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AN ADJUSTMENT OF THE GAS AND ELECTRIC 
RATES, TERMS, AND CONDITIONS OF 
LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

APPLICATION OF LOUISVILLE GAS AND 
ELECTRIC COMPANY TO FILE DEPRECIATION 
STUDY 
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1 
) CASE NO. 
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Q. 

A. 

Q. 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF STEPHEN J. BARON 

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Stephen J Baion My busincss address is J Kennedy and Associates, 

h c  ("ICennedy and Associates"), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell, 

Georgia 30075. 

What i s  your occupation and by who are you employed? 

J.  Kmrredy and Associates, IIIC. 
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I an the President and a Principal of Kennedy and Associates, a firm of utility rate, 

planning, and economic consultants in Atlanta, Georgia. 

Please describe briefly the nature of the consulting services provided by 

Kennedy and Associates. 

Kennedy and Associates provides consulting services in the electric and gas utility 

industries. Our clients include state agencies and industrial electricity consumers. 

The firm provides expertise in system planning, load forecasting, financial analysis, 

cost-of-service, and rate design. Current clients include the Georgia and Louisiana 

Public Service Commissions, and industrial consumer groups throughout the United 

States. 

Please state your educational background and experience. 

A I graduated froin the University of Florida in 1972 with a B.A degree with high 

honors in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics and 

Computer Science. In 1974, I received a Master of Arts Degree in Economics, also 

from the University of Florida. 

J. Keririedy arid Associates, Itie. 
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I have inore than thirty years of experience in the electric utility industry in the areas 

of cost and rate analysis, forecasting, planning, and economic analysis. 

I have presented testimony as an expert witness in Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, 

Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, 

Minnesota, Maryland, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North 

Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, 

Wyoming, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and in United States 

Bankruptcy Court 

A complete copy of my resume and my testimony appearances is contained in Baron 

Exhibit-(SJB-I). 

Q. On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding? 

A. I an testifylng on behalf o f  the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers (“KIUC’)), a 

group of large industrial customers taking service on the LG&E and KU systems. 

The IaUC members who take service fi-om the Companies are: Arch Chemicals, 

Inc., Arvin Meritor dba Canollton Castings, Carbide Industries LLC, Cemex, 

Clopay Plastics Products Co., Inc., Corning Incorporated, Dow Corning 

J. Keiinerly and Associates, Inc. 
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12 A Yes. I have testified in 10 ICU and LF&E cases since 1981. 
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14 Q. How have you organized your testimony with regard to LG&E and Ku issues? 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Corporation, E.I. DuPont de Neinours & Co., Ford Motor Co., General Electric - 

Appliance Park, Golden Foods, Lexmark International, Inc., MeadWestvaco, 

NewPage Corp., North American Stainless, Occidental Chemical Corporation, 

Osriun-Sylvania, Pilkington North America (formerly United L-N Glass), Protein 

Technologies, Rohm & Haas Kentucky, Inc., Square D. Company (US Schneider 

Electric), TI Group Automotive Systems, and Toyota Motor Engineering and 

Manufacturing North America, Inc. 

Q. Have you previously testified in KU and LG&E rate proceedings before the 

Kentucky Public Service Commission? 

A. For many of the issues that I will discuss, I present common testimony that is 

applicable to both L.G&E and KU. This would include discussions of basic 

principles associated with cost allocation and rate design as well as a number of 

other issues, including interruptible and curtailable rates. However, since the 

revenue requirement requests and the specific cost of service study results for 

J.  Keiiriedy arid Associates, Zrtc. 
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For the purposes of organizing my testimony, when I am discussing an issue that is 

common to both LG&E and ICU, I will refer to these companies as (“the Company’ 

or the “Companies”). For a specific LG&E and KU issues I will refer to each 

Coinpany by name (LG&E or ICU). 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

I am presenting testimony on a variety of cost of service and rate design issues 

raised by the Company’s filings in this case. The first issue that I address concerns 

the Company’s filed cost of service study using the base-intermediate-pealc (“BIP”) 

class cost of service methodology. I will discuss two probleins that we have 

identified with the Companies’ filed BIP studies. The first issue concerns the 

developinent of the summer and winter peak demand allocation factors that are used 

in each of the Company’s studies to allocate “peak” and “intermediate” production 

deinand costs to rate classes. Specifically, the Companies’ analyses did not adjust 

the suinmer and winter class coincident peak demands for losses, which is required 

for a correct allocation of the peak and intermediate production deinand costs under 

J.  Kertttedy and A,ssnciates, Irtc. 
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the BIP method The second problem that we identified concerns the base, 

intermediate and peak hnctionalization factors. Upon evaluation of the Companies’ 

models, it appears that the BE’ functionalization factors have not been updated from 

the 2004 rate cases to reflect the test year factors developed in this case. IUUC has 

corrected the Companies’ BIP studies for these two problems. 

The next set of issues that I will address concerns the Company’s proposed rate 

design for large commercial and industrial customers. The Companies are not 

proposing increases to their large industrial rates in this case. In the event that the 

Commission adopts IWC’s recommendation to reduce each Company’s revenue 

requested revenue increase, I W C  recommends that the reductions be used to 

fkther reduce subsidies paid by large commercial and industrial customers for both 

KLJ and LG&E via reductions in the pr’oposed rate schedule revenues for every rate 

class. However, due to the extremely large subsidies paid by 1CU’s Large Industrial 

TOD Rate, I will discuss a proposal to initially reduce this rate schedule such that it 

only pays a relative rate of return of “2  Times” the retail average at proposed rates. 

Even with this reduction, the Large Industrial TOD Rate will have the highest rate 

of return on the KU system. Any additional decreases would then be used to reduce 

all rate schedules. With regard to rate design within individual rate classes, the 

reductions should be applied on an equal percentage basis to the demand and non- 

fuel energy charges of the industrial rate schedules. 

J. Kennedy arid Arsociates, Inc. 
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The final issue that I will address concerns the Companies’ interruptible rates under 

the curtailable service rider (“CSR”). Based on updating the Companies’ prior 

analysis, the industrial interruptible credits should he increased substantially to 

reflect a more current calculation of avoided capacity cost. 

