _  Without - - Warren 

.__ -_______~ ._____  ____ .- -___ __ __ 
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(Please note: Warren was scheduled to become a member April 1,2008. Therefore, 2008 
data reports April through December.) 

14,000,000 

12,000,000 

10,000,000 

f 81000gooo 
6,000,000 

4,000,000 

2,000,000 

0 

EKPC Residential Sales 
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I' (MWh) 
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L,arge and Small Commercial Sales 

(Please note: Warren was scheduled to become a member April 1, 2008. Therefore, 2008 data reports 
April though December.) 

~ - -- - - -~ 

EKPC Small and Large Commercial Forecasts 
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EKPC Total 
Requirements 
With Warren 

EKPC Total Requirements Forecast 

(Please note: Warren was scheduled to become a member April 1,2008. Therefore, 2008 data reports April 

EKPC Total 
Requirements 

Without Warren Delta 

through December.) 

2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
2012 

-~ 

2013 
2014 
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. 

2023 
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5,000 

4,000 

3,000 - 

EKPC Winter and Summer Peak Demand and Load Factor 
(Please note: Warren was scheduled to become a member April 1, 2008. Therefore, 2008 data reports April 
through December. Specifically, Warren winter peak is not included in the 2007-2008 winter peak.) 

08 and IS therefore not in the Winter Peak for 2008 
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Year 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
2011 

Request 1b. generation construction plans and schedules, including 

Peak Reserves Capacity Existing Capacity 

Forecast Required* Required Capacity (Surdus) 
WIN SUM WIN SUM WIN SUM WIN SUM WIN SUM 

Deficit/ 

2,773 2,213 333 266 3,106 2,479 2,754 2,543 352 (64) 

2,938 2,342 353 281 3,291 2,623 2,726 2,515 565 108 
3,021 2,404 362 288 3,383 2,692 2,726 2,515 6.57 177 
3,094 2,457 371 295 3,465 2,752 2,691 2,475 774 277 . 

2,848 2,274 342 273 3,190 2,547 2,754 2,543 436 4 

the Spurlock and Smith generation sites; and 

Response 1 b. 

shows EKPC’s load requirements compared to existing capacity based on the 2006 LFR, 

excluding Warren’s load requirements. 

additions, only units currently operating. 

capacity to meet native load requirements and and provide adequate reserves. 

The following table, “EKPC Load Requirements & Resources,” 

The table does not include any ftiture capacity 

By 201 1 there is a need for 774 MW of new 

EKPC Load Requirements & Resources 

(Without Warren) 

EKPC perfomled studies with the RTSiin Resource Optimizer to evaluate the need for 

Srnitli CFB 1 and Smith CTs 8-12. Spurlock 4 is considered a coniinitted resource and 

construction is well undeiway. It is currently on target for coiiiniercial operation in April 

2009 and was not coiisidered as a resource option in the study. The Resource Optiniizer 

selected Smith CFB 1 and two of the Smith CTs 8-12 to continue on schedule. The 

addition of Spurlock 4, Smith CFB 1, and Smith CTs 8-9 adds 750 MW by 201 1.  These 

additions bring EKPC near the 12% target reserve margin. 
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The current projects involving Spurlock 4, Sinith 1, and Smith CTs 8-12 are well 

documented in PSC Case Nos. 2004-00423 and 2005-00053. Smith CTs 8-9 are still in 

negotiations due to cost escalation. However, Smith CTs 10-12 have been shifted to the 

2012 to 2014 tinie period due to the loss of the WRECC load. Contract negotiations for 

Smith CFB 1 have continued since its approval by the PSC on August 29, 2006. 

Request IC. transmission construction plans and schedules. 

Response IC. 

construction of transmission lines to connect the EKPC system to the Warren RECC 

system. EKPC’s transmission plan to accoinplisli this was to construct 16 1 kV 

transmission line from EKPC’s existing Barren County substation to connect to Warren 

RECC’s existing substations at East Bowling GreedGeneral Motors, Meinphis Junction 

and Aberdeen. Then, a 161 kV connection froin Aberdeen to the Big Rivers Electric 

Corporation’s system at the D.B. Wilson Plant was needed to provide system reliability. 

