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Pursuant to ICRS 278.400, I hereby submit an application for tlie rehearing of the 

Commission’s decision to deny my petition for full intervenor status in tlie above- 

captioned proceeding, as set forth i n  its Order dated April 28, 2007. I believe that the 

Commission’s decision to deny may have been based on one or more niisundeistandiiigs, 

which this application for rehearing is intended to clarify, I believe that, upon due 

consideration of tlie points set Ibrtli below, the Commission may decide to reverse its 

decision of 4/28/08 and allow me to participate in  this proceeding as a ftill intervenor 

On March . 3 l .  2008, East ICentucky Power Cooperative, lnc, (EKPC) filed with the 

Commission proposed i,evisions to its Tariff for Qualified Cogeneration and Small Power 

Production Facilities. On April 4, 2008. tlie Commission acknowledged receipt of EICPC‘s 

filing and initiated tlie above-captioned proceeding to consider the proposed revisions and 

the documentation therefor. On April I O ,  2008, I submitted a petition for full intervention, 

on April 15 EKPC submitted its response and objections to my petition, on April 21 1 

submitted responses to E,KI’C’s objections, and on April 28 the Commission denied my 

petition. The Commission may now wish to reverse its decision for the following reasons: 
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1.  In its Order of4/28/08, the Commission stated that it "agrees with EKPC's 

assertion that Mr. Young's interest i n  representing an 'environiiieiitalist perspective' and 

promoting energy efficiency i n  general is beyond the scope of this proceeding.'' [:Order at 

page 31 Referring to EKPC's Response and Ob,jections, it appears that the particular 

assertion of EKPC with which the Coinmission is here expressing agreement is stated i n  

the last part of EKPC's Ground No. 2 and the first part of its Ground No. i, as I'ollows: 

2. . I  his [Mr,, Young's] identilied concerns about environmental 
issues are not relevant to the revision of EKPC's purchase rates pursuant 
to 807 KAR 5:054. Mr. Young is attempting to improperly inject into this 
case his own personal interests i n  environmental issues, which are beyond 
tlie Coinmission's jurisdiction and tlie scope ofthis proceeding. 

3 .  Mr. Young's inappropriate attempt to pursue his environmental 
agenda through intervention would in no way assist the Coiiimission in 
fully considering tlie proper subject of this case - which is EKPC's 
avoided costs. Such intervention would, instead, burden the case with 
arguments and information which would not be material to the 
determination of fair, ,just and reasonable rates for EKPC's purcbases koin 
Quali[ying Facilities, and would unduly complicate and disrupt the 
proceedings. [EKI'C Response and Objections, 4/15/08, at page 21 

EICPC's assertion tliat environniental issues are not relevant to the revision of 

EKPC's purchase rates pursuant to 807 KAR 5:054 is unsupported and incorrect. I have 

all-early addressed this argument in  part in  my response to EKPC's ob,jections, as follows: 

The tarifl under consideration will affect the number or  qualifying 
facilities (QFs) that will be proposed for development in  EKI'C's service 
territory. The number and capacity of such facilities will in turn affect 
both the natural environment in Kentucky and tlie efficiency with wliicli 
fuel is converted into useful energy services. Both of my stated interests 
in this proceeding - the environment and energy efficiency - will be 
directly affected by tlie Coniniission's final Order that establishes tlie 
tarifl, including its ternis and conditions. [Young, Response to EKPC's 
Objections. 4/21/08, at page 21 

To elaborate slightly. the number and capacity of QFs that end up being developed 

and going into operation in E.KPC's service territory will affect tlie ainotnit of coal that will 

be mined and burned in Kentucky. The amount of coal burned will i n  turn aI'I'ect tlie 
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amount of air pollution that Kentucky residents, including myself, will have to breathe 

over the next several years and decades. That in turn will affect our health and well-being, 

as well as the amount of money we will need to spend to treat tlie negative effects that this 

air pollution will liave on our health. TIiese health impacts aiid economic costs, though 

perhaps difficult to quantify precisely, are nevertheless very real. In its petition to 

intervene in Case No. 2006-00472, General Adjustineiit of Electric Rates of East Kentucky 

Power Cooperative, Inc.. the Sierra Club succinctly stated the issue as follows: 

