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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE coMMIssioN  RECEIVED

FEB 2 9 2008
IN THE MATTER OF: PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION
JACKSON PURCHASE ENERGY )
CORPORATION, )
) CASE NO. 2007-00116
)
)
JPEC’S RESPONSES TO

SECOND REQUEST FOR DATA FROM COMMISSION STAFF

COMES Jackson Purchase Energy Corporation (hereinafter “JPEC”), through the
undersigned counsel, and submits herein its responses to the Second Data Request of
Commission Staff.

1. Jackson Purchase submitted its application for an increase in rates on December 5,
2007 wherein it proposed a test year ending December 31, 2006. Explain in detail why Jackson
Purchase did not propose a test year that was more current than the proposed test year, which was
11 months old at the time the application was received.

RESPONSE: JPEC planned an earlier filing. It gave notice of its intent in March, 2007.
Thereafter, a decision was made to submit significant changes to all regulatory tariffs, as well as
rate tariffs. The research and rewriting process, with board involvement, took longer than
anticipated. In addition, JPEC’s rate study and depreciation experts were unable to complete
their assignments as quickly as initially indicated due to personal workloads.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.



2. Refer to Paragraph 12(a) of Jackson Purchase’s Application. Provide copies of
Jackson Purchase’s Financial Policy and Equity Management Policy.

RESPONSE: The correct paragraph reference is (b). JPEC’s Application for Rate
Increase incorrectly stated that JPEC has a Financial Policy and Equity Management Policy;
JPEC has no formal written policy(s). It is JPEC’s long-standing practice to maintain TIER.
This is reviewed on a monthly basis.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

3. In Paragraph 12(b) of the Application, Jackson Purchase states it has been duly
notified by the Rural Utilities Service (“RUS”) and the National Rural Utilities Cooperative
Finance Corporation (“CFC”) that it did not meet its minimum default mortgage requirements.

a. Provide copies of the correspondence from RUS and CFC notifying
Jackson Purchase that it did not meet its mortgage requirements.

b. Provide copies of correspondence sent by Jackson Purchase to RUS and
CFC in response to the notice.

RESPONSE:

a. Please see Exhibit 1 attached hereto. Normally, CFC requires a 1.35
MDSC ratio; however, because the RUS is the predominate lender and because
the Mortgage represents a joint Mortgage of the RUS, CFC and CoBank, CFC has
agreed to the same requirements in the Mortgage to the same requirements of
RUS. See Section 2.01 (a)(1)(i) of the Mortgage.

“The Mortgagor shall have achieved for each of the two

calendar years immediately preceding the issuance of such

Additional Notes, a TIER of not less than 1.25 and a DSC
of not less than 1.25;”



At the end of 2006, JPEC had a TIER of 0.96, a DSC of 1.23 and a MDSC of
1.22. JPEC was also informed verbally by CFC Vice President of Regulatory
Affairs that it failed to meet its mortgage requirements.

b. Please see Exhibit 2 attached hereto.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

4. Paragraph 12(c) of the Application refers to its Times Interest Earned Ratios
(“TIER”) for the test year. Provide Jackson Purchase’s income statements and TIERS for the 12-
month period ending December 31, 2007 as soon as it is available.

RESPONSE: For 2007 TIER is 1.31 and OTIER is 1.08. These calculations

were made from data contained in Exhibit 3 attached hereto.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

S. Following Paragraph 39 of Jackson Purchase’s application, the following
statement appears, “Wherefore, Jackson Purchase requests that the Public Service Commission
of Kentucky approve the requested increase as expeditiously as possible by authorizing Jackson
Purchase to make the requested rates effective immediately through the issuance of an order.”
By this statement is Jackson Purchase requesting the Commission to schedule a hearing to
determine whether the proposed rates or a portion thereof should becomes effective during the
suspension period as provided in KRS 278.1907

RESPONSE: JPEC is not requesting that its rate be effective during the suspension
period; JPEC desires a final rate decision at the earliest possible date.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

6. Provide a schedule comparing the proposed depreciation rates with Jackson

Purchase’s current depreciation rates and the depreciation rates established by RUS.



RESPONSE: Please see Exhibit 4 attached hereto.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

7. Refer to Exhibit G, Schedule 5, of the Application. Provide the current interest
rates on the long-term debt as of January 31, 2008.

RESPONSE: Please see Exhibit 5 attached hereto.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

8. Refer to Exhibit G, Schedule 6, of the Application. Provide a copy of the
“COMPensate Plan” prepared by the National Rural Electric Cooperatives Association for the
calendar years 2005, 2006 and 2007 when it becomes available.

a. Are wage and salary adjustments for the executive officers included in the
COMPensate Plan?

RESPONSE: JPEC has requested guidance from NRECA regarding the COMPensate
Plan. JPEC is informed that the Plan is copyrighted material and contains confidential
information on a national level. JPEC has requested permission to provide a summary of the
Plan. Upon receipt of NRECA’s reply, a copy of same will be filed with the PSC.

a. All executive officers except CEOs are included in the Plan.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

9. Refer to Exhibit G, Schedule 8, page 2 of 5, of the Application. Does Jackson
Purchase’s contribution of 100 percent of medical insurance extend to family coverage? Explain
the response.

RESPONSE: The NECA-IBEW Welfare Trust Fund is a single premium plan; JPEC
does not have the option to purchase single or tiered amounts.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.



10.  Refer to Exhibit G, Schedule 9, of the Application. Provide a copy of the 2007
Post Retirement Benefits Valuation when it becomes available.

RESPONSE: FAS 106 requires a valuation only once every three years, assuming there
have been no significant changes in assumptions, which there have not. This study (performed
by NRECA) is expensive to complete and requires significant staff resources. As such, JPEC
only updates the study every three years. A new valuation will not be available until the fourth
quarter of 2009.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

11.  Refer to Exhibit G, Schedule 12, of the Application.

a. Refer to page 2 and 17 of 23. Explain why Jackson Purchase removed the
2006 membership dues to the Kentucky Association of Electric Cooperatives on
page 2 but did not remove the membership dues on page 17.

b. Refer to page 3 through 7 of 23. For all advertising identified as safety or
conservation, explain why each expense item should be included for rate-making
purposes pursuant to 807 KAR 5:016, Section 4.

c. Provide samples of the advertisements included as safety or conservation.
For radio and television advertisements, the text will be sufficient.

d. Explain the purpose and nature of the expenses referred to as
“Networking” in the Distribution Description that appears throughout this
schedule. Explain why the expenses should be included for rate-making purposes.
e. Refer to pages 11 through 14 of 23. For the following expense items,
explain why each item should be included for rate-making purposes.

(1) J & S Vending — coffee supplies.



)
3)

Positive Promotions, Inc. — light let safety light.

Jackson Purchase Energy — donuts for employee meeting.

f. Refer to page 15 of 23, line 34. Explain why Jackson Purchase removed

the deposit for the annual meeting.

g. Refer to page 16 through 18 of 23. For the following expense items,

explain why each item should be included for rate-making purposes.

(H
()
(3)
4)
&)
(6)

Rural Cooperatives Credit Union - annual fee.
Hultman Signs & Screen Pt. Inc. — 3x3 banner — logo.
Hultman Signs & Screen Pt. Inc. — shirts.

Sam’s Club — membership.

Lee Wayne Corporation — pens.

Visa — lunch with Jeff Voight, etc.

h. Refer to pages 17 and 19 of 23. Explain the purpose and nature of the

Teller Committee Pay expense. Explain why the expense should be included for

rate-making purposes.

i Refer to page 19 of 23. Explain why the expenses for “shirts for annual

meeting” should be included for rate-making purposes.

RESPONSE:

a. KAEC membership dues were treated as “allowed” items in both

schedules,

Witness: Chuck Williamson.



b. JPEC believes all advertising being claimed as safety or conservations
qualifies under 807 KAR 5:016 Sections (a), (b), (¢), (d), (e) and/or (f) based upon
the content of the advertisement.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.
c. Upon receipt of the Second Request for Data from Commission Staff,
JPEC’s Marketing Department attempted to reconstruct past data and information
as is available to reconstruct. To the best of my knowledge and belief, the
information is correct as reflected below.
Television - Jackson Purchase Energy’s Television ads included five pre-
produced Touchstone Energy commercials that ran in equal rotation. Two of the
five (20%) are allowable for rate-making purposes. A summary of each spot is

below.

Touchstone Energy Safety - This ad educates customers about the dangers of

home improvement and overhead electric lines. It features the actor outside a
home with a ladder on the side of the house and visible overhead electric lines.
The actor warns this is extremely dangerous and encourages do-it-yourselfers to

be cautious when working near electric lines.

Touchstone Energy Conservation/Wise Use - This ad features an actor outside

a home on a cold day with an infra-red heat gun. The commercial shows the
video from the infra-red gun which demonstrates all the places the home is losing
heat. The actor then gives suggestions on how to correct this loss of energy by

installing more insulation, weather stripping and energy efficient windows.



Radio - Jackson Purchase Energy’s regularly runs two radio ads per month.

These ads focus on a variety of topics, many of which are allowable for rate-
making purposes. Samples of radio scripts that are indicative of allowable content
are below.

Radio Ad for 1/2 — 1/15 (:30 sec.) - We know Jackson Purchase Energy members

lead busy lives. That’s why information about your JPEC account is available
online at jpenergy.com. You can review account information, check electric use
along with three years of history and compare use to weather information. Online
account information is one of the many reasons Jackson Purchase Energy is the
region’s Cooperative Partner by Choice and Your Touchstone Energy Partner.

Radio Ad for 4/3 — 4/16 (:30 sec.) - April showers bring May flowers, but

sometimes those showers are storms. Jackson Purchase Energy reminds you that
a downed power line is not necessarily a dead one. If you see a downed line,
don’t touch it and contact JPEC. Lighting the way to safety - Jackson Purchase
Energy is the region’s Cooperative Partner by Choice and Your Touchstone
Energy Partner.

Radio Ad for 8/21 —9/3 (:30 sec.) - Jackson Purchase Energy wants you to keep

you safe around electricity. When using an extension cord, always buy one that
has at least a fifteen amp rating capacity. Make sure and use three-wire extension
cords for appliances with three-pronged plugs and never snip off the third prong!
Lighting the way to safety, we are Jackson Purchase Energy the region’s

Cooperative Partner by Choice and Your Touchstone Energy Partner.


http://jpenergy.com

Radio Ad for 12/4 — 12/17 (:30 sec.) - Holiday lights make the season brighter

and Jackson Purchase Energy is proud to be part of the season. Play it safe with
holiday lighting. Outside, only use lights rated for outdoor use. Never overload
extension cords and never use frayed cords. Making the season brighter and
lighting the way to safety - Jackson Purchase Energy - The region’s Cooperative
Partner by Choice and Your Touchstone Energy Partner.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.
d. Networking - “Networking” is a generic term for advertising and
marketing efforts at JPEC. The specific payments noted as “networking” were
identified and advertising or marketing efforts that contained safety or
conservation information were noted and included.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.
e. (1)  J & S Vending — coffee supplies: JPEC furnishes coffee for its
employees. This has been a long standing practice and JPEC believes the expense
is more than recouped by the morale of its employees. During outages these
supplies are essential for in aiding employees stay alert and safe.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.
€. (2)  Positive Promotions, Inc. — light let safety light: This expense was
for “prizes” given to children during electrical safety programs given to children
at local schools. JPEC believes these expenses are appropriately included because
of their safety message. They imprint on the “prizes” also carried a safety
message.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.



€. (3) Jackson Purchase Energy — donuts for employee meeting: JPEC
occasionally furnishes donuts for its employees at various times such as safety meetings
or employee meetings, or when the workload is great. This is a long standing practice
and JPEC believes the expense is more than recouped by the morale of its employees.
Witness: Kelly Nuckols.
f. This item was removed by mistake. JPEC believes it is in fact an
includable item, but was inadvertently listed as excludable.
Witness: Kelly Nuckols.
g. (1)  Rural Cooperatives Credit Union — annual fee: These fees are
annual fees relating to company credit cards which are used by employees for
overnight travel or supply purchases where a credit card is the only convenient
method of payment. This fee is a necessary business expense.
Witness: Chuck Williamson.
(2)  Hultman Signs & Screen Printing — 3x3 banner — logo: This refers
to banners with safety messages such as “buckle up” or “wear your hard hat” that
are posted at the exit of JPEC’s pole-yard. The banners are designed as safety
reminders for field personnel. They include the JPEC logo.
Witness: Chuck Williamson.
(3) Hultman Signs & Screen Printing — Shirts: These shirts include
JPEC’s company name and were ordered for employees who participate in
community events. The logo helps members know who can assist them in an
expedient manner.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

-10-



4 Sam’s Club — membership fee: This is an annual fee that is required to
“belong” to Sam’s Club. JPEC purchases many items from this store because many
necessary items are sold at more reasonable prices there than other locations. The fee
must be paid for each employee authorized to make purchases for the cooperative.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

(5) Lee Wayne Corporation — pens: Jackson Purchase Energy uses
anywhere from 3,000 to 5,000 pens per year in the lobby and customer service
area. The pens are necessary for customers to fill out forms, write checks, etc.
These pens include JPEC’s logo, phone number and website and are purchased in
bulk. Pens would need to be provided by JPEC and the information on the pens
aids in helping the members find contact information needed for emergency or
customer service issues.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

(6) Visa — lunch with Jeff Voight: This item was incorrectly described
in JPEC’s Application for Rate Increase. JPEC sponsors a hot air balloon for the
Paducah Summer Festival and auctions off a balloon ride with proceeds going to
charity. JPEC treats the winners and the hot air balloon crew to dinner as part of
the package. This expense should have been listed as an excluded expense.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.
h. JPEC’s bylaws require a Teller Committee to oversee board elections and
count ballots. The purpose is to ensure the integrity of balloting. This expense is
mandated by JPEC’s bylaws and should be included for rate-making purposes in a

member-owned cooperative.
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Witness: Kelly Nuckols.
i. Shirts are provided to clearly identify JPEC employees, so they may assist
its members at the annual meeting.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

12.  Refer to Exhibit F, Schedule 14, of the Application.
a. Refer to pages 8 through 19. Some directors attended a “Board
Workshop.” Provide a detailed description of what Jackson Purchase’s Board
Workshops entail. Include an explanation of why they are held so frequently.
b. Did Jackson Purchase normalize the regular board meeting fee for
directors? Would Jackson Purchase agree that the regular board meeting fee
should reflect the attendance of the full board at all meetings? Explain the
response.
c. Refer to page 19 of 19. Provide copies of the meeting agenda for the “Our
World Beyond Electricity Seminar.” Explain why the expense should be included
for rate-making purposes.