This transmission line is no longer iieeded by EKPC due to Warren RECC’s decision, nor 

does this line provide sufficient benefits to the existing EKPC transmission system to 

outweigh the costs. Therefore, the transmission line as planned for service to Wai-ren 

RECC will riot be built. 

To provide service to Warren RECC, EKPC required the 

Since EKPC planned generator unit additions at the Spurlock and Smith sites in part due 

to the Warren RECC load addition to the EKPC system, transinission expansion projects 

have also beeii identified to provide adequate transinission capacity to acconiinodate this 

generation. EKPC has identified one major project that is iieeded due to generation 

additions at the Smith site. This is a new 345 kV transmission line from Sniith to a 

location named West Garrard. A new substation would be constructed at West Canard to 

connect the new 345 kV line to an existing LG&E/KU 345 1tV transmission line that 

connects the Brown Substation to the Pineville Substation. This project was identified as 

needed in 2009 due to the planned addition of five Combustion Turbines (CTs) and a new 
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278 MW baseload unit at Smith in the 2008-201 0 timeframe. E m C  has re-evaluated this 

need based upon EKPC's revised generatioil plans as detailed in the response to Item 

l(b). The Smith-West Garrard Project is still needed in 2009 based upon the schedule for 

the addition of two CTs at Smith, which creates transmission system overloads, and the 

subsequent plans to add the baseload unit in 201 0. Therefore, the schedule for this 345 

kV line project is unchanged. 

EKPC had also identified some relatively minor upgrades to existing transinissioii 

facilities to accoinniodate the plaillzed generating uiiit additions needed by EKPC when 

Warren RECC was scheduled to become a member. These upgrades are still necessary, 

but the timing of some of these will change due to the delay in installation of three of the 

planned CTs at the Smith site. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 2 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 2. Section S ( 5 )  on page 5-15 of EICPC’s October 21, 2006 Integrated 

Resource Plan (“2006 IRP”) states that EKPC anticipates issuing a Request for Proposals 

(“RFP”) for baseload capacity in early 2007. 

Request 2a. 

explain wlietlier EKPC still anticipates issuing this RFP. 

Since Warren RECC will not become part of the EKPC systeni, 

Response 2a. 

early 2007 will no longer be necessary based on the evaluation of EKPC’s resource needs 

without WRECC. The timing of the next RFP for additional resources has not been 

determined. 

The RFP for baseload capacity that EKPC expected to issue in 

Request 2b. 

not explicitly model supercritical coal uiiits in this IRP and that it will perform a more 

detailed evaluatioii of such units in the future. Explain whether EICPC expects to give 

serious coiisideratioii to supercritical coal units in coiij unction with its anticipated 2007 

RFP . 

Page 8-12 of the 2006 IRF’ indicates that EKPC considered but did 
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Response 2b. The RFP process that EKPC has used in the past allowed bidders 

to propose the technology of their choice. EKPC expects to use the same process in the 

future to compare alternatives to self-build options. EKPC will perform a detailed 

evaluation of available technologies, including supercritical coal-fired units and IGCC, in 

developing its self-build options for the next RFP. As mentioned above, the timing of the 

next RFP has not been determined. 
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EAST KENTIICKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 3 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 3. 

“Major Enhancements Since Last IRP” states that a resource optimization model was 

used to develop the current resource plan. Explain how using such a model differs from 

how EKPC has developed previous resource plans and why this is a major enhancement. 

Refer to page 6-3 of EKPC’s 2006 IRP. Item 10 under the heading 

Response 3. In the 2003 IRP EIWC developed six expansion plans that ranged 

firom a plan with all gas fired combustion turbines to a plan heavy on baseload capacity. 

Other plans mixed combustion turbines and combined cycle units, or different amounts of 

baseload capacity and combustion turbines. Those plans were simulated and their costs 

were compared under several scenarios. While this approach produced a reasonable plan, 

it is limited in scope and may not produce a robust plan. As discussed in the 2006 IRP, 
EKPC used the RTSini Resource Optimizer to develop the IRP expansion plan. It was 

also used to develop the new plan without WRECC. The Resource Optimizer simulated 

3500 expansion plans under varied conditions and ranked the plans based on the net 

present value of cost. The Resource Optimizer developed the plans by varying the 

startup dates for combinations of baseload and peaking units to meet a 12% reserve 

margin. The lowest cost plans were aiialyzed to produce a final plan. This approach is 

more comprehensive, considers a much larger number of potential plans, and takes into 

account the risk of loads, file1 prices, and market prices varying from a base forecast. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQIJEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 4 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 4. 

number of years under “Savings L,ifetime” is determined for a given Demand-Side 

Maiiagenient (“DSM”) program. 