The eiivironiiiental impacts of coal-fired power plants are massive. 
Burning coal in Kentucky’s power plants contributes to some of the worst 
air pollution iii the Midwest. Louisville and Northern Kentucky have 
some of the highest rates of respiratory disease, including childhood 
asthma, of any metropolitan area i n  the region Mercury pollution fiotii 
coal-burning power plants is a signilicant health problem, especially for 
fetuses and young children. I n  addition, tlie carbon dioxide released to tlie 
atmosphere when coal is burned contributes to global warming. Many of 
tlie people directly affected by these environmental impacts are Sierra 
Club members and customers of EKPC’s member co-ops. [Sierra Club 
Petition. 211 2/07, at pages 1-21 

I t  should be noted that tlie Commission approved tlie Sierra Club’s ftill intervention i n  that 

rate case despite the fact that E.KPC raised objections on that occasion as well, I t  is liard to 

understand how tlie Commission could consider a special interest in the environment to be 

legitimate i n  the context o fa  rate case and yet beyond the scope o l  a case that will directly 

affect the number ol‘QFs developed and tlie amount of coal burned i n  Kentucky. 

The next point that mist be addressed is EKPC’s assertion that “Mr. Young‘s 

inappropriate attempt to pursue his environmental agenda through intervention would i n  no 

way assist the Commission i i i  fully considering the proper subject of this case - which is 

EKPC’s avoided costs.” 111 my role as witness foi, the Sierra Club i n  Case No. 2006- 

00472, I presented testimony to tlie effect that environmental considerations are an integral 
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part of tlie estimation of avoided costs. I cited tlie definition of avoided cost that appears 

iii tlie E17ergy Dic/io17rrr-y. published online by EnergyVortex.com, as follows: 

Avoided cost is the marginal cost for tlie same amount of energy acquired 
tlirougli another means such as construction of a new production facility or 
purchase horn an alternate supplier. For example, a megawatt-hour’s 
avoided cost is tlie relative amount it would cost a customer to acquire this 
energy through tlie developnient of a new generating facility or acquisition 
of a new supplier. Short-run avoided cost refers to avoided cost calcdated 
based on energy acquisition costs plus ongoing expenses. Long-run 
avoided cost factors in necessary long-term costs including capital 
expenditures fi,r facilities and infrasti,ucture upgrades., Avoided cost is 
typically used to calculate a fair price for energy produced by cogenerators 
and other energy prodiicers that meet tlie specifications of tlie Public 
Utility Regulatory Policies Act [PIJRPA] of 1978. The use ofavoided cost 
rates for cogenerated energy is intended to prevent waste and improve 
both efficiency and cleanliness by insuring that Fair marltet prices are paid 
for energy generated from renewable resources, small producers and 
others. 

I went on to state. “I t  is important to note that the definition of avoided cost includes a 

reference to tlie relative ‘cleanliness‘ of renewable energy sotirces.” [Sierra Club. Direct 

Testimony of Geoffrey M. Young, 6/29/07, page 36, line 15 to page 37. line 51 

The fact that i n  the field of energy and utility regulation, environiiiental 

considerations are widely considered to be an integral and inseparable coiiiponent of tlie 

definition of avoided cost, pursuant to tlie intent and provisions of PURPA. implies that 

sticli considerations are not beyond tlie scope oftliis proceeding. PURI’A is the only 

sttatute cited in 807 I U R  5:054 in its section on Necessity, Function, aiid Conforiiiity 

E.I<PC’s assertion in  its Response and Objections of 4/15/08 that environmental 

considerations are strictly irrelevant to this proceeding, aiid tlie Coniiiiissioii’s apparent 

endorsement of this assertion in  its Order 014/28/08, are in error. At this point I nitist 

explicitly repeat that I am not arguing in  tlie context of this proceeding that 807 KAR 

5:054 should be amended. I ani suggesting that information that I intend to provide. if 
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granted full intervenor status, may have a bearing on tlie way tlie Connnission interprets 

and applies tlie existing provisions of807 KAR 5:054 as it conducts tlie process of 

determining wlietlier E,KPC‘s proposed QF tariffs are fair, just and reasonable. 