RESPONSE:
a. JPEC’s Board of Directors has no standing committees. Therefore, it does
not hold committee meetings, monthly or otherwise. JPEC utilizes workshops
between required board meetings so that financial and operational matters may be
discussed in greater detail. Topics such as capital expenditures, revenue, approval
of work plans, budgeting and audit reviews are discussed and workshops include
meeting with consultants, auditors, and engineers. The board believes the system

is an effective and economic way for it to fulfill their duties as directors.
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Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

b. JPEC did not normalize the fee. The directors are paid based on their
individual attendance. If your question means that directors should be paid a
reasonable fee for those meetings actually attended, we would agree. We
understand other cooperatives may have different policies and have no comment
regarding those policies.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

c. Please see Exhibit 6 attached hereto. Expenses for attendance should be
included for rate-making purposes, as it led to an understanding of important
legislation (HB 568) passed by the General Assembly. The presenters which
included representatives of the Kentucky Public Service Commission, explained
the statute, reporting and enforcement regulations, and answered questions
regarding same.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

13.  Refer to Exhibit H, Direct Testimony of G. Kelly Nuckols, page 3 of 8, of the
Application. Mr. Nuckols states that Jackson Purchase’s TIER has decreased consistently from
2003 through 2006. Explain the factors that caused Jackson Purchase’s TIER to fall so
dramatically from a 1.72 in 2005 to a .96 in 2006.

RESPONSE: As previously mentioned JPEC’s wholesale cost of power and energy
increased from $0.03582 per kWh in 2005 to $0.03602 per kWh in 2006. kWh sales in 2005
were greater than 2006; as 2005 was recorded as a climate year with greater cooling and heating
degree-days from normal. 2005 was also a year of reduced operation and maintenance expenses

as JPEC recorded lower than normal outages; thereby reducing overtime labor expenses. Interest
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expense increased in 2006, above 2005 levels, as a result of increased borrowings from RUS and

the effect of rising interest rates as some of JPEC’s outstanding loans re-priced.

Individually the above items would not cause a significant change; but cumulatively, they

resulted in the stated change in TIER.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

14.

Refer to Exhibit L of the Application.
a. Provide the rate base and capitalization as of test-year end. Provide the

determination of all components.

b. Explain why average rate base and average capitalization were used in this
exhibit.
c. Was Jackson Purchase aware that in a historic test year, the Commission

utilizes test-year end rate base and capitalization? Explain the response.

RESPONSE:

a. The year-end rate base and returns on year-end rate base and
capitalizations are illustrated in Exhibit 7 attached hereto.

b. Average rate base was used in an attempt to better reflect the cost of
capital in the test year. JPEC is not requesting relief based on the return on
capital, but rather a 2.00 Net TIER ratio; therefore, the return on rate base is a
comparative analysis. During the construction of the JPEC rate case CFC
believed, as it does now, that the average rate base provides a better comparative
result when compared to the TIER method which represents the expenses over the
entire test year. Both the return on year-end rate base and year-end are less than

what they are for an average rate base and average capitalization.
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C. Neither JPEC nor CFC was aware that the Commission utilizes a test year-
end rate base and capitalization for historical test years. JPEC is seeking relief
based on a 2.00 Net TIER ratio and not on a return on rate base. JPEC wanted to
file the return on rate base information for comparative purposes. CFC provided
the determination of rate base and the computation as to the returns on rate base
and capitalization. CFC recommended to JPEC that it use an average rate base
and return capitalization to better match the rate base to the expenses in the test
year.

Witness: Bill Edwards.

15.  Refer to Exhibit M of the Application. Provide the monthly amounts included in
the 13-month averages.

RESPONSE: Please see Exhibit 8 attached hereto.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

16.  Refer to Exhibit P, page 2 of 29, of the Application. Provide a copy of any
written approvals from RUS for the proposed depreciation rates.

RESPONSE: On Exhibit P, page 2 of 29 (Volume III, document numbered 000721 of
JPEC’s Application for Rate Increase), the last paragraph gives approval of the annual rates for a
period of five years. This is part of a three-page letter included in Exhibit P from RUS Field
Accountant, Anthony S. Bunch. JPEC is unaware of any other written approvals; however, JPEC
has been verbally informed that RUS will not allow JPEC to accept the rates piecemeal; the rates
must be accepted in their entirety or not at all.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.
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17.  Refer to Exhibit Y of the Application.

a. Explain why Jackson Purchase does not have a formal Equity
Management Plan.
b. Explain why Jackson Purchase has never paid capital credits.

RESPONSE:

a. JPEC and its Board of Directors believes managing equity on a daily or
monthly basis, as necessary, is the best practice as a cooperative.
b. Article VII, Section 2 of the Bylaws of JPEC (Volume 3, Exhibit V,
documents numbered 000904 - 000905 of JPEC’s Application for Rate Increase)
provides in pertinent part:

“. .. the Board shall determine that the financial condition

of the Corporation will not be impaired thereby, the capital

then credited to patrons’ accounts may be retired in full or

inpart...”
Previous votes by JPEC’s Board of Directors did not result in a majority vote to
approve the retirement of patronage capital accounts.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

18.  Refer to Exhibit 6, pages 3 through 6, of Jackson Purchase’s response to the
Staff’s initial data request. For each line item, identify the expense as recurring or non-recurring.
For each non-recurring item, explain why it should be included for rate-making purposes.

RESPONSE: Line items 1 — 27 reflect staking and line design expenses. Such work is

recurring in varying amounts each year. Work performed by Electric Service Co., Inc., in 2006 is

considered normal.
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Line items 32 — 110 refer to legal services performed during 2006 by outside legal
counsel, Denton & Keuler. Legal expenses are a required and recurring item for JPEC. While
exact services may vary from year to year, the general description of services reflects normal
matters as does the total amount billed.

Line items 55, 58, 63, 69, 84, and 90 reflect trademark research. Trademark matters are
not normally involved in JPEC operations and, while necessary in 2006, may not be recurring
expenses.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

19.  Refer to Exhibit 7 of Jackson Purchase’s response to the Staff’s initial data
request. Provide invoices or other supporting documentation for the actual rate case expenses
included.

RESPONSE: Please see Exhibit 9 attached hereto.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

20.  Did Jackson Purchase normalize the PSC assessment? Would Jackson Purchase
agree that the normalization should reflect the current PSC assessment rate? Explain the
response.

RESPONSE: JPEC did not normalize the PSC assessment. JPEC agrees that
normalization should reflect the current PSC assessment rate. JPEC did not normalize the
assessment in its Application for Rate Increase because the difference is relatively minor. The
PSC assessment for 2005 equated to a monthly rate of $3,383.22, compared to the 2006 monthly
rate of $3,559.57.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.
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21.  Refer to Exhibit G, Schedule 3, of the Application. Based upon the 13 months
beginning December 1, 2005 and ending December 31, 2006, provide an end-of-test-year
customer adjustment schedule in the formation appended hereto as Appendix A.

RESPONSE: Please see Exhibit 10 attached hereto.

Witness: Gary Stephens

22.  Refer to the Application, Exhibit H-2, pages 10-12 of the Direct Testimony of
Charles G. Williamson. Jackson Purchase proposes to replace its budget billing program with a
levelized billing program.

a. For the most recent available month, provide the number of customers
presently participating in the budget billing program and the total number of
customers eligible for the budget billing program.
b. Of those customers participating in the current budget billing program,
how many customers allow Jackson Purchase to debit their back accounts for
payment?
c. Has Jackson Purchase polled its members regarding their preference
between the existing program and the proposed levelized billing program?
(H If yes, provide the results of the poll.
(2)  Ifno, explain why Jackson Purchase did not poll its membership
on this issue.

RESPONSE:

a. We currently have 1,654 accounts on budget billing. All residential
customers with no past due balances are eligible for the program. This number is

approximately 25,000 accounts.
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b. Currently, 488 customers are paying by bank draft with an additional 88
paying by credit card draft.

C. JPEC did not poll its members on this issue due to the complexity and
expense of conducting a survey. However, with budget billing, there have been
instances where there is a balance due in the settlement month, which has
occasionally made members unhappy. We also believe that a levelized billing
program encourages members to conserve while keeping their payment
affordable. We also have spoke with a sister cooperative that switched from
budget billing to levelized billing and we understand from them that the program
was well received. Please see the testimony of Chuck Williamson, Exhibit H-2,
Pages 10 and 11, Volume II, documents numbered 000505 & 00506 of JPEC’s

Application for Rate Increase.

Witness: Chuck Williamson.

Refer to the Application, Exhibit H-4, page 13 of the Direct Testimony of Thomas

E. Kandel. The difference between the current and proposed depreciation rate for Account 371 —

Installations on customer premises is considerably greater than the differences in the other

accounts. Is Jackson Purchase aware of any particular reason for the disparity?

RESPONSE: Account 371 contains security lights and a standby generator. The

generator included in this account was previously included in Account 372 in the prior study. As

of December 31, 2006, $85,188 of the $668,690 in accumulated depreciation pertained to the

standby generator and the remaining balance of $583,502 pertained to security lights. While the

average cost of newer security lights has been declining, the removal cost of the more expensive

lights has been increasing since there have been only a limited number of retirements to date.
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Witness: Thomas E. Kandel.
24.  Refer to the Application, Exhibit H-6, pages 3-5 of the Direct Testimony of Tracy
A. Bensley. Jackson Purchase proposes to change its Rules and Regulations to require a member
to install a conduit system for use in installing Jackson Purchase’s conductor when an
underground facility is installed.
a. Has Jackson Purchase obtained estimates from contractors for performing
this service if contracted by one of its members?
b. If the answer to 24(a) is no, explain how Jackson Purchase knows that the
cost will be similar or less than the underground differential cost charged by
Jackson Purchase.
C. If Jackson Purchase, upon its inspection determines that the conduit is not
installed to its requirements, could the member be subject to considerably higher
costs when correcting the problem? Explain the response.
d. Is Jackson Purchase satisfied that there is an adequate number of
contractors qualified to do the conduit installations? Explain the response.
RESPONSE:
a. No. We have used our construction contract pricing compared to our
actual differential costs to determine that this change will have no significant
impact on JPEC’s revenue in relation to underground installation costs.
b. The actual average underground differential costs for JPEC in 2005 were
$2.64 per foot of underground installed while the cost to JPEC of installing a

conduit system in 2005 averaged $2.78 per foot based on contract pricing for that
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year. Based on installed footage of approximately 72,000 feet, the increased
revenue to JPEC would be approximately $10,000.
The actual average underground differential costs for JPEC in 2006 were
$3.73 per foot of underground installed while the cost to JPEC of installing a
conduit system in 2006 averaged $3.68 per foot based on contract pricing for that
year. Based on installed footage of approximately 70,000 feet, the decreased
revenue to JPEC would be approximately $3,500.
c. JPEC will work with local contractors and provide specifications to
members and contractors prior to installations. Should the member contract to
have the system installed, the contractor will be subject to additional costs in
making corrections. The member should not have to pay for a contractor’s failure
to follow the contract specifications.
d. Yes. Several qualified contractors exist in JPEC’s service territory. As an
example, the West Kentucky Construction Association website lists 42 General
Contractors and 26 Residential Contractors as members. JPEC’s service territory
includes areas near Paducah, Mayfield, Murray, Benton, LaCenter, Kevil,
Smithland, and Salem to mention a few. All of these areas provide suitable
contractors for this purpose.
Witness: Tracy A. Bensley.
25.  Refer to Exhibit K of the Application. Revenue for each billing component for
each revenue class (and each type of light in the outdoor lighting schedule) must be ascertainable
from the exhibit. Provide a revenue analysis schedule including a billing analysis for Jackson

Purchase for the test year ended December 31, 2006. Include all applicable billing determinates.
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The schedule should be done in the format appended hereto as Appendix B and provide in both
hard copy and on a CD in electronic form in Microsoft Excel 1997 through 2003 versions.

RESPONSE: Please see Exhibit 11 attached hereto in hard copy and on CD in electronic
form attached hereto as Exhibit 12. (See also Volume 3, Exhibit K, documents numbered
000686 — 000693 of JPEC’s Application for Rate Increase). However, the revenues for the
individual rate classifications calculated in this Attachment do not agree with the revenues used
in this filing. In preparation of this rate filing, [ discussed these discrepancies with JPEC staff,
and after considerable research, JPEC staff concluded that the numbers in their billing records
were the proper revenues to use in this filing. JPEC staff felt that using billing determinants to
calculate revenue does not take into account the hundreds of adjustments and their timing and
that it would not be practical or possible to reconcile each adjustment.

Witness: Gary Stephens.

26. Refer to page 80 of Jackson Purchase’s January 10, 2008 Supplemental Filing.
Jackson Purchase’s non-recurring fees are all shown as new charges. The non-recurring charges
shown appear to match the charges that are included in Jackson Purchase’s tariff that is currently
in effect. Does Jackson Purchase propose any new changes to its non-recurring charges?