Refer to the tables on page 8 -1 8 of the 2006 IRP. Explain how the 

Response 4. 

estimate of the median number of years that tlie measures installed under a given program 

are still in place and operable. hi general, the Savings Lifetime for a program is 

determined by using the ty-pical rated lifetime of tlie equipment being installed. In certain 

cases, an attrition factor is applied to accouiit for removals and/or degradation of savings. 

For programs with more than one measure, the Savings Lifetime represents a weighted 

average across the iiieasures. Wherever possible, EKPC has relied on published savings 

lifetime data from respected third parties, including the US Department of Energy, the 

California PUC, the Northeast Energy Efficiency Partnership, EPRI, and ACEEE. 

The Savings Lifetime for a given DSM program is generally an 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQIJEST 5 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 5. 

Technical Appendix to the 2006 IRP (“Tecluiical Appendix”). Provide a scliedule that 

shows, by program, the amounts that make up the “over $1 SO million in net benefits” and 

the “investment ofjust under $50 million” associated with the new DSM programs listed 

in Table DSM-2. 

Refer to the paragraph at the bottom of page DSM-3 of the 

Response 5. Listed on the next page is the schedule requested by program. 

Please note that “Net Benefits” refers to the present value net benefit under the Total 

Resource Cost (TRC) test. “hivestment” refers to the sum of Customer Investment, 

EKPC Administrative, and Cooperative Administrative costs under the TRC test. 
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Home 

All $I are present value 2006 !$ 

Program Name Net Benefits Investment 

$ 545,979 $ 114,864 

Compact Fluorescent Lighting 
Touchstone Energy Geothermal Heat 
Pump Home _I 

Touchstone Energy Air Source Heat 
Pump Home 
Touchstone Energy Manufactured 

Dual Fuel Air Source Heat Pump 
with Propane Retrofit 

$ 13,133,177 $ 64 1,505 

$ 3,696,702 $ 1,005,636 

$ 1,261,968 $ 1,945,683 

, ,  

$ 5,957,904 $ 2,825,990 
Commercial Lighting 
CRcT Demand Response 
Commercial Efficient HVAC 
Commercial Building Performance 
Commercial New Construction 
Commercial Efficient Refrigeration 
Industrial Premium Motors 
Industrial Variable Speed Drives 

Direct L,oad Control for Air 
Conditioners and Water Heaters 
ENERGY STAR Clotlies Washer 
ENERGY STAR Room Air 
Conditioner 
ENERGY STAR Refrigerator 
Programmable Thermostat with 
Electric Furnace Retrofit 

$ 8,953,130 $ 5,782,656 

$ 25,215,456 $ 4,979,597 

$ 1,079,163 $ 788,578 

$ 994,075 $ 2,074,803 

$ 3,246,953 $ 3,644,306 

502,240 

$ 3,287,688 $ 875,858 

$ 18,411,544 $ 4,561,737 

$ 1,661,247 $ 

$ 67,104,751 $ 16,133,038 

$ 845,733 $ 972,325 

$ 297,725 $ 405,774 

301,268 $ 233,896 $ 

!$ 1.624.259 $ 430.656 

$ 47,986,514 Totals $ 157,551,350 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RIESPONSE 

P'CJBLJC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 6 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 6. 

regarding the qualitative screening process and qualitative screening results for tlie 93 

DSM nieasures considered by EWC. 

Refer to the discussion on page DSM-6 of the Technical Appendix 

Request 6a. 

measures and whether the criteria differ fi-om what EKPC has used to evaluate DSM 

measures in previous IRPs. 