Would you please summarize your testimony? 

Yes.  I recommend and conclude the following: 

The BIP cost of service method, though lacking in some respects is 
adequate to use in the determination of a fair apportionment of any 
authorized rate increase for LG&E and IW. However, corrections should 
be made to the studies submitted by LG&E and KU to incorporate losses 
in the summer and winter demand allocation factors and the correct BIP 
functionalization factors 

Based on the BIP cost of service study, LG&E’s and IW’s proposed 
revenue increases to each rate schedule are reasonable and should he 
adopted by the Commission. However, in the likely event that the 
Commission approves a smaller overall revenue increase (or a revenue 
decrease) to IW,  the first $3.1 million reduction From the IW’s requested 
increase should first be applied to reduce rate schedule Large Industrial 
TOD such that its relative rate of return at proposed rates drops to “2 
Times” the retail average rate of return. Any remaining dollar amounts 
available for ICU should then be used to scale back the Coinpanies 
“Proposed Revenues” for each class (including LI-TOD, as adjusted 
above) to reflect the lower overall increase (or overall revenue decrease). 
For L,G&E., the entire moun t  of the reduction ffom the Company’s 
revenue increase request should be used to scale back, on an equal 
percentage basis, LG&E’s proposed revenues by rate schedule. 

KIUC generally supports the Company’s proposed large commercial and 
industrial rate design Any changes or reductions in the allocated revenue 
increase to LG&E’s and ICU’s large commercial and industrial power rates 

. 

J. Ketirtedy arid ,A,wociates, Itic. 
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should be applied equally to the energy and demand charges proposed by 
the Companies. 

LG&E’s and IW’s proposed curtailable service rider (“CSR) should be 
modified by increasing the monthly interruptible credit to $8.51 per kW 
month from the existing $4 09 per kW, based on an updated analysis of the 
avoided cost of peaking capacity. All of the Companies’ CSR credits 
should be increased by the same percentage (108%). This is appropriate 
because of the significant increase in avoided capacity costs for the 
Companies. It is also appropriate to encourage economic demand 
response by setting the interruptible credits at a current avoided cost, thus 
providing customers correct price signals. 

J.  Kennedy a id  Associates, Itic. 
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Q. Have you reviewed the Company’s proposed “base-intermediate-peak“ cost 

allocation methodology? 

A. Yes. The BIP method is the class cost allocation method used by LG&E in prior 

cases and was used for the first time by ICU in Case No. 2003-00434. 

The basic methodology, as discussed by Company witness Steven Seelye, first 

functionalizes the Company’s production and transmission demand-related costs 

into three periods. Under the Company’s BIP functionalization that is used in both 

the LG&E and ICU studies, total system production and transmission deinand- 

related costs are assigned as follows: 

Assignment of 
Total P&T Costs 

Base 33.89% 
Intermediate 15.32% 
Peak 50.78% 

These functional allocators for the base, intermediate and peak periods are identical 

for both LG&E and KU under the Company’s methodology Once the total 

production and transmission demand-related costs have been functionalized to these 

thee  categories, they are allocated to rate classes using thee  different class 

J.  Kerrrredy and Associates, Itic. 
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allocation factors. For the 33.89% of production and transmission demand-related 

costs that are assigned to the base period, costs are allocated using class energy use. 

For the intermediate period costs that comprise 15.32% of all production and 

transmission demand-related costs, costs are allocated to classes based on class 

contributions to the winter system peak demand. Finally, for peak period costs that 

comprise 50.78% of the Company’s total production and transmission demand- 

related costs under the BIP method, costs are assigned based on each customer 

classes’ contribution to the summer coincident peak. 

What is your recommendation with regard to the use of the Company’s BIP 

methodology to allocate costs to rate classes in this proceeding? 

Though I do not agree with the underlying methodology associated with the BIP 

method, I<IUC does not oppose the use of this methodology in this case. As I will 

discuss subsequently, under both the Companies’ filed BIP studies and the corrected 

BIP studies that I present, the results indicate that certain late classes are 

underpaying relative to the cost to serve these classes (principally the residential 

class), while other rate classes are substantially overpaying rates, relative to the costs 

to actually provide service to these customers (large commercial and industrial 

customers). 

J. Kennedy arid Associates, Itic. 
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Q. Would you please discuss the corrections that you indicated you have made to 

the Company’s BIP method? 

A. For both the LG&E and KU BIP class cost of service studies, I have identified two 

problems with the analyses. 

First, a review of the Companies’ cost of service models indicates that the functional 

allocation of costs between the base, intemediate and peak periods is incorrect; it 

appears that the functional allocation factors are the factors used in the Companies’ 

cost of service model fioin Case Nos. 2003-00433 and 2003-004.34. I have updated 

these functional allocation factors to the values shown in Seelye Exhibit 25. 

The second correction that I made is to add losses to the winter and summer class 

coincident demands that are used to allocate the intermediate and peak period 

demand costs. The Companies’ studies did not adjust these summer and winter 

class CP demands for losses, which is required to properly allocate costs ’ These 

adjustments produce studies that more properly reflect the underlying assumptions 

relied upon by the Company’s in these studies. 

’ The energy allocation factors for tlie “base” costs did include losses in the Companies’ studies 

J.  Keririedy arid Associates, Itic. 
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Have you made these corrections to the Company’s filed BIP class cost of 

service studies? 

Yes. Baron Exhibit ___ (SJB-2) contains the corrected IclJ BE’ class cost of 

service study, while Baron Exhibit -(SJB-3) contains the corrected LG&E BIP 

class cost of service study. Both of these studies reflect the aforementioned changes 

that I have just discussed. 

What do the BIP cost of service studies show with regard to the rate of return 

paid by the residential class on the KU system? 

A. As can be seen from each of the exhibits summarizing the studies evaluated, the 

residential and all elechic residential classes pay substantially below the average 

system rate of return. Table 1 below summarizes the Company’s and the Corrected 

BIP cost of service study results for KU. 