RESPONSE: JPEC is not proposing to change its non-recurring fees; only the
presentation changed.

Witness: Kelly Nuckols.

27.  Refer to Exhibit H, Gary C. Stephens Testimony (“Stephens Testimony”), of the
Application. Provide a copy of the cost-of-service study worksheets and attachments on a CD in

electronic form in Exce! with the formulas intact.
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RESPONSE: Please see CD containing Excel spreadsheet attached hereto as Exhibit 12.
Also see Volume III, Exhibit T (documents numbered 000807 — 000861) of JPEC’s Application for
Rate Increase.

Witness: Gary Stephens.

28.  Refer to Stephens Testimony. Explain whether or not Mr. Stephens has reviewed
the cost of service study in Jackson Purchase’s last rate case. If Mr. Stephens performed the last
cost of service study, explain any changes in the methodology used in the study.

RESPONSE: Mr. Stephens did not perform the last cost of service study, nor has
he reviewed it.

Witness: Gary Stephens.

29.  Refer to Stephens Testimony at pages 7 and 8 of 19 and Attachments 2 and 3.

a. Explain what parts of the distribution system are allocated with the
Primary Demand Allocation Factor.

b. Explain what parts of the distribution system are allocated with the
Secondary Demand Allocation Factor.

C. Explain the estimation procedure for the average monthly coincident peak
demand and for the non-coincident peak demand for each rate classification,
including how the data was derived.

d. Explain whether the non-coincident peak demand data used in Attachment
2 is the same data used in Attachment 3.

€. Explain why the coincident and non-coincident peak demands were

averaged together.
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f. Explain how the monthly coincident demand for each rate classification
was adjusted for losses and the loss adjustment used.
g. Explain why the Outdoor Lighting rate class only has entries for January,
March and December.
h. How do the Primary and Secondary Demand Allocation Factors compare
to a Peak and Average Allocation factor? Provide a side-by-side comparison and
explain why the 12 CP method is more appropriate than the Peak and Average
method.

RESPONSE:
a. The Primary Demand Allocation Factors were used to allocate the
distribution plant related to the primary lines to the individual customer
classifications. The primary-related plant is the portion of the distribution plant
that is on the company side of the transformer.

Witness: Gary C. Stephens.
b. The Secondary Demand Allocation Factors were used to allocate the
distribution plant related to the secondary lines to the individual customer
classifications. The secondary-related plant is the portion of the distribution plant
that is on the customer side of the transformer.

Witness: Gary C. Stephens.
c. Actual meter readings were used for the industrial rate class. We deducted
the industrial rate class values from the system peak values. We then utilized
kWh information to determine the ratio of a rate class’ usage to the system usage.

This ratio was applied to the system peak remaining after deducting the
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industrial demands. Estimates for all other rate classes were obtained.

Witness: Tracy Bensley.
d. It is not.
Witness: Gary C. Stephens.
e. The primary distribution lines have characteristics of both transmission

and distribution lines. Since transmission is allocated on the coincident peak
demand and distribution is allocated on the non-coincident peak demand, it seems

appropriate to allocate the primary distribution plant based on the average of those

two values.
Witness: Gary C. Stephens.
f. The system demand was reduced by the known system loss amount of

5.25%. We then applied the same estimation procedure as outlined in the answer
to question 29c above, with the exception of industrial accounts taking delivery
directly from a substation. No loss factor was applied to these accounts.

Witness: Tracy Bensley.
g. We reviewed actual dawn and dusk information and compared it to the
system peak date and time to determine if the lights were on during peak. If the
system peak occurred during daylight hours, a zero value was entered for the
lights® contribution to the system peak demand.

Witness: Tracy Bensley.
h. Since JPEC is billed monthly for demand, CFC believes that the average of
the 12 monthly coincident peaks would be the appropriate allocation method for the

distribution system. CFC did not perform a Peak and Average analysis. However,
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since the Peak and Average method incorporates energy weighting into the treatment
of plant costs, a review of the demand allocation factors and the energy allocation
factors in the cost of service study suggests that the results of the Peak and Average
method would not be too different. For the Residential classification, the demand
values range between 59.498% and 60.668%, while the energy allocation was 59.625.
Since these demand and energy values are similar, it is not believed that the different
method would have an impact on the cost of service study.

Witness: Gary C. Stephens.

30.  Refer to Stephens Testimony at Attachment 6 and Exhibit T, page 4 of 55, of the

Application.
a. Provide pages 7 and 10 of [1.
b. Explain how the numbers found in Exhibit T in the Total Company
column lines 7 —~ 9 are tied back to Attachment 6.
c. Explain how Accounts 360, 362, and 369 through 373 are treated and
provide additional worksheets demonstrating how the costs were split out as being
customer related.
d. In Attachment 6, the minimum system was used to functionalize and then
allocate costs to the various rate groups. Explain how these results compare to
costs obtained using the zero intercept method.

RESPONSE:

a. Pages 7 and 10 of 11 from Attachment 6 are attached hereto as Exhibit 13,
and the complete Attachment 6 in electronic form is contained on the CD attached

hereto as Exhibit 12.
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Witness: Gary C. Stephens.
b. Attachment 6 consists of supporting worksheets that illustrates the
calculations for the minimum size plant, the calculation of the distribution plant
value, the determination of the general plant value, and the determination of the
accumulated depreciation that is general plant-related. The minimum size plant
factor was used to determine the amount of the distribution plant that was
considered to be customer-related in Exhibit T, Page 4 of 55, Line 9. The total
distribution plant value appears in Exhibit T, Page 4 of 55, Line 12. The
accumulated depreciation that is general plant-related appears in Exhibit T, Page 5
of 55, Line 17.

Witness: Gary C. Stephens.
c. Accounts 360, 362, and 369 were treated the same as the other distribution
plant accounts — a portion of these dollars were allocated to the customer-related
function based on the minimum size allocation factor. Account 373 was allocated
100% to the Outdoor Lighting rate classification.

Witness: Gary C. Stephens.
d. Comparative studies between the minimum size method and the zero intercept
method show that the minimum size method generally produces a larger customer
component (although the differences can be relatively small). CFC believes that the
minimum size method is more appropriate for electric cooperatives — who generally
have low density, low average usage per customer, and low proportion of commercial
and industrial customers — because it provides more stable bills for the customers as

well as more reliable income to the cooperative.
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Witness: Gary C. Stephens.

31.  Refer to Stephens Testimony at Attachment 6, pages 2 and 3 of 11.
a. For the 365 subaccounts, explain which are not being installed currently.
b. Explain why #6 DPX was chosen as the conductor to be used in the
minimum system calculation.

RESPONSE:
a. Please see Exhibit 14, attached hereto.
b. We chose #6 DPX because it is the minimum size conductor currently
being installed by JPEC.

Witness: Tracy Bensley.

32.  Refer to Stephens Testimony at Attachment 6, page 4 of 11.
a. Explain why the % inch conduit was not used in the calculation.
b. Explain the differences in purpose and usage in the conduit in Accounts
366 and 369.

RESPONSE:
a. The use of the 1 inch conduit was a judgment call based on discussions
with JPEC staff and based on the number of units of each size. Since the quantity
of the % inch conduit represented just 0.1% of the total quantity, it was decided
that the % inch conduit would not be appropriate to use.

Witness: Gary Stephens.
b. Conduit in account 366 is used for primary and secondary lines and
conduit in 369 is used for services. This accounting treatment is in accordance

with RUS guidelines.
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Witness: Chuck Williamson.

33.  Refer to Stephens Testimony, Exhibit T, page 1 of 55, of the Application.
a. Explain what production plant Jackson Purchase operates.
b. Does the 12 CP allocation method mentioned in the notation refer to the
Primary Demand Allocation Factor in Exhibit H-5, pages 7 and 8 of 19, and
Attachment 27

RESPONSE:

a. That statement is in error and did not refer to any calculation or allocation
in the JPEC cost of service model. The statement has been deleted from the
electronic file requested in this data request (see Exhibit 12).

b. That statement is in error and did not refer to any calculation or allocation
in the JPEC cost of service model. The statement has been deleted from the
electronic file requested in this data request (see Exhibit 12)

Witness: Gary Stephens.

34.  Refer to Stephens Testimony, page 7 of 19, and Exhibit T, page 2 of 55, lines 2
and 7. Provide a copy of the work papers and further explanation for how the numbers of
customers were weighted.

RESPONSE: The numbers of weighted customers were based on discussions with JPEC
staff and general assumptions about the costs of providing service to the different rate
classifications. It was assumed that the costs for the Residential, Small Commercial (1 phase),
and Small Commercial (3 phase) were similar, so these classifications were given a weighting of
1.0. The costs for Large Commercial (Existing) and Commercial and Industrial rate

classifications were assumed to be twice the costs of the already mentioned rate classifications,
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so they were given a weighting of 2.0. It was also assumed that the costs associated with the
Outdoor Lighting rate classification was less than the other rate classifications, so the Outdoor
Lights were given a weighting of 0.25.

Witness: Gary Stephens.

35.  Refer to Stephens Testimony Exhibit T, page 3 of 55, lines 29 and 32. Explain
how the Wages and Salaries for the Distribution and General categories allocator was derived
and where the calculations are in the Exhibit.

RESPONSE: Wages and salaries in accounts 107 through 598 were considered to be
100% distribution-related. Wages and salaries in accounts 901 through 930 were considered to
be 93.47% distribution-related and 6.53% general-related. These ratios were calculated using the
respective dollars compared to the total utility plant in service dollars. The proportion that was
considered to be distribution related was calculated by dividing the distribution plant dollars
($98,386,830) by the total utility plant in service dollars ($105,262,626), which yielded a ratio of
93.47%. The proportion that was general-related was calculated by dividing the general related
dollars ($6,875,796) by the total utility plant in service dollars ($105,262,626), which yielded a
ratio of 6.53%. Wages and salaries in account 935 were considered to be 100% general-related.
The allocations are included in Vc;lume I, Exhibit H-5, Attachment 5 (documents numbered
000660 — 000661) of JPEC’s Application for Rate Increase.

Witness: Gary Stephens.

36. Refer to Exhibit H, Thomas E. Kandel Testimony (“Kandel Testimony”), TEK-3
page 1 of 29, of the Application. The letter references time recording practices that incorrectly
allocate labor between construction and retirement activities. In 2002, the practice had a

significant impact on depreciation reserves. For the current depreciation study, Jackson Purchase
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personnel had reverted to the incorrect time reporting practices despite being instructed to report
its time correctly. Explain the impact on the results of the current depreciation study from
Jackson Purchase’s incorrect time practices.

RESPONSE: Jackson Purchase has reviewed its time reporting processes for recording
the division of labor between retirement and construction on work order jobs. Crew leaders
record time to retirement and construction on replacement jobs and those time records are
approved by operation supervisors. Those supervisors have approved each time sheet for every
individual charging time to retirement. Jackson Purchase does not believe that it is not now, nor
has in the recent past (including periods covered by the test year) recorded retirement hours in a
materially improper manner. Jackson Purchase Energy Corporation does not anticipate that it
will materially change the manner in which it charges retirement labor or that the ratio of
construction to retirement labor will change.

JPEC has consulted its independent auditor to see if that firm has observed any instances
of retirement labor improperly charged. As part of the auditor's review, the firm compares the
relationship of construction and retirement labor to total labor against industry averages. Those
national averages are around 25% for construction and 5% for retirement. For 2006 and 2007 the

ratios for JPEC are as follows:

2007 2006
Construction 25.8% 26.1%
Retirement 4.4% 5.1%

JPEC does recognize that its retirement labor may appear high compared to other utilizes
because it is one of the few utilities using a modified FIFO fixed asset system compared to the

much more prevalent average cost system. Please reference the pre-filed testimony of Chuck
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Williamson found in (Volume I, Exhibit H-2, documents numbered 000502 through 000504),
Questions 24 through 35.
Witness: Chuck Williamson.

37.  Refer to Kandel Testimony TEK-3 Exhibit A, page 23 of 29, of the Application.

a. Provide the work papers supporting the Exhibit.
b. If not included above, provide an explanation of S and J analysis methods.
c. If not included above, provide the Iowa curves and corresponding life

tables that serve as the basis for the study.
d. If not included above, explain what the Conformance Index is, how it is
calculated, and how it is used in the analysis.
e. If not included above, explain what the Retirement Experience Index is,
how it is calculated, and how it is used in the analysis.

RESPONSE: See also Exhibits 15, 16, and 17 attached hereto.
a. Workpapers supporting Exhibit A, SPR (Simulated Plant Record)
Analysis, consist of the optimization calculation sheets and the data input sheets
(please see accompanying workpapers). SPR analysis was necessary since vintage
records were not available. Had vintage records been maintained, they would have
shown the year units were installed and tracked those units throughout their lives
to retirement. Average lives of plant for which vintage records are maintained can
be calculated from that installation/retirement record. Though technology is now
becoming more available, historically such a vintage record keeping system would

have been cost prohibitive for most utilities. Vintage records are not required.

-32-



Average cost Continuing Property Records (CPRs) are required by the Rural
Utilities Service (RUS) and have been maintained by Jackson Purchase.

With average cost CPRs, the annual additions, the total annual retirements,
and the ending balance for each account are known. However, the year of
installation of each retired unit is not known. Without the association of the year
of installation to the retired units, the average lives of the plant cannot be readily
calculated. Therefore, it was necessary to resort to SPR Analysis. Utilizing SPR
Analysis, the available information was compared to existing models. The models
used were the Iowa curves. The Jowa curves model life characteristics of mass
industrial property and are a model generally accepted and utilized by utilities and
commissions.