Explain how the criteria were developed for screening tlie 

Response 6a. Qualitative criteria are used in the qualitative screening process to 

identify the most promising new DSM ineasures and programs. EKPC used four criteria 

to screen DSM nieasures: (1) Customer Acceptance, (2) Measure Applicability, (3) 

Savings Potential, and (4) Cost-Effectiveness. These criteria were based on EIQC's 

planning objectives (least cost, reliable electricity service), customer focus, and good 

practice in the industry. In developing these criteria, EKPC examined tlie screening 

processes of other utilities, past feedback froin Cominission Staff and other interested 

parties, and its own prior screening process. 
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These four criteria used in this 2006 IRP do differ from the criteria used to evaluate DSM 

measures in previous RPs. The 2003 criteria included (1) Size of niarlcet, (2) Diversity 

of market, (3) Cooperative interest and expertise, and (4) Likely Capital Costs. EKPC 

analyzed program with good market potential and high nieiriber cooperative interest. 

Request 6b. 

was chosen as the cut-off point for determining whether measures were passed on to the 

quantitative evaluation process. 

Explain how a score of 15, out of a possible combined score of 20, 

Response 6b. 

arbitrary number. In this case, 15 was chosen because it is associated with a program that 

scored well on three of the four criteria (3 4’s and a 3) or one that scored highest on two 

(2 S’s, a 3 and a 2). The criteria chosen are all important, and each one is a threshold that 

a program needs to cross to be viable. Ideally, a measure would receive at least a 4 on all 

four criteria. The results validate the use of 15 as the cut-off point. Thirty-four measures 

passed tlie qualitative screening. 

The particular cut-off point chosen is always at the end of an 
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EAST KENTIJCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 7 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Iuc. 

Request 7. 

Appendix. Three of the existing programs, Electric Water Heater Retrofit, Air Source 

Heat Pump New Construction, and Air Source Heat Pump Retrofit, reflect increases in 

load requirements and total resource test benefit ratios of less than 1 .O. Given these 

demand impacts and test results, identify and describe the factors that support the 

continuation of these programs. 

Refer to Table DSM-5 on page DSM-IO of the Technical 

Response 7. 

for these programs, and are examining what the best course of action will be. 

EKFC and its members are aware of the eroding benefit-cost ratios 

These programs are mature DSM programs for the EKPC cooperatives. Both the water 

heater and heat pump programs have been offered since before 1995. 

The major variables used to calculate cost-effectiveness have shown increasing volatility 

in recent years. Natural gas prices have been quite volatile in recent years, and that trend 

is expected to continue in the future. The ecoiioniics of these programs hinge on tlie 

relationship between natural gas and electricity prices. As a result, volatile natural gas 

price swings have a significant effect 011 tlie benefit cost ratios for these programs. 
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The ratios for the heat pump programs have been eroding over time as market efficiencies 

have been improving relative to the program target efficiencies. This effect has been 

accelerated by the higher new 2007 Federal appliance efficiency standards for heat 

pumps. Also, the heat pump load is highest during hours of the year when marginal 

energy and capacity costs are highest. 

When the load reduction from the new construction program is subtracted from the load 

increase from the retrofit program, the net load impact for the combined water heater 

program is quite small. 

Again, EKPC and its ineinbers are careftilly examining the best course of action to take 

given these results. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/2O/06 

REQUEST 8 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 8. 

Appendix. This table reflects how EICPC factored enviroimeiital costs into its DSM 

evaluation. “More explicit factoring of environmental costs” is listed as Item 2 under 

“Major Enhancements Since Last EPYy on page 6-3 of the 2006 IRP. Describe in detail of 

how this treatment of enviroimental costs is more explicit than what EKPC has reflected 

in previous DSM evaluations. 

Refer to Table DSM-9 an page DSM- 15 of the Technical 

Response 8. 

categories were not explicitly referred to or discussed. 

Previous RE”s utilized enviroimental costs, however, these cost 

For the 2006 IRP, the DSM evaluation tasks included explicitly identifying and 

discussing how tlie various environmental costs are factored into the DSM analysis work. 

Three major categories of environmental costs were identified: allowance purchases, 

capital investments for conipliaiice, and externalities. 

EJSPC next decided how and where to best account for each of the three categories of 

environmental cost when doing tlie DSM cost-effectiveness work. Each eiivironrnental 

cost was explicitly mapped to the corresponding cost category in DSManager. Table 

DSM-9 shows this mapping. Part of the DSM work this time included verifying that 
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these envirormiental costs were explicitly factored into the data preparation work to 

produce these cost categories. 