J.  Kerirredy arid Associates, Iric. 
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Table 1 
Kentucky lltiiities Company 

KU BIP and Corrected BIPCost of Service Study Results 

Residenlial 
General Service 
All Electric School 

Combined Light & Power 
Small Time-of-Day 
Large Commllnd TOD 
Coal Mining Power 
Large Power Mine Power TOD 
Large lnduslriai Time-of-Day 
Lighting 

KU BIP 
Rate of Relative 
Relurn ROR index 
3 58% 0 50 

1 1  92% 167 
6 32% 0 88 

1 1  60% 162 
6 74% 0 94 
7 90% 1 1 1  
13 04% 1 82 
12 81% I79 
25 00% 3 50 
8 4 1 % 1 18 

Corrected BIP 
Rale of Relative 
- Return ROR Index 

3 98% 0 56 
10 85% 152 
8 35% 117 

10 53% 1 47 
5 83% 0 82 
7 73% 1 08 
13 45% 188 
12 66% 177 
23 64% 3 31 
8 60% 1 20 

Table 1 summarizes the cost of service results in the fonn of a relative rate of return 

index. For the total system, the rate of return index is 1.0. For the residential class, 

under the corrected BIP method, the rate of return index is 0.56. This means that 

residential custoiners are paying a rate of return at approximately 56% of the system 

average. This is in contrast to the rate of return index for the large 

coinmercial/industrial time-of-day class that has a rate of return index of 1.08. For 

this class, custoiners are paying a return on investment equal to 108% of the system 

average. 

Q. What conclusions do you draw from these “relative rate of return” indices? 

J. Kennedy m d  As,sociatcs, Itie. 
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A. Regardless of the cost of service study, iesidential custoiners are paying rates of 

return substantially below the system average rate of return. Based on these results, 

the Companies’ proposal to increase residential rates, while proposing no increase to 

large cominercial and industrial rates is reasonable and should be adopted by the 

Commission 

Q. Have you identified any particular subsidy problems in your evaluation of the 

ICU BIP class cost of service results? 

A. Yes. As can be seen from Table 1, KU’s Large Industtial Time-of-Day rate is 

paying a rate of return on rate base of 23.64%, which is more than 1.3 times the 

average rate of return paid by all ICU retail customers. This is highly unreasonable 

and should be mitigated in this case. This rate is providing a huge subsidy to other 

rate classes, which should be remedied in the event that the Commission authorizes 

a smaller increase in revenues than requested by the Company. This would also 

include a situation wherein the Commission reduces ICU’s revenues, as 

recommended by I<IUC witness Lane Kollen in this case. 

Q. Have you prepared similar cost of service summary for LGSrE? 

J. Kerinedy arid Associates, Itic. 
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Table 2 
Louisville Gas & Electric Company 

LG&E BIP and Corrected BIP Cost of Service Study Results 

Residential 
General Service 
Rate LC 
Rate LC-TOU 
Rate LP 
Rate LP-TOU 
Special Contract 
Lighting 
Rate LC-STOU 

LG&E BIP - 
Rate of Relative 

- Return ROR Index 
5 28% 0 68 

13 01% 167 
10 39% 134  
8 56% 110 

10 11% 130 
7 49% 0 96 
5 36% 0 69 
7 53% 0 97 
5 51% 0 71 

Corrected BIP 
Rate of Relative 

- Return ROR Indw 
5 28% 0 68 

1301% 167 
10 99% 141 
841% 108 

10 67% 1 37 
8 03% 1 03 

3 67% 0 47 
7 51% 0 97 
5 70% 0 7? 

ITotal 7.77% 1.00 7.77% 1 .oc 

As can be seen, the LG&E'S residential class is producing a relative late of return 

substantially below 1 0  under both studies, while large coinrnercial and industrial 

classes are pioducing relative rates of return at or substantially above 1.0 at present 

rates 

Q. Has KU proposed increases for each of its customer classes to address the 

subsidy problem that you have just identified? 

J.  Keiirtedy arid A,ssoeiate,s, Iiie. 
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2 Yes, though there remain a very significant problem for IW’s rate LI-TOD, as I just 

3 discussed In general, the Company’s proposed increases have been guided by the 

4 cost of service results, and make progress in moving rates towards full cost of 

5 service. In this regard, KLJ is proposing no increases on large commercial and 

6 industrial rate schedules. 

A. 
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9 LG&E? 

Q. Is the Company proposing a similar revenne apportionment approach for 
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A. Yes. As in KU, LG&E is proposing no increases for its Large Coinmercial and 

Industrial rate schedules. 
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Q. What overall conclusions have you drawn from your analysis of the 

Company’s proposed increases in this case for both I(u and LG&E? 

A. Both LG&E and KU have made progress in addressing the subsidy problem in their 

rate schedules in this case. KnJC supports the apportionment of the revenue 

increase to rate classes in this case recommended by both l<U and LG&E. 

However, as I will discuss next, if ICU receives a lower increase (or a revenue 

decrease), the reduction in the Company’s requested revenues should first be used to 

J.  Ketttwdy and Associa&, ltic. 
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reduce KU’s Large Industrial TOD rate so that its rate of return at proposed rates is 

no greater than “2 Times” the retail average rate of return. Even with this reduction 

the L,arge Industrial TOD rate would still pay the highest return on rate base on the 

system All remaining revenue reductions (from the amount requested by KU) 

should be applied to all rate schedules in the manner that I discuss next. 

Q. In the event that the Commission approves a lower increase, or a revenue 

decrease as recommended by IUUC witness Lane Kollen, how should the any 

changes to the requested increases be apportioned to rate schedules? 

A. Because the Companies’ have proposed no increases to large customer classes in 

this case, the most appropriate and reasonable methodology is to allocate the 

Commission approved revenue adjustment (the difference between each Companv’s 

proposed revenues and the Commission authorized revenues) on the basis of the 

share of each rate schedules proposed revenues to the total Company proposed 

revenues (is”,  revenues after the requested increase).2 However, as I discussed 

above, for KU, the “revenue adjustment” should first be applied to reduce the 

relative rate of‘ return of rate schedule L.1-TOD to “2 Times” the retail average, 

Using the Correct BIP class cost of service study, KU’s rate LI-TOD should receive 

’ It, instead, the rate schedule revenue increases themselves are scaled back, a “0%” increase to a rate 
schedule would not receive any ofthe benefit, in the event that the Company receives a lower overall 

J.  Kennedy and Associates, llcc. 
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15 

16 

17 

a $3,120,535 revenue decrease to bring it to a rate of return equal to “2 Times” the 

overall ICU retail rate of return at proposed rates. This recommendation ineans that 

the first $3.12 inillion of any Commission approved adjustment to ICU’s proposed 

revenues would be applied to rate L.1-TOD. Any additional mounts  would then he 

applied to all rate schedules (including LLTOD). 