While (1) utilizing the yearly additions available in the CPRs; (2)
substituting in vintage retirements based on the Iowa curves ; (3) comparing the
simulated ending account balance to the actual ending balances, which are known
from the CPRs, and (4) repeatedly doing this by increasing or decreasing the
average life, a best estimate of the plant lives for each curve was developed.
Specifically, the best estimate was determined by comparing the sum of the
squared differences between the simulated and actual account balances. Since an
optimum life is calculated for each of the 31 Iowa curves, the Conformance Index
and the Retirement Experience Index are used to measure the fit of the data to

each of the curves and assist in the selection of the best curve and life.
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The Conformance Index is calculated by dividing the Average Actual
Balance by the Square Root of the Average Sum of Squared Deviations for each
curve (see item d. below for further information).

The Retirement Experience Index is the percent of additions from the
oldest vintage that would have retired by the end of the most recent test year if the
additions had retired according to the retirement characteristics of each specified
curve. The higher the Retirement Experience Index the longer the curve based on
actual data versus model (see item e. below for further information).

The data input sheets consist of the annual additions and retirements,
either by dollars or units for each of the plant groups used in the depreciation
study. 1949 is the first year of data, although the first year actually consists of all
additions and retirements prior to 1949. The software used only allows 58 years of
entry so the early items had to be combined. This had little impact on the study
because several cycles of plant lives have been included in the study. The
optimization calculations are the computer generated calculations for each of the
plant groups based on the data input of annual additions and retirements. The
appropriate calculations are made for each curve (estimated life, squared error,
etc.). Based on the data, the optimization calculation, and discussions with
knowledgeable personnel of the cooperative, the best fit curve is selected for use
in the study along with the estimated life.

b. Explanation of the terms S and J — S is for simulation. The curve and
estimated life were selected based on the computer calculated amounts per the

optimization calculation sheet. J is for judgment. J is used only twice; for items
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which did not present an optimization calculation sheet which contained
meaningful, reliable data. Discussions were had with appropriate personnel and
estimated lives were selected based on field observations.

c. The optimization calculations include the plotting of actual data for each
Towa curve for each plant group (see item a. above for additional information).

d. The computer model uses actual data to compute simulated data. The
Conformance Index (CI) is a measure of the closeness of the fit of the simulated
data to the actual data for each Iowa curve. Ideally, the CI will be 75 or higher,
which indicates a close fit of the simulated data and actual data. As the CI
becomes a number much lower than 75, the fit of the simulated data and actual
data has a high deviation from the curve model. For this study, several of the plant
groups had a CI of less than 75. Although these low Cls indicate a relatively high
deviation from the curve model, due to the acceptable Retirement Experience
Index and reasonable life estimations they were deemed to be sufficient to
produce valid study results.

e. The computer model also produces a measure of the amount of the Iowa
curve which was simulated, when not enough actual data was available. This
measure is called the Retirement Experience Index (REI). Since 58 years of data
was available for the study and was input into the computer model, most of the
curve selections for each of the plant groups had REIs of close to 100. This
indicates a highly reliable curve selection since so much historical data was
available.

Witness: Thomas E. Kandel.

35-



Respectfully submitted,

DENTON & KEULER

P. 0. BOX 929

PADUCAH KY 42002-0929
Telephone:  (270) 443-8253

"W. IPavid Denton
Mellssa D. Yates

Facgifile: (270) 472—6090
/A
By: | L /{7@
J

ATTORNEYS FOR JPEC

I hereby certify that the foregoing has
been served by mailing a true and
correct copy to:

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
211 SOWER BLVD.

FRANKFORT KY 40602

DENNIS G HOWARD
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
1024 CAPITAL CENTER DRIVE
SUITE 200
FRANKFORT KY 40601-8204
A 0 fe
on thisg/A 0 \day of February, 2008.

/ ] \ ~
)'. 7 ] V4 A (L COA
Mglissa D Yates

-36-






Exhibit 1
_ Page 1 of 1
Witness: Kelly Nuckols
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APR 12 2007
Mr. G. Kelly Nuckols
President/CEO
Jackson Purchase Energy
Corporation
P.0O. Box 4030
Paducah, Kentucky 42002-4030

Dear Mr. Nuckols:

We have completed our review of Jackson Purchase Energy Corporation’s

(Jackson Purchase), December 31, 2006, Form 7, Financial and Statistical Report, :
and note that Jackson Purchase did not meet the minimum Times Interest Eamed
Ratio (TIER) or Debt Service Coverage (DSC) of 1.25, or Operating TIER (OTIER)
of 1.1, requirements outlined in Article V, Section 5.4, of the Loan Contract.

Please let us know what areas have had an adverse effect on Jackson Purchase's
financial condition and outline the corrective measures that have been or will be
implemented to correct the inadequate ratios. Include the projected TIER, OTIER,
DSC, and Operating DSC for the year ending December 31, 2007.

We would appreciate receiving your response within 30 days from the date of this
letter.

Sincerely,

BRIAN D. JENKING

BRIAN D. JENKINS

Chief, Operations Branch
Northern Regional Division
Electric Programs

cc. NRD-OB Official File (KY 20)
GFR - Norman // NRD-OB Reading File'// Loan Security File
RD:NRD:OB:WFrost:720-1381:h1:4/10/07:Kentucky\K'Y 20 NADEQ-TIER-OTIER-DSC_2006 doc
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Witness: Kelly Nuckols

July 25, 2007

Brian D. Jenkins

Chief, Operations Branch

Electric Programs

United States Department of Agriculture
Rural Development Utilities Programs
Northern Regional Division

Mail Stop 1566

1400 Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20250-1566

Dear Mr. Jenkins:

In response to your letter of April 12, 2007 concerning JPEC’s lack of
meeting the minimum TIER and DSC requirements as outlined in Article
V, Section 5.4 of the Loan Contract, JPEC has filed with the Kentucky
Public Service Commission (KPSC) a notice of JPEC’s intent to seek a
rate adjustment (KPSC Case 2007-00116). JPEC intends to seek rate
adjustments with a target TIER of 2.0, subject to KPSC review,
adjustment and approval.

The KPSC required in support of the rate adjustment a depreciation
study to be completed and submitted as a part of the rate filing. Through
the work of RUS and JPEC the depreciation study and findings have
been forwarded to CFC for inclusion in the cost-of-service analysis to
support the adjustments in revenue and rates.

I am sorry for the late response, as your letter was filed without the
proper response. I hope this information satisfies your request. If you
need any additional information you may call, write or email.

Sincerely,

G. Kelly Nuckols
President/CEO






According 1o the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995, an agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to, a collection of information unless it displays a valid OMB
control number. The valid OMB contro! number for this information collection is 0572-0032. The time required 1o complete this information collection is estimated 10 average 16 hours per
response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information.
UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE BORROWER DESIGNATION yvo020
RURAL UTILITIES SERVICE

‘ PERIOD ENDED
FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT December, 2007 (Prepared with Audited Data)
INSTRUCTIONS - For detailed instructions, see RUS Bulletin 1717B-2 BORROWER NAME

This data will be used by RUS to review your financial situation. Your response is

. JACKSON PURCHASE ENERGY CORPORATION
requived {7 U S.C. 901 et seq.} and may be confidential

CERTIFICATION

We recognize that statements contained herein concern a matter within the jurisdiction of an agency of the United States and the making of a
false, fictitious or fraudulent statement may render the maker subject to prosecution under Title 18, United States Code Section 1001,

We hereby certify that the entries in this report are in accordance with the accounts and other records of the system and reflect the status of the system to
the best of our knowledge and belief

ALL INSURANCE REQUIRED BY PART 1788 OF 7 CFR CHAPTER XVII. RUS, WAS IN FORCE DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD AND
RENEWALS HAVE BEEN OBTAINED FOR ALL POLICIES

DURING THE PERIOD COVERED BY THIS REPORT PURSUANT TO PART 1718 OF 7 CFR CHAPTER XV11
(check one of the following)

I3 All of the obligations under the RUS loan documents X} There has been a default in the fulfillment of the obligations
have been fulfilled in all material respects. under the RUS loan documents. Said default(s) is/are
specifically described in Part D of this report.

Kelly Nuckols 2/20/2008
DATE

PART A. STATEMENT OF OPERATIONS

YEAR-TO-DATE
ITEM LAST YEAR THIS YEAR BUDGET THIS MONTH
(a) )] (c) {d)
1. Operating Revenue and Patronage Capital 37,396,373 40,365,878 39,716,655 3,667,177
2. _Power Production Expense 0| o 0 a
3. Cost of Purchased Power 23,655,944 25,264,491 24,293,649 2,126,672
4. Transmission Expense 0 0 0 0
5. Distribution Expense - Operation 1,761,777 1,904,431 1,863,800 225,744
6. Distribution Expense ~ Maintenance 3,413,939 3,396,713 3,129,218 222,705
7. Customer Accounts Expense 1,088,682 1,113,676 1,120,640 96,162
8. Customer Service and Informational Expense 220,972 246,621 270,817 23,392
9. Sales Expense 56,695 27,111 46,204 {3,985)
10. Administrative and General Expense 1,992,235 2,015,156 2,127,338 165,468
11. Total Operation & Maintenance Expense (2 thru 10) 32,150,244 33,968,199 32,851,666 2,856,158
12. Depreciation and Amortization Expense 3,235,100 3,433,896 3,447,394 291,689
13. Tax Expense - Property & Gross Receipts ol ) 0 o
14. Tax Expense - Other 41,657 43,167 43,146 3,635
15. Interest on Long-Term Debt 2,660,517 2,615,535 2,685,662 214,538
16. Interest Charged to Construction - Credit 0 0 0 0
17. Interest Expense - Other 66,510, 81,495 203,368 9,306
18. Other Deductions 1,424 1,395 0 0
19. Total Cost of Electric Service (1] thru 18) 38,195,852 40,143,687 39,231,236 3,375,326
20. Patronage Capital & Operating Margins (/ minus 19) (799,479) 222,191 485,419 291,851
21. Non Operating Margins - Interest 593,283 424,045 364,800 28,659
22. Allowance for Funds Used During Construction 0, 0 0 0
23. Income (Loss) from Equity Investments 0 0 0 0
24. Non Operating Margins - Other {14,573) 40,022 8,340 24,663
25. Generation and Transmission Capital Credits 0 0 g 0
26. Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends 113,229 133,805 112,900 0
27. Extraordinary ltems 0 a 0 0
28. Patronage Capital or Margins (20 thru 27) (107,540) 820,063 971,459 345,173
RUS Form 7
Exhibit 3
Page 1 of 12

Witness: Chuck Williamson



USDA - RUS BORROWER DESIGNATION
KY0020
FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT TGS ENDED
LNSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 17)7B-2 December, 2007
PART B. DATA ON TRANSMISSION AND DISTRIBUTION PLANT
YEAR-TO-DATE YEAR-TO-DATE
ITE! LASTYEAR THIS YEAR . LAST YEAR THIS YEAR
"M (@) ) ITEM (a) ®)
}. New Services Connected 519 c03| 5. Miles Transmission 0.00 0.00
2. Services Retired s 101 6. giis}lggtribution - 2.,692.00 2,699.47
= T Servios - “Miles Distribution -
3. Total Services in Place 33,393 33,895 7 Il\}!xlllgérgrlghrrlxdu 1on $52.00 571.92
4. ldle Services 8. Total Miles Energized ‘
(Exclude Seasonals) 4,801 4,978 (5+6+7) 3,244.00 3,271.39
PART €. BALANCE SHEET
ASSETS AND OTHER DEBITS LIABILITIES AND OTHER CREDITS
1. Total Utility Plant in Service ......comevvininnccnns 112,061,385 |79 Memberships.... 194,470
2. Construction Work in Progress ..o 1,138,886 130 Patronage (‘apxlal 34,343,253
3. Total Utility Plant (J + 2) . . 112,200,271 |31, Operating Margins - Pnor Years 0
4. Accum. Provision for Deprccxanon and Amort ‘‘‘‘‘‘ 34,096,756 [32. Operating Margins - Current Year 222,191
5. NetUtility Plant (3-4) i 79,103,515 |33, Non-Operating Margins............ 597,872
6. Non-Utility Property (Nety .. 71,955 {34, Other Margins and EquitieS.............. (598,756)
7. Investments in Subsidiary Compames 0 135. Total Margins & Equities (29 thru 34)...cccooo. 34,759,030
8. Invest in Assoc. Org - Patronage Capital ... 507,134 |36, Long-Term Debt - RUS (Net).... 27,249,828
9. Invest. in Assoc. Org. - Other - General Funds ... 5.000 |37. Long-Term Debt - FFB - RUS Guaranteed . 16,205,858
10. Invest. in Assoc. Org. - Other - Nongeneral Funds.. 1,579,452 |38, Long-Term Debt - Other - RUS G uarantced 0
11. Investments in Economic Development Projects ... 0 139. Long-Term Debt Other (Net).... 5,752,909
12, Other IVeSIMENIS ....cooooviminiissernsesnncinscnensnnres 0 140. Long-Term Debt - RUS - Econ. Devel (Net) 0
13. Special Funds ..... 134,224 4], Payments - Unapplied 4,659,748
14. Total Other Property & ]mestmemq (6 thru 13) 2,297,745 142 Total Long-Term Debt (36 thru 40 -41).. ..o 44,548,847
15, Cash - General Funds ..o 275,748 {43, Obligations Under Capital Leases - Noncurrent......... 0
16. Cash - Construction Funds - Trustee 33 {44, Accumulated Operating Provisions
17. Special Deposits .. P 0 and Asset Retirement Obligations. . 1,555,510
18. Temporary Investments ... e 0 }45. Total Other Noncurrent Liabilities (43 44) .. 1,555,510
19. Notes Receivable (Net) . 0 |46. Notes Payable... . BDO, 000
20. Accounts Receivable - Salm oi Tncrg) (th) 2,133,607 147 Accounts Paydble 2,860,116
21. Accounts Receivable - Other (Net) .. 195,448 48, Consumers Deposits.... 1,409,622
22. Materials and Supplies - Electric & Other 1,642,580 149 Current Maturitics LougvTerm cht ........................... 2,219,817
23. Prepayments ... 430,173 150, Current Maturities Long-Term Debt
24, Other Current and Acu‘ued Asqets 1,681,546 -Economic Development.......... 0
25 Total Current and Accrued Assets (15 thru 24) ... 6,359,136 |51, Current Maturities Capital Leases., 0
26. Regulatory ASSELS ...ooeiiismmmiercnnnsinnsssascns 0 152. Other Current and Accrued Liabilities..........c.cccovinrna 502,253
27. Other Deferred Debits «ovoviicin e 1,133,309 153, Total Current & Accrued Liabilities (46 thru 52).. .. 7,791,808
28. Total Assets and Other Debits (5+74+25 thru 27).._ 88,893,705 {54. Regulatory Liabilities... rimea s nsannas o 0
55. Other Deferred (‘redns 238,510
56. Total Liabilities and Other Cred:ts
(354 42+ 45+ 53 1hru55) e 88,893,705
RUS FORM 7 Exhibit 3 -
Page 2 of 12

Witness: Chuck Williamson



USDA-RUS BORROWER DESIGNATION

KYD0020
FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT
PERIOD ENDED

December, 2007

INSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 17178-2

PART D. NOTES TO FINANCIAL STATEMENTS

An accurate estimate of Contributions in Aid of Construction on plant cannot be made. The amount
shown reflects contributions made since inception of tracking.