One of those categories is the externality adder, which is used in the Societal Cost test. 

In prior DSM evaluations, the externality adder was used, but it was not explicitly tied to 

any particular environmental cost category. hi the 2006 JRP, the externality adder is 

based on an estimate of projected future coiiipliance or allowance costs related to carbon 

mitigation 
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EAST KENTUCkT POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 9 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 9. 

Programs Assumptions Sheets. 

Refer to the Technical Appendix, Exhibit DSM-4, Existing DSM 

Request 9a. 

its quantitative evaluatioii process, does EKPC rely upon to determine the success of 

individual DSM programs? 

What criteria, other than the “Califoniia” cost-benefit tests used in 

Response 9a. 

determine the success level of the individual DSM programs. 

Other than the Califoniia tests, we let the Member Cooperative 

Request 9b. 

individual DSM programs? 

What procedures does EKPC use to document the results of 

Response 9b. 

the model assumptions to better fit the reality of the programs development. Member 

systems report program characteristics to EIQC as needed. 

EKPC periodically reviews the programs and if iiecessary updates 

Request 9c. What procedures has EKPC established to elislire that rebates are 

paid to program participamits or inember cooperatives omily when program guidelines are 

met? 
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Response 9c. 

on a quarterly basis to review the programs and assist with program guidelines. 

We meet with the Member Systems personnel at each cooperative 
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EAST mNTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 10 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 10. 

concerning the “Comnercial New Construction Program.” 

Refer to the Technical Appendix, Exhibit DSM-9, page 6 of 7, 

Request loa. 

before constiuctioii of a new facility has started. 

Explain how EKPC plans to locate participants for this program 

Response loa. 

the retail customer. EISPC does not have direct access to the retail customer. We 

promote and provide the cooperatives we serve with program materials that they can use 

to offer the program, if they choose. We assist the member cooperatives with energy 

audits for C&I customers and while providing the audit we have the opportunity to share 

with the customer about other programs offered by their cooperative. 

Prograrns included in the IRP are not necessarily offered to 

Request lob. Refer to the last sentence under “Target Market.” Explain why, for 

a commercial program, the primary market is identified as members who are constructing 

new stick-built homes. 

Response lob. 

coniniercial member, not the members who are constructing new stick-built homes, as 

stated in error, in the Tecluiical Appendix. 

The primary market for commercial new construction is the 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQIJEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 11 

RESPONSIBL,E PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. L,amb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 11. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 L,oad Forecast Report. Describe in detail all 

changes to EKPC’s forecasting methodology and procedures that have occurred since the 

2003 IRP filing. 

Response 11. 

procedures siiice the 2003 IRP filing. 

There have been no changes to EKPC’s forecast methodology or 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

RlEQlJEST 12 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 12. 

Warren RECC is no longer joining EKPC, the final calculations in Tables 3-2, 3-3, arid 3- 

4 inay not be accurate. Provide revisions to these tables. 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, pages 25-27. Since 

Response 12. Please see the updated tables on the following pages. 
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Table 3-2 
Member System Average Annual Energy Growth Rates 

2006 - 201 1 

Small Large 
Residential Commercial Commercial 

Sales Sales Sales Total Sales 
Member Cooperative (Yo) (Yo) (W (%I 

Big Sandy 

Blue Grass 

Clark 

Curnberland Valley 

Farmers 

Fleming-Mason 

Grayson 

Inter-Count y 

Jackson Energy 

Licking Valley 

N o h  

Owen 

Salt River 

Shelby 

South Kentucky 

Taylor County 

East Kentucky Power 

(Does NOT Include 
Warren) 

1.8% 

2.8% 

2.4% 

2.6% 

2.4% 

2.2% 

2.0% 

2.4% 

1.7% 

2.0% 

2.7% 

3.3% 

3.7% 

3.2% 

2.6% 

2.3% 

2.6% 

2.3% 

3.8% 

2.0% 

2.1% 

2.7% 

3.5% 

2.0% 

4.4% 

2.3% 

1.5% 

3.3% 

3.7% 

2.3% 

3 .o% 
3.5% 

2.7% 

3.0% 

0.0% 

3.7% 

8.7% 

6.1% 

0.8% 

3.2% 

0.7% 

12.2% 

6.4% 

0.6% 

4.0% 

2.3% 

15.1% 

1.8% 

5.2% 

1.6% 

4.2% 

1.9% 

3.1% 

2.5% 

3.4% 

2.1% 

3.0% 

1.9% 

3.3% 

2.2% 

1.8% 

3.1% 

3.2% 

5.1% 

2.7% 

3.1% 

2.2% 

2.8% 
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Table 3-3 
Member System Average Annual Energy Growth Rates 