My other stated special interest i n  this proceeding, to promote enhanced energy 

efficiency i n  all sectors of Ibitucky’s economy, is also an integral part of tlie definition of 

avoided cost, as i,eflected in  the phrase “prevent waste” in  the Emr-gy Dictioiitrry entry 

reproduced above. Because cogeneration, also known as combined heat and power, can be 

more than twice as efficient as a stand-alone power plant i n  its conversion of fuel energy 

into useful electrical and thermal energy, the development of a large number of QFs in 

EKPC’s service territory will clearly affect tlie energy efficiency of Kentucky‘s economy 

by capturing and making productive use of lar’ge anlotints of thermal energy that would 

otherwise be wasted. Increased on-site generation will also reduce electrical grid losses. 

Far froin being an “inappropriate attempt to pursue [my] environmental agenda.” my stated 

interests i n  protecting tlie environment and promoting energy efficiency are inseparably 

tied, by definition. to tlie topic that EIWC claims is the sole proper focus oftliis case - 

E.ICPC’s avoided costs. 

2. In its Order of4/28/08, the Commission stated that it does not agree with “Mr. 

Young’s assertion that the enactment of tlie 2007 Energy Act has expanded tlie 

Coinmission’s jurisdictional limitations to include the issues lie seeks to advocate in this 

case. To tlie contrary, tlie 2007 Energy Act directed the Coinmission to study and make 

recoiiiiiieiidations to tlie legislature regarding issues of energy efficiency and energy [sic: 

the Coinmission apparently meant “eiiviroiiinental”] costs - not to implement those 

issues.” [Order at page 31 

The first clause quoted above is a serious misunderstanding or iiiiscliaracterization 
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of my stated position. In  my response to EKI’C’s objections, I was carefiil not to make any 

conclusory stateinents about the what the Commission’s jurisdictional limitations were 

before the passage of the Energy Act and what they are now. [Young, Response to 

Objections, 4121108, at pages 2-31 My reference to the 2007 Energy Act was made in the 

context of refuting EIQC’s assertion that environmental issues are strictly irrelevant to this 

proceeding. The position that E.KPC has staked out is an extreme one. I ani well aware 

that Administrative Case No. 2007-00477, which the Commission initiated in response to 

Section 50 of the 2007 Energy Act, is still going on, and that Section SO did not include 

either an immediate change in  the Coniiiiissioii’s jurisdictioiial limitations or a mandate for 

the Commission to make such a change on its own autliority without further action or 

review by the General Assembly. 

My sole purpose in citing certain provisions of the 2007 Energy Act was to show a 

general intent on the part of the General Assembly and the Governor to require the 

Commission to consider these issues in some way. Rather than stating that the passage of 

the 2007 Energy Act “has expanded the Conniiiission’s jurisdictional limitations to include 

the issues lie seeks to advocate in this case,” I stated that the Act expressed the idea that 

certain eiivironniental and energy efficiency issues “are at least on the table for 

consideration by the Coiiiniissioii.” [Young, Ibid., at page 31 I consider the Commission‘s 

characterization of my position to be an instance of the hetorical technique ltnown as a 

straw-man argument. The Commission said I took a certain extreme position and then 

proceeded to knock it down. The Commission appears to be overlooking the extreme 

nature of EICI’C’s position - that environmental and efficiency consideiations intist. as a 

matter of law. be kept completely off the table in the context of this proceeding. At the 

same time, the Commission has paraphrased m y  actual position - that environmental and 
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efficiency issues sliould not be excluded a priori from consideration in  this case - in a way 

that makes it more extreme than wliat I wrote. I n  its decision to deny my full intervention, 

the Commission inay even be echoing EKPC’s extreme position. [:Order, 4/28/08, at p.31 

3 .  In  its response and objections, EKPC stated as follows: 

In liis petition, Mr. Young refers to various cogeneration and small power 
issues that he raised on behalf of the Sierra Club in PSC Case No. 2006- 
00472, and states liis intention to address those issues again in this 
proceeding. Tlie Commission has already ruled on tlie recomiiiendatioiis 
regarding E,KPC’s cogeneration and sinall power tariff made by Mr. 
Young in  EKPC’s rate case, all of which were rejected in the 
Comiiiission‘s order dated December 5,2007. [EKPC, 4/15/08, at page 21 