Effectively, the ICnJC recommendation reduces the ICU and LG&E proposed rate 

schedule revenues on an equal percentage to match the Commission approved 

increase (or de~rease).~ For example, ICU has proposed residential revenues of 

$422,812,114 in this case, reflecting a requested residential increase of $17,329,356. 

This is based on an overall KU revenue increase of $22,109,840. For illustration 

purposes, if the Commission were only to approve an increase of $5,000,000 for KU 

(instead of the requested $22,109,840), IUUC is proposing that the Coinmission 

“adjustment” of $17,109,840 he spread to each rate schedule on the hasis of each 

rate schedules’ share of total 1CU proposed revenues.“ Since the residential class 

comprises .37.94% of total ICU proposed revenues, the residential class should 

receive 37.94% of the $1 7,109,840 “adjustment.” 

increase. This would be counter-intuitive and therefore the scale back should be on total revenues at 
proposed rates. 

The only exception to this would be the adjustment to KU’s L,I-TOD rate to reduce its excessive rate of 
return. ’ Total requested revenue increase of$22,104,840 minus “adjusment” of$l7,109,840 equals $5,000,000 

J.  Kennedy and Associates, Itic. 



Steplieti J .  Baron 
Page 19 

1 111. INTERRUPTIBLE CREDITS 

2 

3 

4 credits in this case? 

5 

6 

7 

Q. Are the Companies proposing any changes to their interruptihle/curtailable 

a 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

A. No. Both of the Companies currently have three different intermptiblelcurtailable 

riders in which they provide “credits” to large customers in exchange for the ability 

to interruptible customer load in the event of system emergencies. Based on the 

responses to IWJC data requests 4-2.13, KU currently has customers on Curtailable 

Service Rider 1 (CSRl) and CSR.3. LG&E currently has customers on CSRI. Each 

of these riders provides customers a credit based on the avoided capacity cost 

associated with the “installed cost per kW of a combustion turbine.”’ In the 

Companies last base rate case Mr. Seelye developed the interruptible credits based 

on an installed combustion turbine (“CT”) cost of $374/kW. Baron Exhibit - (SJB- 

4) contains a copy of MI. Seelye’s analysis in KU Case No. 200.3-00434 (a similar 

analysis was developed in the companion LG&E case). 

Q. How did the Companies develop interruptiblelcurtailable credits using an 

installed CT cost? 

’ Direct Testimony of Steven Seelye, page 45, I W  Case No 2003-00434 

J.  Keririedy arid .Associates, Inc. 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

A. As can he seen 6om Mr. Seelye's 2004 analysis, the Companies applied a 

levelized fixed charge rate to the installed cost of a CT, added in annual fixed 

O&M expenses, and then adjusted the results for a planning reserve margin of 

14% and losses. The resulting interruptible credits, as shown in Exhibit-(SJB-4) 

are $4.09/kW/Mo for transmission voltage customers and $4.19llcW/Mo for 

primary customers. These are the credits for KU's CSR2 interruptible tariff. The 

LG&E credits are slightly different for its CSR2 tariff ($4.09/kW and $3.98/kW 

for transmission and primary service).6 Each Companies' CSRl and CSR3 credits 

are lower, reflecting fewer hours of annual interruption and a longer intemption 

notice period than the CSR2 interruptible tariff. 

Q. Do you agree with the Companies methodology to calculate interruptible 

credits? 

A. Yes The Companies' methodology is a reasonable approach to the development 

of interruptible crcdits. The underlying rationale of the methodology is that 

interruptible load is comparable to combustion turbine capacity with iegard to 

meeting peak demands on the system. 

' In Case No 2003-00433, LG&E used a lower fixed chatge rate for the computation of interruptible 
credits; LG&E also had a sliglitly lower primary loss factor 
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Has the installed cost of combustion turbine capacity increased since the 

Companies’ 2004 rate case, when the current credits were approved? 

Yes.  In their response to KIUC Q-2.9, the Companies stated that the “current 

estimated cost of an installed CT in 2009 dollars is approximately $710/kW.” 

Baron Exhibit - (SJB-5) contains a copy of ICiJ’s response to KIUC Q-2.9 

(LG&E’s response is identical). 

Should the Companies’ interruptit credits lcreased in these Cases, based 

on the significant increase in the avoided capacity costs associated with 

combustion turbines? 

Yes. The Companies have provided evidence that their avoided capacity cost, 

which is the basis for their current interruptible credits, has increased substantially. 

Based on this information, the credits should be increased in this case to reasonably 

reflect this substantial increase in peaking costs for the Companies. 

Have other factors used in the credit computation changed as well? 

J. Ke~iriedy and .Associates, Itic. 
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Yes. While the levelized fixed charge rate and the planning reserw margins have 

remained constant, based on the Companies’ response to KWC Q-2.10 and Q-2.12, 

there has been a substantial increase in the annual fixed O&M expense associated 

with new combustion turbine capacity. Baron Exhibit - (SJB-6) contains the 

Companies’ response to KIUC 4-2.1 1. This response indicates that the annual 

fixed O&M expense for a new CT in 2009 dollars is $12.20kWNr. 

Have you updated Mr. Seelye’s 2004 interruptible credit computation using 

the current avoided capacity costs provided by the Companies in response to 

KIUC data requests in this case? 

Table 3 contains an update of Mr. Seelye’s CSR credit computation using the 

current installed cost and fixed O&M expenses for a 2009 combustion turbine. 

Based on this updated computation, the Companies’ CSR2 credits should be 

$8.5llkW/Mo and $8.72kW/Mo for transinission and primary voltage customers. 

This represents a 108% increase over the current interruptible credits being 

proposed by the Companies in this case 

19 
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1 

Q. 