2006 - 2016 

Small L,arge 
Residential Commercial Commercial Total 

Sales Sales Sales Sales 
Member Cooperative (W (”/) ( O h )  ( O I O )  

Big Sandy 

Blue Grass 

Clark 

Cumberland Valley 

Farmers 

Fleming-Mason 

Graysori 

Inter-County 

Jackson Energy 

Licking Valley 

N o h  

Owen 

Salt River 

Shelby 

South Kentucky 

Taylor County 

East Kentucky Power 

(Does NOT Include Warren) 

I“8% 

2.7% 

2.4% 

2.5% 

2.3% 

2.1% 

1.8% 

2.3% 

1.8% 

1.8% 

2.6% 

3.3% 

3.4% 

2.9% 

2.7% 

2.0% 

2.5% 

2.1% 

3.2% 

1.9% 

1.9% 

2.2% 

3.2% 

1.6% 

3.8% 

2.1% 

1.4% 

2.9% 

3.3% 

2.2% 

2.8% 

3.1% 

2.4% 

2.7% 

0.0% 

2.6% 

8.2% 

3.7% 

0.8% 

2.8% 

0.6% 

8.8% 

5.7% 

0.7% 

3.7% 

2.0% 

7.8% 

1.6% 

4.3% 

1.3% 

3.2% 

1.8% 

2.7% 

2.5% 

2.7% 

1.9% 

2.6% 

I .7% 
3.0% 

2.2% 

1.7% 

2.9% 

3.1% 

3.8% 

2.4% 

3 .O% 
2.0% 

2.5% 
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Table 3-4 
Average Annual Energy Growth Rates 

2006 - 2026 

Small Large 
Residential Commercial Commercial 

Sales Sales Sales Total Sales 
Member Cooperative (Yo) (%) (%) (%) 

Big Sandy 

Blue Grass 

Clark 

Cuniberland Valley 

Farmers 

Fleming-Mason 

Graysoii 

Inter-Count y 

Jackson Energy 

Licking Valley 

Nolin 

Owen 

Salt River 

Shelby 

South Kentucky 

Taylor County 

East Kentucky Power 

(Does NOT Include Warren) 

1.8% 

2.5% 

2.4% 

2.5% 

2.1% 

1.9% 

1.8% 

2.2% 

1.8% 

1.8% 

2.5% 

3.1% 

3.1% 

2.6% 

2.7% 

1.8% 

2.4% 

1.9% 

2.8% 

1.8% 

1.8% 

1.8% 

2.8% 

1.7% 

3.2% 

1.9% 

1.3% 

2.7% 

2.9% 

2.0% 

2.5% 

2.7% 

2.2% 

2.4% 

4.7% 

2.4% 

4.0% 

2.6% 

1.4% 

2.4% 

2.3% 

5.6% 

4.2% 

2.8% 

3.1% 

2.2% 

4.1% 

1.5% 

3.3% 

1.4% 

2.6% 

1.9% 

2.5% 

2.3% 

2.4% 

1.9% 

2.3% 

1.8% 

2.6% 

2.1% 

1.8% 

2.7% 

2.9% 

3.1% 

2.2% 

2.7% 

1.9% 

2.3% 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 13 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 13. 

description of how the various counties were aggregated into each of the seven economic 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 33. Provide a 

regions. 

Response 13. 

regions for use in its electric load forecast: 

EKPC used the following two criteria when creating the economic 

1) Primary criterion: Each region was constructed to represent ai1 economic area. 

EKLPC used the BEA coiicepts of “MSA” and “micropolitan” and matched 

them as closely as possible. 

2) Secondary criterion: Wheiiever practical, each member system’s major service 

area geography was contained inside one region. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 14 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 14. 

description of the manner in which the Regional Economic Model is applied to individual 

member cooperatives. 