In  my response to E.ICPC’s objections, 1 took strong exception to the assertion that all of 

these issues were determined definitively by the Coniiiiissioii i n  Case No. 2006-00472. and 

I discussed EKPC‘s argument in detail. [Young, Response to Objections, 4/21/08, at pages 

3-61 However, in its Older of 4/28/08, the Commission appears to endorse E.KPC’s 

reasoning on this point when it states, “Nor would it be appropriate or lawful to revisit tlie 

Sierra Club’s issues tliat were ad,judicated in Case No. 2006-00472, because no timely 

request was filed to rehear those issues in that case.” [Order, bottom of page 31 

I believe this reasoning to be illogical for the following reasons: 

(a) Tlie Commission issued a definitive ruling on 12/5/07 stating that “a rate case is 

not the appropriate fortin1 to challenge an existing QF tariff.,” [Order, Case No. 2006- 

00472, page 411 lines 1-21 Neither tlie Sierra Club nor any other party to tlie rate case 

raised any ob.jection to this ruling. either at the time it was issued or since, If the rate case 

was not the appropriate forum iii which to consider the QF tariff. it follows that the bulk of 

tlie coiiimeiits the Coiiiiiiission made on that topic during the rate case must have been 

advisory in nature rather than definitive. It would have been highly illogical for the 

Commission to rule that it is improper to consider tlie QF tariff as part ofthe rate case. and 

Page 7 of I5  



then to issue a series of definitive rulings about the same QF tarifl on the basis of 

considerations that were not supposed to have taken place. 

(b) Tlie measuied, judicious wording of the bulk of the Commission‘s coninients 

related to tlie QF tarifrin its Order of 12/5/07 in fact takes the form ofadvisory coniiiients 

and not definitive rulings. [Young, Response to Objections, 4/21/08, at pages 4-51 

(c) Instead of considering and ruling on tlie QF tariff as part of the rate case, the 

Commission ordered EKI’C to “file an application to update tlie avoided costs reflected i n  

its QF tariffs no later tliaii March 31, 2008, as described in this Order.” [Order, 12/5/07, 

page 401 At the same tiiiie, the Commission ruled that the specific niodilications to tlie QF 

tariff proposed by the Sierra Club should be denied, [h id , ]  Any reasonable person would 

conclude that although i t  would probably be inadvisable for me to try to resubmit the 

Sierra Club’s proposed tariff verbatim in tlie context o f a  subsequent QF tariff proceeding, 

tlie Commission would nevertheless be receptive to o/her information bearing on the 

interpretalion of 807 KAR 5:054 and its applicatioii to EKPC’s QF tarifl: 

(d) Tlie Sierra Club did not file a timely request for a rehearing of tlie QF-related 

issues in Case No. 2006-00472 because Iceiitucky eiiviroiiiiientalists saw no rational reason 

to do so. In view oftlie fact that a separate proceeding to consider EKPC’s QF tariff was 

scheduled to begiii i n  a few months, we decided it would be iinprudeiit to tiy to convince 

the Commission to reverse its decision yet again about the appropriate forum for tlie QF 

tarifr. We assumed. with reason, that tlie proceeding scheduled to begin on March .3 1. 

2008, would be the most appropriate forum in which to consider issues such as the 

interpretation of 807 I U R  5:054. the definition of avoided costs. tlie environmental and 

efficiency inipacts arising from tlie QF tariffs, tlie inetliodology EKPC used to estimate 

avoided costs and convert that data into QF rates and tariff conditions, and a iiuniber of 
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other pertinent issues. The Sierra Club had reason to believe that if it had submitted a 

request for a reliearing of the QF-related issues in tlie rate case, the Comiiiission would 

have iiiiniediately replied that the rate case is not the appropriate forum and questioned 

why we didn’t seem capable of reading and comprehending the Commission’s definitive 

ruling on that point, or its persuasive justification for that ruling. [Order of 12/5/07 i n  Case 

No. 2006-00472. at pagcs 40-411 I t  seeins unreasonable for tlie Coiiiniission, as one of its 

reasons for denying my application for full intervention, to cite the Sierra Club’s railure to 

pursue a course of action that appears, on its face, to be selfLdefeating. 