The Corporation has collected GPS data and has electronically mapped its entire system. Data

collection expense has been deferred into account 186 and is being amortized over an eight (8) year
life.

The Corporation has not made it's TIER requirements for 2006 and 2007. The Corporation sought
rate relief in 2007 with Case #2007-00116 filed with the Kentucky Public Service Commission, currently
in progress. The Corporation expects an order in this case in 2008.

Exhibit 3
‘ Page 3 of 12
Witness: Chuck Williamson

RUS Form 7



USDA-RUS BORROWER DESIGNATION
KY0020
FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT SERIOD ENDED

TNSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 1717B-2 Pecember, 2007

PART E. CHANGES INUTILITY PLANT

BALANCE ADJUSTMENTS! BALANCE END

BEGINNING ADDITIONS RETIREMENTS| AND TRANSFER] OF YEAR
PLANT ITEM OF YEAR
(@) (&) (&) () (e)

1. Distribution Plant 98,386,830 7,229,805 960,727 104,655,908
2. General Plant 4,741,891 603,124 235,776 5,109,239
3. Headquarters Plant 2,133,905 162,333 0 2,296,238
4. Intangibles 0 0 0 0 0
5. Transmission Plant 0 0
6. All Other Utility Plant 0 0
7. Total Utility Plant in Service (1 thru 6) 105,262,626 7,995,262 1,196,503 0 112,061,385
8. Construction Work in Progress 3,204,055} (2,065,169) L , 1,138,886
9. TOTAL UTILITY PLANT (7 + 8) 108,466,681 5,930,093 1,196,503 0 113,200,271

PART F. MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES

BALANCE BALANCE
ITEM BEGINNING OF | PURCHASED | SALVAGED | USED (NET) SOLD ADJUSTMENT | END OF YEAR
YEAR
(a) (&) () ) (e) 0 (8)

1. Electric 1,177,589 1,904,936 160,404 1,556,473 9,148 (40,508) 1,637,200
2. Other 5,107 6,246 a 5,973 0 0 5,380
PART G. SERVICE INTERRUPTIONS

ITEM AVERAGE HOURS PER CONSUMER BY CAUSE TOTAL
POWER SUPPLIER EXTREME STORM PREARRANGED ALL OTHER
(a) (3] (©) () (e)
i. Present Ycar Y 1.19 .01 1.62 2.96
2. Five-Year Average .08 1.83 .03 1.75 3.70
PART H. EMPLOYEE-HOUR AND PAYROLL STATISTICS
1. Number of Full Time Emplovees 79| 4. Payroll - Expensed 3,060,900
2. Employee - Hours Worked - Regular Time 159,768 5. Payroil - Capitalized 1,371,539
3. Employee - Hours Worked - Overtime 12,613 6. Payroll - Other 236
PART1. PATRONAGE CAPITAL
ITEM . THIS YEAR CUMULATIVE
DESCRIPTION (a) (b)
1. Capital Credits - a. General Retirements 6 o
Distributions b. Special Retirements o o
c. Total Retirements {a + b) 0 0
2. Capital Credits - a. Cash Received From Retirement of Patronage Capital by Suppliers »
Received of Electric Power 0
b. Cash Received From Retirement of Patronage Capital by Lenders
for Credit Extended to the Electric System 64,280} -
¢ Total Cash Received (a+ b) 64,280 )~
PART J. DUE FROM CONSUMERS FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE
1. AMOUNT DUE OVER 60 DAYS ﬁ 94, 125[ 2. AMOUNT WRITTEN OFF DURING YEAR l$ 59,505
RUS Form 7 Exhibit 3
Page 4 of 12

Witness: Chuck Williamson



USDA-RUS

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT

INSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Buftetin 17178-2

BORROWER DESIGNATION
KY0020

PERIOD ENDED
December, 2007

Part K. kWh PURCHASED AND TOTAL COST

No ITEM RUS USE ONLY kWh PURCHASED TOTAL COST AVERAGE COST INCLUDED IN INCLUDED IN
(a} SUPPLIER CODE {c) (d) {Cents/kWh) TOTAL COST - TOTAL COST -
{b) {e) FUEL COST WHEELING AND
ADJUSTMENT OTHER CHARGES
() (@)
118Big Rivers Electric Corp 1692 718,815,436 25,264,491 3.51 0 0
(KY) {(KY0062)
Total 718,915,436 25,264,491 3.51 0 G
Exhibit 3
RUS Form 7 Page 5 of 12

Witness: Chuck Williamson



USDA-RUS

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT

INSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 17178-2

BORROWER DESIGNATION
KY0020

PERIOD ENDED
December, 2007

PART L. LONG-TERM LEASES

No NAME OF LESSOR TYPE OF PROPERTY RENTAL THIS YEAR
(a) {b) (c)
Total
Exhibit 3
Page 6 of 12
RUS Form 7

Witness: Chuck Williamson



USDA - RUS

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT

BORROWER DESIGNATION
KY0020

PERIOD ENDED

NSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 1717B-2

December, 2007

PART M. ANNUALM

EETING AND BOARD DATA

1. Date of Last Annual Meeting 2. Total Number of Members
6/5/2007 22,374

3. Number of Members Present at

Meeting 206

4. Was Quorum Present?

Y

5. Number of Members Voting by 6. Total Number of Board Members
Proxy or Mail

7. Total Amount of Fees and Expenses
for Board Members

$ 66,402

8. Does Manager Have
Written Contract?

N

RUS Form 7

Exhibit 3
Page 7 of 12
Witness: Chuck Williamson



USDA-RUS

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT

INSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 1717B-2

BORROWER DESIGNATION
KY0020

PERIOD ENDED
December, 2007

PART N. LONG-TERM DEBT AND DEBT SERVICE REQUIREMENTS

No ITEM BALANCE END OF YEAR INTEREST PRINCIPAL TOTAL
(a) {Blilled This Year) (Biiled This Year) {Billed This Year)
(b) (c) {d)
1{Rural Utilities Service (Excludes RUS - Economic 27,249,828 1,403,661 645,565 2,049,228
Development Loans)
2{National Rural Utilities Cooperative Finance 743,349 44,042 46,664 90,706
Corporation
3]Bank for Cooperatives 5,008,560 356,864 645,565 1,002,529
4 {Federal Financing Bank 16,205,858 1,018,736 757,283 1,776,019
5]RUS - Economic Development Loans 0
6} Payments Unapplied 4,659,748
Total 44,548,847 2,823,403 2,095,077 4,918,480
Exhibit 3
Page 8 of 1
RUS Form 7 g 2

Witness: Chuck Williamson



USDA - RUS

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT

BORROWER DESIGNATION

KY0020

INSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 1717B-2

PERIOD ENDED

December, 2007

PART 0. POWER REQUIREM ENTS

DATA BASE -ANNUALSUMMA RY

CLASSIFICATION CONSUMER SALES & REVENUE DECEMBER AVERAGE NO. TOTAL ‘
DATA CONSUMERS SERVED YEAR TO DATE
(@) (b) (o)

1. Residential Sales |2 No. Consumers Served 25,908 25,782 ‘
(excluding b. kWh Sold 414,636,660
seasonal)

¢. Revenue 25,697,996
7. Residential Sales - |2 No. Consumers Served 0 0
Seasonal b. kWh Sold ’ 0
c. Revenue 0
3. lrrigation Sales a. No. Consumers Served 7 7
b. kWh Sold 1,068,083
¢. Revenue ) 16,643

4. Comm. and Ind. a. No. Consumers Served 2,988 2,944
1000 KVAor |, kWh Sold L - 184,634,346
l.ess

¢. Revenue 9,922,758

5. Comm. and Ind. a. No. Consumers Served 8 8

Over 1000 KVA |4 1 wh Sold 80,480,241
¢. Revenue 3,664,251

6. Public Street & a. No. Consumers Served 6 6 o
Highway b. kWh Sold = 589, 962
Lighting

¢. Revenue 70,751

7. Other Sales to a. No. Consumers Served 0 0

Public Authorities b. kWh Sold 0
c. Revenue ‘ 0

8. Sales for Resale - 12 No. Consumers Served 0 0

RUS Borrowers b. kwh Sold 0
¢. Revenue 0
9. Sales for Resale - a. No. Consumers Served 0 Y
Other b. kWh Sold 0
¢. Revenue 0
10. TOTAL No. of Consumers (lines Ja thru 9a) 28,917 28,747
11. TOTAL kWh Sold (lines 1b thru 9b) 681,409,292
12. TOTAL Revenue Received From Sales of
Electric Energy (line ¢ thru 9¢) 319,372,399
13. Other Electric Revenue 993,479
14. kWh - Own Use 173,257
15. TOTAL kWh Purchased 718,915,436
16. TOTAL kWh Generated 0
17. Cost of Purchases and Generation 25,264,491
18. Interchange - KWh - Net 0
19, Peak - Sum All kW Inpul (Metered)
Non-coincident___ Coincident_X* 164,605

RUS Form 7

Exhibit 3
Page 9 of 12

Witness: Chuck Williamson



RUS Form 7

USDA-RUS BORROWER DESIGNATION
KY0020
FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT
PERIOD ENDED
December, 2007
INSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 17178-2
PART I INVESTMENTS
No DESCRIPTION INCLUDED EXCLUDED INCOME OR 1.0OSS RURAL DEVELOPMENT
(a) (%) ($ ($) (e)
(b) (c {d)
1| Non-Utility Property (NET)
Communication Cable 71,858 X
Totals 71,958
2linvestments in Associated Organizations
NRUCFC-Herndon VA Patronage Capital 38,762 5,133
United Utility Supply-Louisville, KY Patronage Capital 298,913 14,372
Ky Assoc Elec Coops-Lou, KY Patronage Capital 58,656 4,716
NISC-St Peters, MO Patronage Capital 2,285 0
KAEC-Lou, KY Certificate of Deposit 5,000 266
NRUCFC-Hemdon, VA Capital Term Certificates 945,663 46,407
Rural Coop Credit Union 5 0
NRUCFC-Herndon, VA Membership Cerificate 1,000
NRECA-Arlington VA Membership Certificate 10
Big Rivers Electric Corp-Henderson, KY Membership 25
CoBank-Denver, CO 632,748 66,278
Federal Rrl Elc Ins Exc-Lenexa, KS Patronage Capital 89,046 16,4981
National Rr! Tel Coop-Herndon, VA Patronage Capital 19,031 26,808
Balard Rri Tel Coop-LaCenter, KY Patronage Capital 421 0 [¢]
Totals 473,387 1,618,179 180,478
51Special Funds
Deferred Compensation Assels 134,224
Totals 134,224
6)Cash - General
Paducah Bank-Paducah, KY General Checking 137,896 100,000
Cash in Drawers & Peity Cash 1,700
Credit Card Charges in Transit 28,841
E-payments in Transit 7,311
Totals 175,748 100,000
9]Accounts and Notes Receivable - NET
Accounts Receivable-Other 195,449 0
Totals 195,449 0
11 {TOTAL INVESTMENTS (1 thru 10) 844,584 1,824,358 180,478
Exhibit 3

Page 10 of 12

Witness: Chuck Williamson




USDA-RUS

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT

INSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 1717B-2

BORROWER DESIGNATION
Ky0020

PERIOD ENDED
December, 2007

PART JI. LOAN GUARANTEES

No ORGANIZATION MATURITY DATE ORIGINAL AMOUNT LLOAN BALANCE RURAL DEVELOPMENT
(a) (b) ($ ($ {e}
{c {d

Total

TOTAL (include Loan Guarantees Oniy)

Exhibit 3
Page 1
RUS Form 7 ge 11 of 12

Witness: Chuck Williamson




USDA-RUS

FINANCIAL AND STATISTICAL REPORT

INSTRUCTIONS - See RUS Bulletin 17178-2

BORROWER DESIGNATION
KY0020

PERIOD ENDED
December, 2007

Part ill. RATIO

RATIO OF INVESTMENTS AND LOAN GUARANTEES TO UTILITY PLANT
[Total Of Included Investments (Partl, 11b) and Loan &

749
uarantees - Loan Balance (Part I}, 5d) lo Total Utility Plant (Form?, Part C, Lined)} &
PART IV. LOANS
No ORGANIZATION MATURITY DATE ORIGINAL AMOUNT LOAN BALANCE RURAL DEVELOPMENT
(a) (b) ($ ($) (e)
{c (d)
Total
Exhibit 3
RUS Form 7