A" 

Table 3 
KU and LG&E 

Computation of CSR Credit r 
Avoided Capital Cost 
Levelized Fixed Charge Rate x 10.59% 

$710 00 per kW 

bnnual Fixed Charges $75 19 per kW 

Fixed O&M .e $12.30 per kW 

$87 49 
ReSeNe Margin Adjustment x 1.14 

Annual Avoided Capacity Cost 599 74 per kW 

Transmission Plimaly 

Annual Avoided Capacity Cost at Source 
Adjustment for Losses 10233 10488 
Annual Loss Adjusted Avoided Cost 

Monthly Credit $8 51 IkWIMo $8 72 lkWlMo 

Current Credit 5 409 IkWIMo $ 4 19 IkWIMo 

$99 74 /kW $99 74 /kW 

$102 06 IkW 5104 61 IkW 

108% 108% 

Are you recommending that the Commission increase the Companies' CSR 

credits in this case by 108%? 

Yes. I recommend that the CSRI, CSR2 and CSR3 credits each be increased by 

108% in this case, based on the updated analysis reflecting the Commission 

approved methodology. 

J.  Keririedy arid Associates, IIIC. 
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Q. 

A. Yes. 

Does that complete your testimony? 

J.  Kennedy ardAssoeiates, h e .  
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Professional Qualifications 

Of 

Steplien J. Baron 

Mr.. Baron graduated from the University of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high 

honors in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics and Computer 

Science. In 1974, he received a Master of Arts Degree in Economics, also from the 

University of Florida. His areas of specialization were econometrics, statistics, and public 

utility economics. His thesis concerned the development of an econometric model to 

forecast electricity sales in the State of Florida, for which he received a grant from the Public 

Utility Research Center ofthe University of Florida, In addition, he has advanced study and 

coursework in time series analysis and dynamic model building. 

Mr Baron has more than thirty years of experience in the electric utility industry in the areas 

of cost and rate analysis, forecasting, planning, and economic analysis 

Following the completion of my graduate work in economics, he joined the staff of the 

Floiida Public Service Coinmission in August of 1974 as a Rate Economist. His 

responsibilities included the analysis of rate cases for electric, telephone, and gas utilities, as 

well as the preparation of cross-examination material and the preparation of staff 

recommendations 

J.  KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 



In December 1975, he joined the Utility Rate Consulting Division of Ebasco Services, Inc. 

as an Associate Consultant. In the seven years he worked for Ebasco, he received successive 

promotions, ultiniately to the position of Vice President of E.nergy Management Services of 

Ebasco Business Consulting Company. His responsibilities included the management of a 

staff of consultants engaged in providing services in the areas of econometric modeling, load 

and energy forecasting, production cost modeling, planning, cost-of-service analysis, 

cogenemtion, and load management. 

He joined the public accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand in 1982 as a Manager of the 

Atlanta Office of the 1Jtility Regulatory and Advisory Services Group. In this capacity he 

was responsible for the operation and management ofthe Atlanta office,, His duties included 

the technical and administrative supervision of the staff, budgeting, recruiting, and marlceting 

as well as project management on client engagements. At Coopers & Lybrand, he 

specialized in utility cost analysis, forecasting, load analysis, economic analysis, and 

planning 

In January 1984, he joined the consulting firm of Icennedy and Associates as a Vice 

President and Principal Mr Baron became President of the firm in January 1991 

During the c o m e  of niy career, he has provided consulting services to more than tllirty 

utility, industrial, and Public Service Commission clients, including three international utility 

clients. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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He has presented nunicrous papers and published an article entitled "How to Rate Load 

Manageinenl Programs" in the March 1979 edition of "Electrical World " His article on 

"Standby Elechic Rates'' was published in the November 8, 1984 issue of "Public Utilities 

Fornightly " In February of 1984, he completed a detailed analysis entitled "Load Data 

Transfer Techniques" on behalf of the Elechic Power Research Institute, which published 

the study 

MI Baron has presentcd testimony as an expert witness in Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, 

Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, 

Minnesota, Maryland, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, 

Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, the Federal 

Energy Regulatory Commission and in United States Bankruptcy Court. A list of his 

specific regulatoly appearances follows. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 2008 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Sub jec t  
4181 203(B) KY Louisville Gas Louisviile Gas Cost-okervice 

8 Electric Co 8 Electric Co 

4181 

6/81 

a84 

3184 

5/84 

10184 

11/84 

1/85 

2/85 

3/85 

3185 

3185 

5185 

5185 

ER-81.42 MO 

U-1933 AZ 

8924 KY 

84.038~ AR 

830470-El FL 

8Q.19941 AR 

R-842651 PA 

85-65 ME 

1440381 PA 

9243 KY 

3498-U GA 

~a42632 PA 

84-249 AR 

City of 
Sanla 

Kansas City Power 
8 Light Co. 

Arizona Cowration 
Commission 

Airw Carbide 

Ahanses Electric 
Energy Consumen 

Florida lnduslriai 
Power Users' Group 

Ahanses Electric 
Energy Consumen 

Lehigh Vaitey 
Power Committee 

A i m  Industrial 
Gases 

Philadelphia Area 
lndusoial Energy 
Users' Group 

Alcan Aluminum 
Cop.. eta1 

Attorney Genera 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 
Intervenors 

Arkansas Electric 
Eneigy Consumen 

Chamber of 
Commerce 

Kansas Civ Forecasting 
PowerSLight Co 

Tuaon Electric Forecasting planning 
CO 

Louisville Gas Revenue requirements. 
8 Electric Co cost-ol-service, forecasting, 

wealher normalization 

Arkansas Power Excess capacity. cost-of. 
& Lght Co 

Florida Power 
Corn 

sewie, mte design 

Allwation 01 fixed costs, 
load and capacity balance, and 
reserve ma& bivenification 
of uiiiihy 

Ahansas Power 
and Light Co 

Cost aiiocation and rate design 

Pennsyivania Inteenuptible rates, excess 
PowerBLghl capacity, and phase4n 
c o  

Central Maine lnlemptibie rate design 
Power Co 

Philadelphia Load and energy forecast 
Electric Co 

Louisviile Gas 
8 Electric Co, generating unit 

Georgia Power 
co. generation planning economics 

West Penn Power Generation planning economics, 
co, prudenceola pumpedstorage 

hydro unit 

Costaf-service. rate design 

Economics of wmpleting lossil 

Load and energy forecasting, 

Ahansas Power 8 
UghlCo, return multipliers 

Sanla Clam Cost-ofmrvim. rate design 
Municipal 
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of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 2008 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subiect 