(e) The Coniniission appears to be putting environmentalists i n  a double bind i n  

regard to the examination of EKPC’s QF tariffs. Afier being invited by the Coiiimissioii to 

ask questions. present information, and provide a proposed QF tariff i n  the rate case. 

eiivii.oiiiiieiitalists were told that a rate ease is not the proper forum 1‘01 tliis issue afier all; 

that the tariff we proposed c/oe,s riot ~ p p e ~ i r .  to conform to the pertinent regulation: that our 

proposed tariff does riot appeor. to contain any rates [which it actually did contaiii - please 

refer to my response to EKPC‘s objections, 4/21/08, page 51: that our proposed tariff is 

hereby denied; and that there will be another ease scheduled i n  which tlie QF tarifr will be 

f~illy considered. When I ,  as an eiiviroiimentalist, duly requested intervenor status in the 

subsequent case i n  order to move the investigation forward within tlie forum tlie 

Commission liad establislied Tor it, 1 was told that the issues related to tlie environment and 

energy efficiency liad all been resolved definitively i n  the rate case [which. according to 

tlie Comiiiission, was not the proper foruni for resolving those issues], are not relevant to 

the scheduled QF tar 

[Order. 4/28/08. at page 31 Ether way, the eiiviroiiiiientalists’ perspective, information 

and pioposals are excluded from full consideration 

proceeding. and inay not lawfully be brought tip in  this proceeding. 
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4 ,  I n  its response and ob,jections to my petition to intervene, E , K K  stated that J do 

not claim to have any information concerning the utility‘s avoided costs. [EKPC, 4/15/08, 

at page 21 This assumption is incorrect, E.KPC is well aware that as the Sierra Club’s 

witness in Case No 2006-00472, I presented information relevant to E.I<PC’s avoided 

costs i n  the form of direct testimony, responses to information requests by the Commission 

and EKPC, and during testimony on the witness stand. I would be able to cite pertinent 

portions of this information, as well as to provide other information relevant to EKPC’s 

avoided costs, if I were to be granted full intervenor status in  this proceeding. 

5 .  In its response and ob,jections to niy petition to intervene, EKI’C stated that I do 

not “represent tlie interests of tlie owners of qualified cogeneration or small power 

production facilities (‘Qualifying Facilities’), to which the purchase rates and t e r m  i n  tlie 

subject EKPC tariff apply.” [E.KPC, 4/15/08, at pages 2-31 Although J am not a party to 

agreements with any particular QFs or potential QFs at this time. the claim that I do not 

represent the interests of‘ any potential QFs is an overstatement. As a result of my stated 

interests i n  improving energy efficiency and protecting the environment. I ani also 

concerned to ensure that EKPC’s QF tariffs do not discriminate unduly against potential 

developers 01’ QFs that use envii~oninentally beneficial energy conversion technologies. To 

the extent that my participation as a full inteivenor in this proceeding furthers the interests 

of- this group of potential QF developers by removing unnecessary barriers to their entering 

into contracts with EKPC. I co~ild be said to be representing their interests. 

I ani not aware of any other party to this case that has claimed to represent the 

interests o i  potential developers of environnientally beneficial QFs. Grtllatin Steel’s 

petition for intervention made no reference to these potential QF developers. I f  the 

Commission does not reverse its decision to deny niy petition, i t  is highly likely that tlie 
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special inteiests of developeis of environnicntally beneficial QFs will not be adequately 

represented i n  this pioceeding 

6 Tlie Commission piovided anotliei aigument to support its denial of my petition 

i n  its Ordci of 4/29/08, as follows: 

Tlie Commission also finds that, as a resident of Lexington, Kentucky, 
wliicli is entirely within the exclusive service area of Kentucky Utilities 
Company. Mr. Young is not a customer of any E.I<PC distribution 
cooperative member -an issue not discussed by Mr. Young in his petition 
nor addmsed by EI<I’C in its response. Therefore, if allowed to 
participate as a liill  intervenor in  this matter, MI. Young would not be 
liltely to present issues and develop facts that would assist the 
Commission i n  fully considering the relevant issues i n  tlie present case 
without unduly complicating or disrupting the proceedings, [Order, at 
page 41 

Tlie asstniiption that 1 am not a customer of any cooperative nieinber of the E.KPC system 

is correct. The reason I did not discuss it is because that fact is not relevant to the question 

or  whether the Commission sliould use its discretionary authority to grant me full 

intervenor status in this proceeding. I reproduced the pertinent section of 807 I<AR 5:001. 