] Page 12 of 12
Witness: Chuck Williamson






W o N O U R W N -

RUS
Current Proposed Proposed

AlC Depr Depr Depr
10 No. Account Rate Rate Rate
11 DISTRIBUTION PLANT
12 360 ‘Land & Land Rights 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
13 361  Structures & Improvements 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
14 362  Station Equipment 1.63% 1.60% 1.60%
15 364 Poles, Towers & Fixtures 4.19% 4.31% 4.31%
16 365  Overhead Cond. & Devices 3.47% 3.59% 3.59%
177 366  Underground Conduit 1.77% 1.69% 1.69%
18 367  Undergrd. Cond. & Devices 3.19% 2.90% 2.90%
19 368 Line Transformers 2.75% 5.31% 5.31%
20 369 Services 2.23% 1.48% 1.48%
21 370  Meters 4.34% 3.99% 3.99%
22 371 Install. on Cons. Premises 6.42% 12.09%  12.09%
23 372 leased Prop. on Cons. Prems. 10.00%  0.00% 0.00%
24 373 St Ltg. & Signal Systems 1.44% 3.47% 3.47%
25
26 GENERAL PLANT
27 389 Land & Land Rights 0.00% 0.00% n/a
28 390  Structures & improvements 2.50% 250% n/a
20 391  Office Furniture & Equip. 5.00% 5.00% n/a
30 392  Transportation Equipment - Heavy 10.00%  10.00% n/a
31 392.1 Transportation Equipment - Light 20.00%  20.00% nia
a2 393 Stores Equipment 5.00% 5.00% n/a
33 394  Tools, Shop & Garage Equip. 6.67% 6.67% nfa
3¢ 395 Laboratory Equipment 6.67% 6.67% nia
35 396  Power Operated Equip. 10.00%  10.00% nla
36 397 Communication Equip. 5.00% 5.00% n/a
37 398 Miscellaneous Equip. 10.00%  10.00% nla
38
39 NOTES: RUS recommended rates are the same as the Proposed Rates.

Jackson Purchase Energy Corporation

Case No. 2007-00116

Current, Proposed and RUS Depreciation Rates

December 31, 2006

Exhibit 4
Page 1 of 1
Witness: Chuck Williamson

40 RUS did not perform a study in general plant rate, but no changes in those rates are proposed

41
42
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JECQEY
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12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

Type of
Debt
Issued

(a)

RUS Loans:

0B180
0B182
1B260
18262
1B270/1B273
18280
1B281/1B283
18290/1B8292
1B300/1B305
18310/1B311
1B320
1B330
1B331
1B332

28 FFB Loans:

29
30
31
32
33
34

HO0010 (FFB)
HO015 (FFB)
H0020 (FFB)
H0025 (FFB)
H0030 (FFB)

35 CFC Loans:

36
37

9001 (CFC)

38 CoBank Loans:

39
40
41
42
43
44
45

MLO73172
MLO731T3
MLO731T5
MLO73176

Jackson Purchase Energy Corporation

Case No. 2007-00000
Schedule of Interest Rates on Long-Term Debt @ 1/31/08
December 31, 2006

Date
of
Issue

(b)

9/26/1972
9/26/1972
8/25/1982
8/25/1982
9/20/1984
6/22/1988
6/22/1988
8/20/1991
9/3/1993
1/25/1996
2/4/2000
712412001
6/3/2003
6/3/2003

6/3/2003
6/17/2004
6/17/2004
9/29/2005

3/7/12006

08/31/84

02/24/94
08/27/91
06/15/88
09/02/03

Balance
at
12/31/12006

(c)

$ 11,638
11,643
472,505
472,506
1,861,615
1,036,808
1,065,788
2,250,765
3,700,387
4,263,044
6,249,653
4,306,025
307,130
2,782,022

$ 2,401,200
2,089,286
2,089,286
5,318,182
5,822,470

$ 836,677

31,638,614
1,092,192
1,052,930
2,515,862

interest
Rate
@ 1/31/2008

(d)

2.00%
2.00%
5.00%
5.00%
5.00%
5.00%
5.00%
5.00%
5.00%
5.00%
5.00%
5.563%
3.67%
3.67%

4.226%
4.422%
5.283%
4.534%
4913%

5.375% {Effective)

4.97% (Variable)
4.97% (Variable)
4.97% (Variable)

4.78%

Exhibit 5
. Page 1 of 1
Witness: Chuck Williamson






Account Data -—- KyY36503 GroundsOH =-- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1949

The Last Year of Data is 20086

Total Observations are 58
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1949 5,703.000 27.000 5,676,000 2.95 16,745.49
1950 1,047.000 32.000 6,691,000 3.04 20,332.23
1951 435.000 £8.000 7,068.000 3.06 21,607.92
1952 3,270.000 0.000 10,338.000 3.36 34,707.67
1953 754.000 31.000 11,061,000 3.43 37,911.43
1954 2,877.000 148.000 13,790.000 3.98 54,861.5;
1955 1,169.000 145.000 14,814.000 4.15 61,490.44
1956 869.000 110.000 15,573,000 4.20 65,481.41
19857 699,000 76.000 16,196.000 4.27 69,076.39
1958 411.000 80.000 16,527.000 4.32 71,478.90
1959 462.000 112.000 16,877.000 4.40 74,276.30
1960 514.000 142.000 17,249.000 4.47 77,040.09
1961 410.000 74.000 17,585.000 4.55 80,019.31
1962 563.000 92.000 18,056.000 4.64 83,829.86
1963 1,071.600 87.000 19,040.000 4.73 90,009.29
1964 1,302.000 506.000 198,836.000 4.93 97,692.86
1965 1,775.000 1,058.000 20,553.000 5.37 110,284.26
1966 631.000 135.000 21,0492.000 5.47 115,087.99
1967 698.000 218.000 21,529.000 5.65 121,546.98
1968 l,57é.000 619.000 22,482.000 G.04 135,822.21
1969 1,672.000 695.000 23,459.000 6.44 150,963.39
1970 1,221.000 326.000 24,354.000 6.68 162,647.05
1971 1,106.000 229.000 25,231.000 7.11 179,276.02
1972 1,366.000 1,367.000 25,230.000 7.97 201,127.50
1973 1,407.000 532.000 26,105.000 B.48 221,498.96
19874 1,563.000 497,000 27,171.000 9.37 254,501.84
1975 1,563.000 497.000 28,237.000 . 10.20 287,955.72
1976 1,564.000 497.000 29,304.000 10.95 320,967.58
1977 1,126.000 319.000 30,111.000 11.52 347,020.41
1978 1,508.000 506.000 31,113.000 12.37 384,936.97
o 1979 1,486.000 725.000 31,874.000 13.77 439,028.78

03/22/07 Page 1
Exhibit 16

Page 5 of 24

Witness: Thomas E. Kandel



Account Data --

KY36503 GroundsOH ~-- Unit Basis
The First Year of Data is 1049
The lLast Year of Data is 2006
Total Observaticns are 58

Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1980 1,733.000 860.000 32,747.000 14.82 485,359.04
1881 904.000 425.000 33,226.000 15.74 522,907.71
1982 727.000 420.000 33,533.000 16.49 553,053.61
1983 803.000 355.000 33,981.000 17.37 590,397.79
1984 1,557.000 871.000 34,667.000 18.60 644,693.83
1985 1,573.000 850.000 35,390.000 19.63 694 ,568.67
1986 1,055.000 431.000 36,014.000 20.58 741,186.11
1987 1,277.000 770.000 36,521.000 21.53 786,374.50
1988 1,201.000 €35.000 37,087.000 22.94 850,637.79
1989 899.000 426.000 37,560.000 23.37 877,727.44
1990 1,002.000 607.000 37,955.000 23.82 903,908.96
1991 1,746.000 1,362.000 38,339.000 24.52 939,950.72
1992 1,720.000 1,386.000 38,673.000 25.09 970,370.89
1993 1,563.000 1,042.000 39,194.000 25.83 1,012,456.99
1994 1,713.000 1,035.000 39,872,000 26.86 1,070,776.31
1995 2,072.000 1,369.000 40,575.000 27.74 1,125,370.92
1996 1,509.000 811.000 41,273.000 28.54 1,177,787.21
1897 1,570.000 824.000 42,019.000 29.26 1,229,315.45
1998 1,553.000 1,100.000 42,472,000 30.46 1,283,668.10
1999 1,615.000 997.000 43,087.000 31.01 1,336,268.84
2000 1,428.000 657.000 43,858.000 31.32 1,373,818.29
2001 1,256.000 810.000 44,304.000 31.89 1,412,772.16
2002 1,035.000 557.000 44,782,000 32.45 1,453,504.42
2003 1,050.000 506.000 45,326.000 33.08 1,499,926.84
2004 1,345.000 545.000 46,126.000 33.77 1,558,254.65
2005 1,504.000 682.000 46,948,000 34.758 1,631,673.17
2006 1,146.000 472.000 47,615.000 36.07 i,717,982.11
03/22/07 Page
Exhibit 16
Page 6 of 24

Witness: Thomas E. Kandel




Account Data -- KY36504 Insulator Strin ~-~- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1949

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 58
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1949 3,405.000 47.000 3,358.000 3.55 11,923.407
1950 959.000 15.000 4,302.000 3.69 15,887.19
1951 231.000 31.000 4,502,000 3.71 16,723.53
1952 1,365.000 0.000 5,867.000 4.11 24,101.25
1953 558.000 173.000 6,252.000 4.31 26,930.01
1954 1,923.000 100.000 8,075.000 4.24 34,269.13
1955 347.000 135.000 8,287.000 4.34 35,940.31
1956 348.000 67.000 8,568.000 4.35 37,234.84
1957 219.000 46.000 8,741.000 4.40 38,478.18
1958 252.000 81.000 8,912.000 4.45 39,631.99
1959 245.000 77.000 9,080.000 4.54 41,212.67
1960 304.000 119.000 9,265.000 4.64 42,996.44
1961 245.000 108.000 9,402.000 4.73 44,493.41
1962 412.000 90.000 9,724.000 4.89 47,551.10
1963 518.000 83.000 10,1592.000 5.01 50,887.60
1964 805.000 447.000 10,517.000 5.33 56,100.40
1965 888.000 591.000 10,814.000 5.86 63,408.67
1966 545.000 96.000 11,263.000 6.11 68,829.06
1967 601.000 177.000 11,687.000 €.37 74,474.46
1968 1,126.000 424 .000 12,383.000 6.93 85,823.78
1969 1,036.000 576.000 12,843.000 7.57 97,258.49
1970 814.000 219.000 13,438,000 7.97 107,147.17
1971 853.000 144.000 14,147.000 8.55 120,907.72
1972 991.000 308.000 14,830.000 ©.95 147,580.23
1973 1,068.000 472.000 15,426.000 11.48 177,108.03
1974 1,282.000 400.000 16,315.000 13.97 227,867.05
1975 1,289.000 400.000 17,204.000 16.84 289,784.01
1976 1,289.000 401.000 18,092.000 18.82 340,543.03
1977 1,038.000 196.000 18,934.000 21.19 401,178.20
1978 1,057.000 277.000 19,714.000 23.64 466,093.41
1979 918.000 256.000 20,376.000 27.19 553,977.77

03/21/07 Page 1
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Account Data -~ KY36504 Insulator Strin ~-- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1949

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Cbservations are 58
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
19280 1,120.000 618.000 20,878.000 30.89 644,850.27
1981 643.000 289.000 21,232.000 33.66 714,597.12
1982 397.000 181.000 21,448.000 35.52 761,872.25
1983 406.000 212,000 21,642.000 37.48 811,076.50
1984 739.000 526.000 21,855.000 40.38 882,618.08
1985 884.000 643.000 22,096.000 42.37 936,227.36
1986 914.000 420.000 22,590.000 44.93 1,015,028.10
1987 1,051.000 504.000 23,137.000 48,08 1,112,563.26
1988 2,950.000 553.000 25,534.000 47.33 1,208,692.85
1989 770.000 884.000 25,420.000 47.72 1,213,246.43
199¢ 1,010.000 386.000 26,044.000 47.55 1,238,526.55
1991 1,433.000 1,063.000 26,414.000 47.93 1,266,077.53
1992 2,156,000 862.000 27,708.000 47.94 1,328,506.12
1993 3,244.000 3,223.000 28,429.000 48.45 1,377,588.18
1994 ;,779.000 1,298.000 28,910.000 49.47 1,430,3923.60
1995 2,714.000 1,778.000 29,846.000 50.03 1,493,434.18
1996 1,660.000 797.000 30,709.000 50.11 1,538,987.87
1997 1,662.000 1,812.000 30,559.000 51.41 1,571,057.07
1988 1,383.000 §70.000 31,272.000 51.77 1,618,931.67
1999 1,245.000 687.000 31,834.000 51.82 1,649,601.33
2000 1,245.000 452.000 32,627.000 52.73 1,720,553.41
2001 1,262.000 677.000 33,212.000 56.36 1,871,848.42
2002 1,014.000 584.000 33,642.000 59.80 2,011,853.10
2003 969.000 600.000 34,011.000 49.78 1,693,033.65
2004 1,109.000 551.000 34,569.000 53.63 1,854,007.10
2005 1,025.000 564.000 35,030.000 54.04 1,893,031.48
2006 997.000 486.000 35,541.000 54.25 1,928,238.42
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Account Data —-

KY36505 Switches =-- Unit Basis
The First Year of Data is 1962
The Last Year of Data is 2006
Total Observations are 45