Refer to EKPC's 2006 L,oad Forecast Report, page 33. Provide a 

Remonse 14. 

historical data on population, income, employment levels, and wages. This data is 

EKPC's regional economic modeling includes analysis of 

collected at the county level and coiiibined into seven economic regions. As can be seen 

looking at the map for response to Question 17, some natural regions exist within the 

EKPC territory. For example, the Central Economic Regioii defined by EKPC fits 

closely within the Lexington Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area ("SMSA"). The 

BEA defines SMSA's as areas of interrelated economic activity that go beyond a single 

county's boundaries. Data is analyzed on a regional basis rather than a county basis to 

better reflect the entire service territory's ecoiiomic state. 

Models for these regions provide EKPC with a way of linking the electricity needs of a 

service area to tlie rest of the service area's economy in a coiisisteiit and reasonable 

rnamer. EKPC's regional models produce regional forecasts using ordinary least squares 

regression. Specific regional results of these regressions are used in tlie individual 

member system models, which are assigned to that region. Population forecasts are used 
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to project residential class customers; regional household income is used to project 

residential sales; and regional ecoiiomic activity is used to project small commercial 

sales. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQTJEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 15 

RESPONSLBL,E PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 15. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, Figures 4-1 through 

4-5, pages 34 - 37. Explain whether “All Regions” refers to the seven economic regions 

listed in Table 4-2. 

Response 15. 

listed. 

The concept of ‘All Regions’ refers to the seven economic regions 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQIJEST RESPONSE 

PUBLJC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 16 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 16. 

Describe the two effects that will cause the labor force to grow more slowly than in the 

past. 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 36 lines 3-5. 

Response 16. 

grow more slowly than in the past - namely, population growth and household formation. 

Population growth is projected to grow at a slower rate than historical rates. Household 

formation is projected to slow in the long-term. Taken together, the implication is that 

the growth in labor force will tend to moderate. 

There are two effects that will act to cause regional labor force to 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 17 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 17. 

Provide a map that shows the economic regions by county overlaid with the territories of 

each of the member systems. 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, Table 4-2, page 38. 

Response 17. Please see the map on the following page. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 18 

RESPONSIBL,E PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 18. 

Table 4-9. Explain why data for 2004 and 2005 had to be simulated and explain how the 

simulatioii was accomplished. 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 L,oad Forecast Report, Table 4-3 through 

Response 18. 

available at the time the report was prepared. County data of this type generally has a lag 

time in reporting, relative to MSA, state, and national data. The most current actual data 

available was 2003. EICPC simulated county data for 2004 and 200.5 by developing 

regression models that used natiorial data. 

County specific economic data for 2004 and 2005 was not 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PTJBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 19 

RESPONSIBLX PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 19. 

5.1.2. 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 49, Section 

Request 19a. 

and forecast. 

Provide a more detailed explanation of how “shares” are calculated 

Response 19a. Share is calculated with the following formula: 

Homes Served by the Member System 

Total Homes in the Region 
Share= -- 

The number of homes served by the member system is determined using billing data, 

adjusted for lion-liouseholds that may exist in a residential rate class. 

Share is then forecasted using regression analysis on nearly 20 years of historical data. 

Request 19b. 

service territories do not rnatcli up neatly. In the case where a member’s territory niay 

overlap into more than one region, explain whether the model attempts to keep all of the 

appropriate custoniers and, if so, how the adjustments are made. 

Within each region, the boundaries of the counties and the utility 
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Response 19b. 

two economic regions. EKPC and Clark Energy utilize the dominant region in preparing 

the electric load forecast, and then adjust the results based on experience and judgment. 

Clark Energy is the only member system whose territory lies in 
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EAST KJ3NTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 20 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 20. Refer to EKPC’s 2006 L,oad Forecast Report, pages 76-77. 

Request 20a. 

winter. Provide an explanation, if possible, of why the winter line losses are greater than 

the summer line losses for the years 1992 - 1993, 1996, 1999, and 2001 - 2003 in Table 

8-1. 

Transmission line losses in surnnier are usually higher than in 

Response 20a. 

in general, and not to describe losses at a single point in time. The line loss calculation 

for the years in question has been affected by measurement error. 