Section 3(X)(b), in  my  original petition to intervene. [:Young, Petition, 4/1O/OX, at page I ]  

l‘lial regulation does not mention the idea that one must be a customer of the utility i n  

order to be granted intervention, or even that one’s status as a customer is one factor the 

Commission sliould weigli when nialting its decision about whether to approve a party’s 

petition to intervene The Commission appeaIs to be adding another requirement that does 

not exist i n  807 KAR 5:OOl. Section .3(8)(b), and using it in part to disqualify a petitioner 

who lias otlieiwise met all of tlie actual requirements oftlie regulation. 

The cited passage &om the Coniniission’s 4/28/08 Order also contains a logical 

fallacy. Whether or not 1 ani a customer of an EKI’C niember cooperative docs not 

logically have any bearing on tlie kind of information I would be likely to develop, the type 
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of questions I would be likely to ask, or my ability to conforiii to the procedural schedule 

the Coiiiiiiissioii has established for this ease. The only prong of 807 KAR 5:001, Section 

3(8)(b) that my being a customer could possibly relate to is the question of whether I have 

a special interest i n  the proceeding which is not otherwise adequately represented. 

E.vidence related to that prong of the regulation has been discussed above and in the other 

docniiieiits I have submitted iii this proceeding and cited herein. 

As 1 noted in my  petition. 807 KAR 5:001, Section 3(8)(b) affords two alternative 

bases for being granted full intervenor status, i ,e,,  it is not necessary for a petitioner to 

ineel both criteria. [Young, Petition, 4/10/08, at pages 1-21 I was very careful to observe 

this principle in my petition by explicitly separating those grounds that relate to the first 

prong from those that relate to the second. [lbid., at pages 1-41 I n  combining concepts 

from both prongs of the regulation in a single sentence, the Commission is obscuring the 

fact that a petitionel, needs to meet oiily one or  the prongs i n  order to be granted f~ill 

intervention. 7he Commission appears to be inakiiig the claim that if1 do not have a 

special interest that the Commission considers legitimate, i t  must follow, as a matter of 

logic, that I iiiiist also be unable to present information i n  a iiianiier that would assist the 

Commission in fiilly considering the relevant issues without unduly complicating or 

disrupting the proceedings. This claim is illogical, unfair. and contrary to the intent of 807 

ICAR 5:001, Section 3(8)(b). 

I have been participating in a constructive iiiaiiiiei in proceedings berore the 

Commission for the past 15 years. first as an employee of the Coiiinionwealtli’s state 

energy oflice and then as a volunteer with the Sierra Club. 1 believe 1 have establislied a 

pretty good track record of asking pertinent questions, developing issues that are relevant 

to the proceedings iii wliich 1 have been involved, avoiding the undue complication of any 
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proceeding, conipetently representing the interests of enhanced energy efficiency and 

environmental protection, respecting and adhering to procedural schedules and all 

applicable regulations and Coiiiiiiissioii-approved pr’ocedures, and generally assisting the 

Commission and its staff in fiilly considering tiie relevant issues. I don’t believe 1 ani an 

“unknown quantity” or that the Commission needs to be particularly concerned about what 

actions 1 am likely to engage in  as a full intervenor. 

As a flirther indication of the type of involveinent the Commission might have 

cause to expect koni nie i f  i t  were to reverse its decision of4/28/08 to deny my petition to 

intervene, 1 submitted a set 0 1  public comments on May 12, 2008. The substance oC these 

coiiiinents took the form 0 1  information requests to EKPC that would help illuminate the 

methodology EKPC used to estiinate its avoided capacity and energy costs and develop its 

proposed QF tariff., Although EKPC is tinder no legal obligation to respond to information 

requests fioiii a party who is not presently a full intervenor, I offered these questions as an 

indicator of niy intention to focus on tiie specific issues that the Coinmission has stated are 

included i n  the scope of this proceeding. I suggested that the Commission iiiiglit wish to 

pose some or all of these questions to EKPC directly, in  the interest of fully considering 

the issues that are clearly within the scope of the present proceeding. [Young, 1’‘ Set of 