6185 

6185 

7185 

10185 

10185 

2185 

3185 

2186 

3186 

3186 

5/66 

8186 

10186 

12186 

84-768- 
E42T 

E-7 
Sub391 

29046 

85-0434 

85.63 

ER- 
8507698 

~ a 5 0 2 2 0  

~-850220 

85-299U 

85-726- 
EL-AIR 

86-081- 
E-GI 

E-7 
Sub408 

u-17378 

38063 

Clara 
wv 

NC 

NY 

AR 

ME 

NJ 

PA 

PA 

AR 

OH 

wv 

NC 

LA 

iN 

West Virginia 
Industrial 
Inlewenon 

Camlina 
industrials 
(CIGFUR Iii) 

In d u s I ri a I 
Energy Usen 
Associaban 

Arkansas Gas 
Con sum e n  

Airco lnduslriai 
Gases 

Air Praducts and 
Chemicals 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 
lnlewenon 

Wesl Penn Power 
Indusbial 
inteervenon 

Arkansas Eiecbic 
Energy Consurnen 

industriai Electric 
Consumen Group 

WeslVirginia 
Energy Users 
G ~ P  

Carolina Indusbial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaff 

lndusbial Energy 
Consumen 

Monongahela 
Powarco 

Duke Power Co 

Orangeand 
Rwkiand 
Utiiilies 

Atkla, lnc 

Central Maine 
Power Co. 

Jersey Centmi 
PawerBLghlCo 

Wesl Penn Power Co 

West Penn Power Co. 

Arkansas Power 
a LightCo 

Ohio Power Co 

Monongaheia Power 
Co 

Duke Power Co 

Gull Slates 
Utiiilies 

indiana B Michigan 
Power Co 

Generalion planning emnomics, 
prudenceof a pumped storage 
hydm unit 

Cosluf.seivice, rate design 
intenuptibie rate design 

Cosluf-service, rate design 

Reguiatoy policy. gas msbof- 
seervice, rate design 

Feasibility 01 inlenuptibie 
rates, avoided wst 

Rale design 

Opsmal mewe, pnidence, 
off-system sales guarantee plan 

Optimal rasewe margins. 
prudence, off-system sales 
guarantee plan 

Cosl+f-service, rate design, 
revenue disbibution 

Costuf-service, rate design, 
intenuplibla rates 

Generation planning economics, 
prudence 01 a pumped storage 
hydm unit 

Cffitakervice, rate design, 
intenuplibte rates 

Excess capacily emnomic 
analysis 01 purchased w e r  

interruptible rates 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 2008 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Ul i l i lY  Subject 

3187 

4187 

5187 

5187 

5187 

5187 

6187 

6187 

7187 

8187 

9187 

10187 

10187 

EL-86 
53-001 
EL-86- 
57-0 I 

U-17282 

87-025 
E-C 

87-072- 
E-G1 

86.524- 
ESC 

9781 

3673-U 

U-17282 

85-10-22 

3673-U 

~-850220 

~-870651 

1-860025 

Federal 

Regulatory 
Commission 
(FERC) 

LA 

EneigY 

wv 

wv 

wv 

KY 

GA 

LA 

CT 

GA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
SlaH 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
StaR 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

Wesl Viqinia 
Energy Users' 
Gmup 

West Viqinia 
Eneqy Users' Gmup 

Kentucky lndustriai 
Eneqy Consumers 

Geoqia Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
stan 

Connecscul 
lnduslrial 
Energy Consumers 

Geoqia Public 
Service Commission 

Wesl Penn Power 
lnduslrial 
lnlervenors 

Duquesne 
Industrial 
Intervenors 

Pennsylvania 
industrial 
inlervenors 

Guii Stales 
UliliBes, 
Southem Co 

Gulf Slates 
Utilities 

Monongahela 
Power Co 

Monongahela 
Power Co 

Monongaheia 
Power Co 

Louisville Gas 
a EM~C co 

Geoqia Power Co 

Gull Slates 
Uliiilies 

Connecticut 
tight a h w e r c o .  

Gwq ia  Power Co 

Wesl Penn Power Co 

Duquesne Light Co 

CosVbeneN anaiysis aiunil 
wwersalescontracl 

L03a Icwasung and mpndence 
5 3 m q e s  Ri.erBeno N x e a  .ni 

lnlemptible tales 

Analyze Man Poweh iuel filing 
and examine the reasonableness 
of MPs claims 

Emnomic dispatching of 
pumped slorage hydm unit 

Analysis ofimpact of 1986 Tax 
Refon Act 

Economic prudence, evaluation 
of Vogk nudear unit - load 
forecasting, planning 

Phase4 pian lor Riversend 
Nuclear unit 

Melhcdolcgy for refunding 
rale mcderalian fund 

Test yearsalesand revenue 
iorems1 

Excess capacity reliabilily 
oigenemling system 

lntemptible rale, COSIQI- 
service, revenue allocation, 
ratedesign 

Propmed rules lorqenemtion. 
avoided wsl, tale recovery 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 2008 

Date Case Jurisdlct. Party Utility Sub jec t  

10187 Ed151 MN Tam n i t e Minnesota Power Excess capacity, power and 
GR.87-223 lntervenon BLightCo cost.of-service, rate design 

10187 8702-El FL Occidentai Chemical Florida Power Cop  Revenue forecasting wealher 
corn normalizalion 

12187 874701 CT Conneclicut Industrial Conneclicut Light Excess capacity. nuclear plant 
Energy Consumen PowerCo phase-in 

3188 10064 KY Kenlucky Induslrial 
Energy Consumen 

3188 87-183-TF AR Afkansas Eleclric 
Consumen 

5/88 870/7tCOOt PA GPU lnduslrial 
lntervenon 

6188 870172C005 PA GPU lnduslrial 
inlervenon 

7188 88-171- OH 
EL-AIR 
88.170- 
EL-AIR 
Interim Rate Case 

7188 Appeal 19th 
of PSC Judicial 

Docket 
(1-17282 

11188 R-880989 PA 

11/88 88-171- OH 
ELAlR 

3/89 8702161283 PA 
2841286 

lnduslrial Energy 
Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Circuit 
Court of Louisiana 

United States 
Steel 

lnduslrial Energy 
Consumen 

Armco Advanced 
Materials C o p ,  
Allegheny Ludium 
COW 

Louisvik Gas 8 
ElectricCo 

Arkansas Powerg 
LightCo. 