EKPC’s point in reporting the data on page 76 is to show line loss 

Request 20b. 

However, the winter and summer peak day figures in Table 8-1 , after adjusting for 

transmission line losses, appear in Table 8-2 as coincident peak demands. Explain how a 

seasonal system peak day demand is equivalent to the coincident peak demand. 

Table 8-1 refers to peak day winter and summer demand. 

Response 20b. 

The teniis ‘system peak demand’ and ‘coincident peak demand’ are often used 

interchangeably. 

Table 8- 1 and Table 8-2 both refer to coincident peak demands. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00471 

INFORMATION REQUEST RESPONSE 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION REQUEST DATED 12/20/06 

REQUEST 21 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

James C. Lamb, Jr. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 21. 

8.3.2. 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 78, Section 

Request 21a. 

increases (its own increases from the recent and pending generation and transmission line 

construction or from rate increases that its meiriber cooperatives might undertake) in 

forecasting electricity demand, in both Chapters 7 and 8. If so, explain what was 

assumed and how the price increases were taken into account in the forecasts. 

Explain whether EIQC included estimates of electricity price 

Response 21a. EKPC and its member systems work jointly to prepare retail price 

forecasts for use in the electric load projections. Retail price forecasts are prepared with 

the most current EKPC cost projections. EKPC makes long-term cost projections once a 

year. 

Once retail price forecasts are prepared, the impacts on electricity use are made via price 

elasticity. 

Request 21b. 

electricity deniatid forecasts in both Chapters 7 and 8. 

Explain and show how the loss of Warren RECC affects the 
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Response 21b. Please see response to Request 1A. 

Request 21c. 

electricity demand, explain whether price increases should be modeled for all rate classes, 

rather than for just the residential class. If modeled just for the residential class, explain 

why the industrial and small comniercial classes would not be sensitive to price changes 

in a long range forecast. 

In taking into account any effects that price increases have on 

Response 21c. 

sales except for large commercial and industrial. However, most member systems have 

less than 10 industrial or large cormercial customers. Therefore, in order to forecast 

these loads, they are projected on an individual basis. Many times the member systeni 

has contact with the larger loads and has insights that are incorporated into the model. 

EKPC employs price forecasts and price elasticity for all class 
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Request 22. 

8.3.5. Explain whether “90%/10% output” means 90 percent of the base case peak 

demand scenario and 10 percent greater than the base case peak demand scenario? 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 L,oad Forecast Report, page 78, Section 

Response 22. Sectioii 8.3.5 refers to the energy scenario. The ‘90%/10%’ output 

refers to @RISK results of analysis on the srnall and large coniniercial class energy. The 

90% case indicates that there is a 90% chance that actual energy will be less than the 

reported value, while the 10% case indicates that there is a 10% chance that actual energy 

will be less than the reported value. 
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Request 23. 

how the five assumptions were used to calculate the high and low cases. 

Refer to EJSPC’s 2006 L,oad Forecast Repoi-t, page 78. Explain 

Response 23. 

scenarios. After completing a system model for base case forecast, scenarios are created 

by varying assuiiiptions concerning weather, electric price, residential custorriers, 

residential appliance saturations, and small arid large commercial energy growth. As 

outlined in the report on page 78, these variables are inodeled based on the specifics 

mentioned. After the projections are developed for each variable, the results are used as 

inputs into the system model, replacing the base case variable projections. 

As noted on page 78, EKPC uses statistical measures for its 
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Request 24. 

Explain whether Table 8-3 refers to peak day MW and MWli requirements. 

Refer to EKPC’s 2006 Load Forecast Report, page 79, Table 8-3. 

Response 24. 

seasons, and (b) annual energy for each forecast year. 

Table 8-3 reports (a) peak demand for the winter and summer 
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Request 25. 

whether computers, printers and other related equipment should be included in future 

surveys. 

Refer to Appendix B-4, Residential Appliance Saturation. Explain 

Response 25. 

years. E W C  works closely with each member system to develop the survey 

questionnaire. Questions are regularly added and deleted, based on member system 

interest and relevance. Please note that for the past several years, survey respondents 

have been asked about computer ownership. 

The Residential Appliance Saturation is conducted every two 