Public Comments, at page t ]  

In conclusion, I believe I have shown both that I have more than one special 

interest in the sub,ject matter ofthis proceeding which is not otherwise adequately 

represented, and that my ftdl intervention is likely to present issues or develop facts that 

will assist the Coinmission i n  fiilly considering this matter without unduly complicating or 

disrupting the proceeding. Consequently, I believe that I have met both prongs of 807 

KAR 5:001, Section 3(8)(b) and should be granted full intervention 
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WIHE,RE.FORE., I respectfully request that tlie Commission reverse its decision of 

4/28/08 and grant my petition for full intervention in this case 

Respectfully submitted, 

5j y Jog 
bate 

454 Kiinberly Place 
ILexington, ICY 40503 
Phone: 8.59-278-4966 
E-mail: eiiergetic~wiiidstreain.iiet 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

1 hereby certify that an original and six copies ofthe foregoing application for a 

rehearing were mailed to tlie office of Stephanie Stumbo, IZxecutive Director of tlie 

Kentucky Public Service Commission, 21 1 Sower Boulevard, Franltfort, KY 40601 ~ and 

that copies were mailed to the following parties ofrecord on this 34111 day of May, 2008. 

Signed, 

Allen Anderson 
South Kentucky RECC 
PO Box 910 
925-929 N Main Street 
Somerset ICY 42502-091 0 

Paul G Embs 
Clark Eneigy Cooperative, Inc 
PO Box 748 
2640 Iionworks Road 
Winchestei KY 40392-0748 
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Larry Hicks 
Salt River Electiic Coopeiative 
1 1  1 West Braslieai Avenue 
PO Box 609 
Bardstown ICY 40004 

James L, Jacobus 
Inter-County h e r g y  Cooperative 
1009 I-lustonville Road 
PO Box 87 
Danville ICY 40423-0087 

Debbie Martin 
Shelby Energy Cooperative, lnc 
620 Old Fincliville Road 
Shelbyville KY 40065 

Christopher S Perry 
Fleming-Mason Energy Cooperative 
PO Box 328 
Flemingsburg KY 41 041 

Daniel W Brewer 
Blue Grass E,nergy Cooperative Corp 
PO Box 990 
I201 Lexington Road 
Nicliolasville KY 40140-0990 

Carol M Fraley 
President and CEO 
Grayson RE.CC 
109 Bagby Park 
Grayson, KY 41 14.3 

Robert Ilood 
Owen Electric Cooperative. Inc 
8205 I-lighway 127 North 
PO Box 400 
Owenton. ICY 40.359 

I-lonoiable Michael L Kuitz 
Attorney foi Gallatin Steel 
Boelini. Kurtii & L.owiy 
36 East Seventh Stiect. Suite 15 10 
Cincinnati 01-1 45202 

Michael L Miller 
President & CEO 
Nolin RECC 
41 1 Ring Road 
Elizabethtown KY 42701 -8701 

Bill Prather 
Farmers RE,CC 
504 South Broadway 
PO Box 1298 
G I ~ s ~ o w  KY 42141-1298 

Sharon K Carson 
Finance & Accounting Manager 
.Jackson Energy Cooperative 
1 15 .Jackson E.iiergy L,ane 
McKee KY 40447 

Ted Hampton 
Cumberland Valley Electric, Iiic 
Highway 25E, PO Box 440 
Gray KY 40734 

Kerry K Howard 
Licking Valley RECC 
1’0 Box GO5 
271 Main Street 
West Liberty ICY 41472 

I-Ion Charles A Lile 
Senior Corporate Counsel 
East Kentucky Power Coop. Inc, 
4775 Lexington Road, PO Box 707 
Winchester. KY 40392-0707 

Barry L. Myers, Manager 
laylot County RECC 
100 West Main Street 
PO Box 100 
Campbellsville KY 4271 9 

Bobby D Sexton 
President & General Manager 
Big Sandy RECC 
504 I I t h  Street 
Paintsville KY 41240-1422 
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