Metmpotitan 
Edison Co 

Pennsylvania 
ElecMc Co. 

Cleveland Eteclrid 
Toledo Edison 

Gulf States 
Ulililies 

Camegie Gas 

Cleveland Eleclrid 
Toledo Edison 
General Rate Case 

West Penn Power Co 

Revenue forecast. weather 
normalizalion rate lreatment 
of cancelied plant 

Standbylbackup eleclric rates 

Cogeneralion deferral 
mechanism. modificalion of energy 
mst rewvery (ECR) 

Cogenemlion deferral 
mechanism. mcdiiicalion of energy 
mst recovery (ECR) 

Financial analysidneed for 
interim rate relief 

Load forecasting, imprudence 
damages 

Gas cwt.of-service, rate 
design 

Wealher normalization of 
peak loads, excess capacity, 
regulatory policy 

Calculated avoided capacity. 
ramvery of capacity payments 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of October 2008 

Date  Case Jurisdict. Party Uliiit y S u b j e c t  

8/89 8555 TX Occidental Chemicai Houslon Lighting CostoCservice. rale design 
corn 8 Power Co 

889 38404 GA Geoqia Public Geoqia Power Co Revenue forecasting, wealher 
Service Commission normalization 

9/89 2087 NM Allomey General Public Service Co Prudence - PaloVerde Nucleal 
of New Mexico 01 New Mexim Unib 1, 2 and 3, load fore 

10189 2262 NM New Mexico industrial 
Eneqy Consumers 

11/89 38728 IN fndusliial Consumers 
for Fair lililitv Rales 

1/90 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Stall 

5190 890366 PA GPU industrial 
Intervenors 

6190 R-901609 PA Armw Advanced 
Malerials Cop , 
Allegheny Ludlum 
cow 

9/90 8278 MD Maiyland Industrial 
Gmup 

Public Service Co 
of New Mexiw 

indiana Michigan 
Power Co 

Gull Slates 
Utilities 

Melmpoiilan 
Edison Co 

West Penn Power Co 

Bailimore Gas 8 
Electric Co, 

casting 
Fuei adjusimenl ciause, ofi 
system sales mstof.service. 
rate design, maqinal wst 

Excesscapcity. capacity 
equalization, jurisdictional 
cost allocation. mle design, 
inlenuptible mles 

Jurisdictional cost allocation 
OBM expense analysis 

Non.utilily genemior cost 
recoveiy 

Allocation 01 QF demand chaqes 
in Ihe fuel msl. wslof-  
service, mle design 

Coslof-service, rate design, 
revenue allocation 

$290 U-9346 MI Association of Consumers Power Demand-side managemenl. 
Rebuilai Businesses Advocaling c o  environmenlal extemaiiiies 

TariHEquily 

12190 u-11282 LA Louisiana Public Guil Slates Revenue requiremenb, 
Phase IV Service Commission Utililies jurisdiclionei allocation 

StaH 

12190 90-205 ME Airw lndustiial Cenlral Maine Power investigation inlo 
Gases c o  inlenuptible service and mies 

1/91 90-1203 CT Conneciicul industrial Connecticut Light Interim mie reiief. financial 
Inferim Eneqy Consumers 8 Power Co analysis, class revenue allocation 
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Date Case  Jurisdict. Partv Utility Subject  

5/91 

8/91 

8191 

8/91 

9/91 

9/91 

10191 

10191 

90.1243 CT 
Phase II 

E-7,SUE NC 
SUB487 

8341 MU 
Phase I 

91-372 OH 

EL-UNC 

P-910511 PA 
P-910512 

91-231 WV 
.E.NC 

8341- MD 
Phase II 

U-17282 LA 

Note: Noteslimany 
was prefiied on lhis 

11/91 U-17949 iA 
SubdwketA 

12/91 91410- OH 
EL-AIR 

12191 P480286 PA 

Cmn&ul Industkl 
Energy Consumers 

Nor t  Camiina 
lndusliial 
Energy Consumers 

Westvaco Corp 

Armw Steel G o ,  L P 

Allegheny Ludlum Corp , 
Armco Advanced 
Materials Co , 
The West Penn Power 
lnduslrial Users' Gmup 

West Vlrginia Energy 
Users' Gmup 

Westvaco Cow 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
SbH 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaif 

Armw Steel Co , 
Air Pmducb 8 
Chemicals. Inc 

A m o  Advanced 
Malerials Cop,  
Allegheny Ludlum Corp 

Conneclicut Light 
a Powerco 

Duke Power Co. 

Polomac Edison Co 

Cincinneli Gas 8 

Elecliic Co 

West Penn Power Co 

Monongahela Power 
GO. 

Palomac Edison Co 

Gull Sbtes 
Uliiilies 

Soulh Cenlral 
BellTelephone Co 
and pmposed mergerwilh 
Soulhem Bell Tefephone Co 

Revenue requiremenb, wsl-of- 
Service, rate design, demanddde 
management 

Revenue requiremenh, mst 
aiiocalion. rale design. damand- 
side management 

Cos1 allocation. rate design, 
1990 Clean Air Acl Amendments 

Ewnomic analysis of 

ccgeneralion, avoid coslmle 

Ewnomicanalysis of proposed 
CWlP Rider for 199OCleanAir 
Act Amendmenb expendilures 

Economic analysis of pmposed 
CWiP Rider for 1990 Cfean Air 
Act Amendmenls expenditures 

Ewnomicanalysis of p10pmed 
CWIP Rider for 1990 Ciean Air 
AcI Amendments expenditures 