Yeaxr Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1962 615.000 0.000 615.000 1.00 615.00
1963 984.000 0.000 1,599.000 1.00 1,5998.00
1964 89,180.880 0.000 90,779.880 1.00 90,779.88
1965 13,401.790 0.000 104,181,670 1.00 104,181.67
1966 15,353.180 0.000 119,534.850 1.00 119,534.85
1967 15,080.020 0.000 134,624.870 1.00 134,624.87
1968 10,765.170 4,223.200 141,166.840 1.00 141,166.84
1969 1,034.130 0.000 142,200.970 1.00 142,200.97
1970 17,039,330 0.000 159,240.300 1.00 159,240.30
1971 13,706.500 6,276.900 166,669.900 1.00 166,669.90
1972 8,528,380 0.000 175,198.280 1.00 175,198.28
1873 855.310 0.000 176,153.590 1.00 176,153.89
1974 7,233.380 0.000 183,386.970 1.00 183,386.97
1975 23,876.650 0.000 207,263.620 1.00 207,263.62
1976 49,841 .830 0.000 257,105.450 1.00 257,105.45
1977 7,353.710 0.000 264,459.160 1.00 264,459.16
1978 38,642.910 0.000 303,102.070 1.00 303,102.07
1979 51,430.960 429.270 354,103.760 1.00 354,103.76
1980 13,198.200 658.260 366,643.700 1.00 366,643.70
1981 67,30é1740 0.000 433,946.440 1.00 433,946.64
1982 57,520.270 52.620 491,414.090 1.00 491,414.28
1983 62,261,610 4,384.070 549,291.630 1.00 549,291,463
1984 48,088.640 8,090.420 589,289,850 . 1.00 589,289.85
1985 63,564.980 0.000 652,854 .830 1.00 652,854.83
1986 39,324.070 451.600 691,727.300 1.00 681,727.30
1987 12,880.800 130.810 704,477.190 1.00 704,477.19
1988 32,211.410 2,949.680 733,738.%20 1.00 733,738.92
1989 38,913.440 47,890.590 724,761.770 1.00 724,761.77
1990 92,610.120 7,093.210 810,278.680 1.00 810,278.68
1981 33,698.380 7,120.720 836,856.340 1.00 836,856.34
1992 34,693.7%0 14,309.900 857,240.230 1.00 857,240.23
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Account Data -~ KY36505 Switches ~- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1e62

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 45
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1993 12,839.830 6,222,460 863,957.600 1.00 863,957.60
1994 80,390.730 10,119.190 934,229.140 1.00 934,228.14
1995 23,568.830 11,328.630 946,469,340 1.00 946,469.34
19386 7,335.770 516.870 953,288.240 1.00 953,288.24
1997 56,429.800 19,656.540 990,061.500 1.00 990,061.50
1998 79,915,140 41,119.830 1,028,856.810 1.00 1,028,856.81
1299 27,859.280 35,824.010 1,020,892.080 1.00 1,020,892.08
2000 79,7198.740 29,525.270 1,071,086.550 1.00 1,071,086.55
2001 50,802.960 15,143.300 1,106,746.210 1.00 1,106,746.21
2002 18,665.770 6,272.980 1,119,139.000 1.00 1,119,139.14
2003 119,629.300 12,163.230 1,226,605.070 1.00 1,226,605.21
2004 20,930.490 23,195.860 1,224,339.600 1.00 1,224,391.30
2005 65,582.610 9,671.120 1,280,251.090 1.00 1,280,302.79
2006 40,822,710 3,896.130 1,317,177.670 1.00 1,317,229.37
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Account Data -— KY36601 Conduit -- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1971

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 36
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cest Dollar Balance
1971 67,000 0.000 €7.000 2.05 137.63
1972 660.000 0.000 727.000 0.87 629.10
1973 1,398.000 0.000 2,125,000 3.35 7,111.85
1974 4,395.000 0.000 6,520.000 3.24 21,104.78
1975 0.000 0.000 6,520.000 3.24 21,104.78
1976 3.000 0.000 6,523,000 3.30 21,533.28
1977 3,770.000 30.000 10,263.000 3.42 35,066.05
1978 3,176.000 0.000 13,439.000 3.11 41,749.95
1879 3,780.000 0.000 17,219.000 2.53 43,494.98
1980 2,323.000 4.000 19,538.000 2.30 44,905.47
1981 740.000 0.00¢C 20,278.000 2.22 45,068.12
1982 2,275.000 0.000 22,553,000 2.17 48,949.73
1983 25,006.000 30.000 47,529.000 4.21 200,104.56
1984 3,707.000 0.000 51,236.000 4.00 204,865.95
1985 1,465.000 0.000 52,701.000 3.91 206,245.90
1986 1,994.000 19,109.000 35,586.000 5.03 179,111.47
1987 5,963.000 24.000 41,525.000 4.49 186,275.22
1988 11,222.000 0.000 52,747.000 8.40 443,260.21
1989 2,442.000 2?.000 55,162.000 8.36 461,141.87
1990 7,841.000 209.000 62,794.000 8.53 535,785.87
1981 5,895.000 1%.000 68,670.000 8.61 591,213.51
1992 11,212,000 156.000 79,726,000 8.58 684,428.18
1993 30,071.000 44.000 108,753.000 8.44 926,222 .34
1994 66,439%.000 1,107.000 175,085.000 8.66 1,516,207.62
1995 . 25,466.000 61.000 200,4%0.000 8.52 1,708,851.83
1996 16,225.000 90.000 216,625.000 8.48 1,838,187.12
1597 36,487.000 6,814.000 246,298.000 9.33 2,299,132.61
1998 64,268.000 53.000 310,513.000 8.46 2,626,973.36
1999 74,858.000 9,035.000 376,336.000 7.45 2,802,751.65
2000 72,867.000 222.000 448,981.000 6.93 3,113,032.43
2001 40,501.000 167.000 489,315.000 6.75 3,302,366.63
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Account Data --

KY36601

Conduit

Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is
The Last Year of Data is

Total Observations are

1971
2006
36

Year

Additions

Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance }
2002 46,114.000 48.000 535,381.000 6.75 3,232,215.80
2003 32,893.000 0.000 568,274.000 6.46 3,306,036.88
2004 46,420.000 150.000 614,544.000 6.10 3,405,771.43
2005 43,231.000 415.000 657,360,000 5.982 3,555,007.19
2006 75,286.000 352.000 732,294.000 5.69 3,848,148.05

03/22/07 Page 2
Exhibit 16

Page 12 of 24
Witness: Thomas E. Kandel




Account Data -- KY36602 Covers =~ Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1983

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 24
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1983 15.000 0.000 15.000 1,469.09 22,036.38
1984 0.000 0.000 15.000 1,469.09 22,036.38
1985 0.000 0.000 15.000 1,469.09 22,036.38
1986 0.000 06.000 15.000 1,469.09 22,036.38
1987 0.000 0.000 15.000 1,469.09 22,036.38
1988 0.000 0.000 15.000 1,462.09 22,036.38
1989 0.000 0.000 15.000 1,469.08 22,036.38
1890 0.000 0.000 15.000 1,469.09 22,036.38
1991 4.000 0.000 192.000 1,181.73 22,452 .82
1992 29.000 9.000 39.000 648,96 25,309.31
1993 9.000 11.000 37.000 670.64 24,813.54
1994 183.000 29.000 191.000 1,501.29 286,747.03
1995 65.000 62.000 194.000 1,471.17 285,407.91
1996 157.000 59.000 292.000 1,024.92 299,276.18
1987 104.000 78.000 318.000 944 .64 300,395.64
1998 132.000 85.000 372.000 820.22 305,123.24
19289 20.000 62.000 400.000 751.64 300,657.38
2000 65.000 46.000 419.000 717.28 300,539.50
2001 20.000 22.000 417.000 712.07 299,850.84
2002 35.000 48.000 401.000 742.32 297,671.00
2003 4.000 354.000 51.000 5,070.33 258,586.80
2004 0.000 0.000 51.000 5,070.33 258,586.80
2005 0.000 0.000 51.000 5,070.33 258,586.80
2006 0.000 0.000 51.000 5,070.33 258,586.80
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Account Data -- KY36701 URD Cable -- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1968

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 39
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1968 5,400.000 0.000 5,400.000 0.70 3,771.04
1969 0.000 0.000 5,400.000 0.99 5,370.66
1970 0.000 0.000 5,400,000 0.99 5,370.66
1971 13,918.000 0.000 18,318.000 Q.67 12,962.17
1972 2,329.000 0.000 21,647,000 0.38 8,304.77
1973 5,882.000 0.000 27,529.000 1.63 44,837.22
1974 0.000 ¢.00¢ 27,529,000 2.78 76,644.15
1978 0.000 220.000 27,309.000 2.80 76,353.74
1976 51,590.000 0.000 78,8%9.000 0.53 41,908.04
1977 3,469.000 0.000 82,368.000 0.56 46,204.98
1978 18,039.000 0.000 100,407,000 0.73 72,903.01
1979 29,447.000 268.000 129,586.000 0.83 107,400.78
1980 24,001.000 0.000 153,587.000 0.87 133,997.27
1981 1,9865.000 0.000 155,552,000 0.83 128,584.00
1982 20,2921.000 195.000 175,648.000 0.82 143,522.33
1983 38,296.000 537.000 213,407.000 1.11 236,418.79
1984 9,762.000 0.000 223,169.000 1.13 251,322.15
1985 10,444,000 0.000 233,613.000 1.08 252,791.15
1986 15,812.000 5,870.000 243,555,000 1.09 265,575.62
1987 91,005.000 100.000 334,458.000 1.06 355,981.36
1988 60,457.000 0.000 384,915.000 1.10 436,177.88
1989 32,877.000 366.000 427,426.000 1.28 548,211.22
1990 69,857.000 1,824.000 495,459.000 1.44 712,440.57
1991 56,232.000 403.000 551,288.000 1.47 812,977.17
1992 103,997.000 827.000 654,458.000 1.56 1,022,404.80
1983 101,804.000 600.000 755,662.000 1.70 1,285,591.47
1994 219,292.000 6,746.000 968,208.000 2.07 2,006,829.73
1995 117,580.000 1,916.000 1,083,872.000 2.11 2,290,084.25
1996 146,889.000 7,5%92.000 1,223,162.000 2.20 2,696,064.32
1997 128,771.000 4,188.000 1,347,735.000 2.28 3,069,161.64
1998 115,351.000 10,727.000 1,452,359.000 2,29 3,325,808.94
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Account Data —-

KY36701

URD Cable

Unit Basgis

The First Year of Data is
The Last Year of Data is

Total Observations are

1968
2006
39

Year

additions

Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1999 112,691.000 9,500.000 1,555,550.000 2.24 3,489,980.44
2000 128,789.000 26,292.000 1,658,047.000 2.55 4,230,327.49
2001 91,403.000 8,516.000 1,740,934.000 2.52 4,395,394.86
2002 80,753.000 16,765.000 1,804,922.000 2.55 4,804,997.85
2003 81,901.000 7,843.000 1,878,980.000 2.59 4,867,491.27
2004 119,752.000 10,679,000 1,988,053.000 2.59 5,144,138.26
2005 81,815.000 8,973.000 2,060,895.000 2.64 5,454 ,242.69
2006 94,785,000 2,039.000 2,153,641.000 2.71 5,846,080.63
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Account Data -- KY36702 Termination ~-- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1972

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 35
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1972 18.000 0.000 18.000 13.27 238.94
1973 0.000 0.000 18.000 13.33 239.89
1974 9.000 8.000 18.000 19.58 371.97
1975 7.000 0.000 26.000 17.97 467.21
1976 0.000Q 0.000 26.000 17.97 467.21
1977 0.000 0.000 26.000 17.97 467.21
1978 0.000 0.000 26.000 17.97 467.21
1979 0.0060 0.000 26.000 17.97 467.21
1980 0.000 0.000 26.000 17.97 467.21
1981 0.000 0.000 26.000 17.97 467.21
1982 0.000 0.000 26.000 17.97 467.21
1983 0.000 0.000 26.000 17.97 467.21
1984 0.000 0.000 26.000 19.31 502,10
1985 0.000 0.000 26.000 18.31 502.10
1986 0.000 0.000 26.000 19.31 502.10
1987 0.000 0.000 26.000 18.31 502.10
1988 1.000 0.000 27.000 21.26 573.94
1989 150.000 9.000 168.000 578.99% 97,270.20
1990 265.000 7.000 426.000 318.82 135,815.20
1991 195¥000 2.000 622,000 260.49 162,021.72
1992 427.000 15.000 1,034.000 222.27 229,828.25
1993 389.000 4.000 1,419.000 206.72 293,331.88
1994 752,000 36.000 2,135.000 201.96 431,181.67
19895 808.000 18.000 2,925,000 189.86 555,354.17
1996 692.000 44,000 3,573.000 193.57 691,611.79
1997 727.000 48.000 4,252.000 194.93 828,860.63
1998 778.000 64.000 4,966,000 182.67 956,804.95
1999 668.000 50.000 5,584.000 187.24 1,045,567.48
2000 729.000 171.000 6,142.000 185.05 1,136,563.76
2001 382.000 28.000 6,496.000 184.48 1,198,350.36
2002 374.000 104.000 6,766.000 204.01 1,270,152.54
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Account Data —- KY36702 Termination -~-

Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1972

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 35
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
2003 366.000 56.000 7,076.000 205.51 1,343,192.40
2004 613.000 29.000 7,660.000 212.68 1,514,301.23
2005 501.000 67.000 8,094.000 213.02 1,609,181.58
2006 676.000 40.000 8,730.000 213.48 1,748,371 .48
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Account Data -- KY36703 Switching Equip ~- Unit Basis
The First Year of Data is 1978
The Last Year of Data is 2006
Total Observations are 29
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance }
1978 1.000 0.000 1.000 506.02 506.02
1979 0.000 0.000 1.000 506.02 506.02
1980 0.000 0.000 1.000 506.02 506.02
1981 10,000 0.000 11.000 7,082.85 77,911.40
1982 0.000 0.000 11.000 7,082.85 77,911.40
1983 10.0060 0.000 21.000 7,494.95 157,394.03
1984 0.000 0.000 21.000 7,494.95 157,394.03
1985 0.000 0.000 21.000 7,494.95 157,394.03
1986 0.000 0.000 21.000 7,494.95 157,394.03
1987 0.000 0.000 21.000 7,494.95 157,394.03
1988 3.000 0.000 24.000 6,577.50 157,860.07
1989 0.000 1.000 23.000 6,858.98 157,756.54
1990 1.000 1.000 23.000 6,862.60 157,839.70
1991 9.000 1.000 31.000 5,192,37 160,963.58
1992 7.000 1.000 37.000 4,771.75 176,554.73
1993 9.000 0.000 46.000 4,697.06 216,064.85
1594 6.000 0.000 52.000 4,247.70 220,880.63
1995 10.000 1.000 61.000 3,774.91 230,269.62
1996 11.000 0.000 72.000 3,348.60 241,099.23
1987 9.000 2.000 79.000 3,133.55 247,550.65
1998 13.000 11.000 81.000 3,132.23 253,710.59
1999 29.000 0.000 110.000 6,190.14 €80,915.66
2000 16.000 3.000 123.000 5,760.28 708,514.89
2001 4.000 1.000 126.000 5,800.33 730,841.02
2002 14.000 2.000 138.000 5,436.33 750,212.97
2003 12.000 2.000 148.000 5,489.83 812,494.49
2004 21.000 2.000 167.000 5,310.78 £86,900.12
2005 14.000 4.000 177.000 4,557.54 806,6B4.74
2006 7.000 1.000 "~ 183.000 4,468.01 817,647.07
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Account Data -~- KY36704 Arrestors and P -—- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1971

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 36
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1971 9.000 ’ 0.000 9.000 28.23 254.06
1972 48.000 0.000 57.000 20.983 1,192.73
1973 14.000 0.000 71.000 19.83 1,407.97
1974 30.000 0.000 101.000 20.27 2,047.19
1975 1.000 0.000 102.000 20.60 2,100.96
1976 34,000 0.000 136.000 19.98 2,717.89
1877 2.000 0.000 138.000 18.26 2,658.56
1978 12.000 0.000 150.000 21.61 3,240.94
1979 6.000 1,000 155.000 22.75 3,525.93
1980 5.0600 0.000 160.000 25.00 3,999.47
1981 0.000 0.000 160.000 25.00 3,999.47
1982 1.000 0.000 161.000 25,91 4,171.41
1983 27.000 0.000 188.000 25.58 4,808.40
1984 17.000 0.000 205.000 38.28 7,848.22
1985 4.000 0.000 209.000 41.90 8,756.34
1986 11.000 1.000 219.000 47.63 10,431.57
1987 34.000 0.000 253.000 64.92 16,424.60
1988 74.000 0.000 327.000 91.23 29,833.49
1989 20.000 0.000 347.000 85.12 33,005.31
1990 35?000 2.000 378.000 99.61 37,652.10
1991 12.000 4,000 386.000 101.97 39,360.32
1992 94.000 4.000 476.000 122.10 58,119.62
1983 104.000 4,000 576.000 143.26 82,520.24
1994 612.000 21.000 1,167.000 175.61 204,941.79
1995 308.000 31.000 1,444.000 191.48 276,496.15
1996 488.000 13.000 1,919.000 204.97 383,329.75
1997 288.000 18.000 2,1892.000 214.22 468,934.99
1998 403.000 18.000 2,574.000 218.48 562,378.69
1999 275.000 54.000 2,795.000 215.46 602,201.82
2000 232.000 18.000 3,009.000 . 214.03 644,006.68
Tt 2001 157.000 12.000 3,154.000 216.80 683,773.42
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Account Data --—

RY36704 Arrestors and P -- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1971

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 36
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
2002 284.000 51.000 3,387.000 217.32 736,064.57
2003 301.000 31.000 3,657.000 228.12 834,220.52
2004 427.000 33.000 4,051.000 213.42 864,575.42
2005 248.000 71.000 4,228.000 219.09 926,300.87
2006 272.000 24.000 4,476,000 225.95 1,011,367.36
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Account Data -- KY36901 OHSERVICES -- Unit Basis
The First Year of Data is 1949
The Last Year of Data is 2006
Total Observations are 58

Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollaxr Balance ]
1949  1,288,242.000 51,874.000  1,236,368.000 0.03 37,761.19
1950 467,367.000 25,374.000  1,678,361.000 0.03 54,579.99
1951 131,552.000 29,903.000  1,780,010.000 0.03 59,315.91
1952 622,919.000 0.000  2,402,929.000 0.04 93,418.60
1953 389,579.000 161,839.000  2,630,669.000 0.04 105,575, 96
1954  1,050,148.000 106,056.000  3,574,761.000 0.05 175,816.97
1955 215,966.000 72,689.000  3,718,038.000 0.05 186,446.33
1956 159,039.000 134,185.000  3,742,892.000 0.05 191,284.45
1957 73,885.000 47,372.000  3,769,405.000 0.05 195,643.33
1958 87,205.000 65,554.000  3,791,016.000 0.05 200,525.93
1959 96,606.000 62,937.000  3,818,685.000 0.05 205,060.16
1960 105,150.000 62,336.000  3,861,499.000 0.05 210,608.25
1961 84,121.000 67,204.000  3,878,416.000 0.06 215,195,10
1962 192,932.000 99,287.000  3,972,061.000 0.06 230,054.10
1963 129,962.000 57,629.000  4,044,394.000 0.06 238,262.99
1964 71,560.000 71,984.000  4,043,970.000 0.06 246,828.89
1965 145,040.000 105,034.000  4,083,976.000 0.06 257,306.66
1966 87,590.000 82,255.000  4,089,311.000 0.07 269,343.71
1967 121,233.000 88,673.000  4,121,871.000 0.07 282,580.00
1968 137,831.000 115,534.000  4,144,168.000 0.07 298,506.18
1969 136,593,000 124,244.000  4,156,517.000 0.08 312,927.83
1970 138,994.000 100,756.000  4,194,755.000 0.08 328,141.42
1971 126,153.000 85,745.000  4,235,163.000 0.08 348,935.43
1972 147,081.000 109,054.000  4,273,190.000 0.09 386,417.48
1973 143,930.000 123,058.000  4,294,062.000 0.10 423,266.26
1974 128,591,000 141,433.000  4,281,220.000 0.11 473,023.26
1975 128,591.000 141,433.000  4,268,378.000 0.12 522,780.26
1976 128,591.000 141,434.000  4,255,535.000 0.13 572,538.11
1977 130,918.000 103,450.000  4,283,003.000 0.15 627,260.51
1978 -2,546.000 127,606.000  4,153,451.000 0.17 696,717.31
1979 132,105.000 131,918.000  4,153,638.000 0.18 747,994.20
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Account Data -- RY36901 OHSERVICES -- Unit Basis
The First Year of Data is 1849
The Lagt Year of Data is 2006
Total Observations are 58

Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1980 111,747.000 173,303.000 4,092,082.000 0.19 785,078.62
1981 84,733.000 84,453.000 4,092,362.000 0.20 819,577.04
1982 58,984.000 80,121.000 4,071,225.000 0.21 840,985.07
1983 69,078,000 71,095.000 4,069,208.000 0.21 869,066.32
1984 81,278.000 808,721.000 3,341,765.000 .26 869,816.68
1985 68,538,000 102,885.000 3,307,418.000 0.27 898,824.75
1986 66,947.000 67,933.000 3,306,432.000 0.28 924,382.56
1987 19,136.000 37,805.000 3,287,763.000 0.28 932,843.04
1988 14,695.000 34,125.000 3,268,333.000 0.29 942,606.40
1989 20,976.000 35,472.000 3,253,837.000 0.33 1,060,239.12
1590 19,604.000 45,458.000 3,227,983.000 0.34 1,087,288.87
1991 31,230.000 96,430.000 3,162,783.000 0.35 1,121,081.56
1992 45,090.000 130,732.000 3,077,141.000 0.38 1,169,132.15
1993 27,467.000 50,842.000 3,053,766.000 0.40 1,213,313.99
1994 36,274.000 54,585.000 3,035,455.000 0.42 1,276,210.15
1995 23,098,000 38,549.000 3,020,005.000 0.44 1,315,407.03
1996 19,474.000 31,869.000 3,007,610.000 0.45 1,348,554.13
1997 22,373.000 30,223.000 2,999,760.000 0.48 1,391,645.37
1998 19,570,000 29,522.000 2,989,808.000 0.48 1,428,273.51
1999 20,735l000 308,301.000 2,702,242.000 0.53 1,425,959.18
2000 21,503.000 34,406.000 2,689,339,000 0.54 1,456,772.68
2001 21,224.000 14,124.000 2,696,439.000 0.56 1,489,881.92
2002 14,465.000 21,417.000 2,689,487.000 0.57 1,515,502.80
2003 16,200.000 20,516.000 2,685,171.000 0.58 1,555,032.49
2004 17,105.000 22,589.000 2,679,687.000 0.60 1,582,877.62
2005 13,059.000 14,827.000 2,677,919.0060 0.61 1,611,613.00
2006 10,541,000 12,445.000 2,676,015.000 0.62 1,643,334.31
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Account Data -~- KY36902 URD SERVICES -~- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1967

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 40
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1967 364.000 0,000 364.000 0.43 201.83
1968 1,720.000 0.000 2,084.000 0.54 1,188.74
1269 2,305.000 0.000 4,389.000 0.61 2,727.20
1870 13,133.000 55,000 17,467.000 0.52 9,198.42
1971 8,749.000 122.000 26,094.000 0.53 13,997.36
1972 13,046.000 405.000 38,735.000 0.59 22,857.88
1973 6,205.000 0.000 44,940.000 0.61 27,445.79
1974 22,577,000 105.000 67,412.000 0.53 35,681.84
1975 22,577.000 100.000 89,889.000 0.49 43,917.89
1976 22,577.000 100.000 112,366.000 0.46 52,153.94
1977 41,502.000 12,029,000 141,839.000 0.40 57,121.92
1978 61,638.000 130.000 203,347.000 0.52 106,702.37
1979 38,308.000 673.000 240,982,000 0.54 131,249.88
1980 24,479.000 872.000 264,589.000 0.56 147,424.41
1981 17,840.000 787.000 281,642.000 0.57 161,908.22
1982 12,457.000 845.000 293,254.000 0.59 173,162.77
1983 19,267.000 1,333.000 311,188.000 0.60 186,648.10
1984 20,704.000 656.000 331,236.000 0.65 214,579.49
1985 22,617.000 328.000 353,525.000 0.67 236,881.61
1986 45,18§.000 284.000 398,430.000 0.70 279,380.23
1987 42,846.000 341.000 440,935.000 0.76 333,540.42
1988 35,144.000 210.000 475,869.000 0.80 378,763.03
1989 31,483.000 604.000 506,748.000 0.99 501,121,.80
1990 36,410.000 316.000 542,842.000 1.12 608,832.21
1901 37,293.000 404.000 579,731.000 1.23 714,031.39
19292 48,673.000 525.000 627,879.000 1.37 862,796.23
1993 47,467.000 712.000 674,634.000 1.54 1,036,271.74
1994 60,125.000 2,417.000 732,342.000 1.75 1,279,958.81
1995 60,785.000 1,041.000 792,086.000 1.88 1,487,816.07
1996 70,162.000 1,070.000 861,185.000 2.02 1,735,741.15
1997 66,487.600 665.000 927,007.000 2.17 2,015,843.88
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Account Data -- KY36902 URD SERVICES ~-- Unit Basis

The First Year of Data is 1967

The Last Year of Data is 2006

Total Observations are 40
Year Additions Retirements Unit Balance Unit Cost Dollar Balance
1998 61,933.000 1,523.000 987,417.000 2.29 2,261,675.33
1299 51,756.000 843.000 1,038,330.000 2.34 2,425,615.73
2000 42,297.000 £21.000 1,079%,806.000 2.37 2,562,911.85
2001 47,825.000 1,272.000 1,126,359.000 2.41 2,716,392.78
2002 104,556.000 1,689.000 1,229,226.000 2.56 3,146,650.26
2003 76,878.000 2,002.000 1,304,102.000 2.66 3,468,516.80
2004 94,013.000 2,723.000 1,395,392.000 2.75 3,839,407.80
2005 97,830.000 1,281.000 1,491,941.000 2.90 4,334,474.16
2006 81,142.000 1,882.000 1,571,201.000 3.07 4,825,476.54
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237

The revised edition of Bulletin 125, published in 1967, contains four additional curves
that were developed by Couch for his Masters of Science at Iowa State. These curves were

termed the O curves because their modal age is at the origin (see Figure 4). For this curve
family, the mode and dispersion are directly related, i.e., the higher the mode, the greater the

dispersion.
100
i , T T
90 3 g ! ! :
\ . :y a
N\ e L
NN S NEERE.
70 A ‘b\ E’”"‘\
AN e
o] g+ : : : ‘
%_ 80 A, \\ “ o2 ; ’ ‘T\ ——— :
-_% \\ =TI T IS T T R B8 E TR 3
Fi, Seccorn of Avrpo L¥o
[43] 50 oy N
€ forcs W AN o}
8 O\\ AN
o \
\‘Q%g
20 %
\N
10 M M:&;:;Qm
P )
N‘N
B 25 50 75 100 1256 150 1756 200 225 250 275 300
Age, Percent of Average Life
Figure 4. Origin Modal or "0" lowa Type Survivor Curves and
Retirement Frequency Curves

Source: Gannett Fleming.