Resulh 01 wmprehensive 
management audit 

Analysis of Soulh Cenlral 
Beils restnicluring and 

Cincinnali Gas Rale design, inlemplibie 
8 EiediicCo mlas 

West Penn Power Co Evaiualion of appropriate 
avoided capacity w s b  - 
OF pmjech 
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Date  Case  Jur isd ic t .  Par ty  Ut i l i ty  Subject  
132 C-913424 PA CLq.ane r l e r n W ?  ilLq.we.qoiCo nd.sba tiImp:Ioe rale 

6192 

8192 

8/92 

9192 

to192 

12/92 

12192 

1193 

2/93 

4193 

7/93 

8/93 

9/93 

Complainanls 

92-02-19 CT Connecticul IndusMaI 
Enegy Consumers 

2437 NM New MeXim 
Industrial lnlewenors 

ROO922314 PA GPU Induslrial 
Intervenors 

39314 ID Industrial Consumers 
fwFair IJtiIily Rates 

MOO920312 PA The GPU lnduslrial 
Cb07 Intervenors 

U-17949 L4 Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Slafl 

Materials Co 
ROO922378 PA Amco Advanced 

The WPPlnduslrial 
lntewnors 

8487 MD The Matyland 
lnduslrial Gmup 

EOWGR- MN 
92-1185 

EC92 Federal 
21000 Energy 
ER92-806- Regulalory 
000 Commission 
(Rebuttal) 

93-0114- WV 
E-C 

930759.EG Fl 

MOO9 PA 
30406 

NOW Slar Steel Co 
Pmxair. Inc 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaff 

Airw Gases 

Florida Industrial 
Power Users' Group 

Lehigh Valiey 
power cornminee 

Yankee Gas Co 

Public ServiceCo 
of New Mexico 

Mekopotitan Edison 
Co 

Indiana Michigan 
PowerCo 

Pennsylvania 
Electric Co 

Souul Central Bell 
CO 

West Penn Power Co 

Ballimore Gas B 
Eleclric Co 

Norlhem Stales 
Power Co 

Gull Slates 
UlililiesiEntegy 
agreement 

Monongahela Power 
CO 

Generic - Eleclric 
Uliliiies 

Pennsylvania Power 
B LlghlCo 

Rate design 

Cost-okervice 

Cost-otservice, rate 
design, enegycost rate 

Cost.of.service, rate design, 
energy cost rate, rate trealment 

Cost-oLservice, rale design, 
energy cost rate, rale treatment 

Management audit 

Cosldservice, rale design, 
energy costrale, SO2 allowance 
rale treatment 

Electric msl-of.service and 
rale design. gas rate design 
(flexible rates) 

Intermptible rates 

Merger olGSU into Enlergy 
System: impact on system 

lntermplible rates 

Cost recovery and atlocalion 
ofDSMmsls 

Ratemaking treatment 01 
OH-system sales revenues 

-~ 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

11193 

12193 

4194 

5194 

7194 

7194 

8/94 

9194 

9194 

9194 

10194 

11194 

2195 

346 KY Kenlucky Industrial 
11lility Cuslomen 

11.17735 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Cornmission 
Staff 

E4151 MN Large Power Intervenors 
GR-94031 

U-20178 L4 Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

R40942986 PA Armco, Inc; 
West Penn Power 
Industrial Intervenors 

944035- WV West Virginia 
E 4 T  Energy Users Group 

EC94 Federal Louisiana Public 
13400 Energy Service Commission 

Regulatory 
Commission 

R40943 PA Lehigh Valley 
081 Power Committee 

R-00943 
o8lcoool 

U-17735 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

u-19904 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

525841 GA Georgia Public 
Service Commission 

EC%-7404 FERC Louisiana Public 
ER94.898404 Service Cornmission 

941430EG CO CFBl Sleel, L P  

Generic - Gas 
Ulililies 

Cajun Eleclric 
Power CooperaWe 

Minnesola Power 
CO 

Louisiana Power 8 
LighlCo 

West Penn Power Co 

Monongahela Power 
co, 

Gulf Stales 
UlililiesiEnteqy 

Pennsylvania Pubiic 
Ullity Commission 

Cajun Eleclric 
Power Cooperalive 

Gulf Stales 
Utilities 

Soulhem Bail 
Telephone8 
Telegraph Co 

El Paso Electric 
and Cenlml and 
soulhwest 

Public Service 
Company of 
Colorado 

Aliocalion of gas pipeline 
transition costs. FERC Order636 

Nuciear pianl prudence, 
foremsling. excess capacity 

Cost allacalion, rate design, 
rale phase-in plan 

Analysis of least cast 
inlegraled resource plan and 
demand-side management pmgram 

Coshf-service, allocalion 01 
rale inuease, rale design, 
emission aliowance sales, and 
operalions and mainlenance expense 

Cosl4service. allocalion of 
rale increase, and rale design 

Anaiysis of extended reserve 
shuldown uniei and violalion of 
syslem agreement by Enlergy 

Analysis of inlermplibie rale 
lerms and conditions, availability 

Evaiualion of appmpnala avoided 
msl rale 

Revenue requiremenei 

Proposals lo address competition 
in lelecommunicalbn markets 

Merger ewnomics bansmission 
equalization hold harmless 
proposals 

intermplibie rates, 
costof-service 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, CNC. 
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Stephen J. Baron 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Sub jec t  

4/95 R.00943271 PA 

6195 C.00913424 PA 
COO946104 

8/95 ER95-112 FERC 
.WO 

10195 U-21485 LA 

10195 ER95-1042 FERC 
-000 

10195 U-21485 LA 

11/95 1-940032 PA 

7/96 11-21496 LA 

7/96 8725 MD 

PPBL Industrial 
Customer Ailiance 

Duquesne interruptible 
Cumplainanls 

Louisiana Public 
Senice Commission 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Senice Commission 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Senice Commission 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers of 

Pennsyivenia 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Commission 

Maryland Industrial 
Gmup 

8196 U-17735 LA Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Commission 

9/96 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

2197 R.973877 PA Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

6/97 Civil US Bad-  Louisiana Public 
Action ~ p t c y  Senice Commission 
No courl 
94-1 I474 Middle District 

of Louisiana 

Pennsylvania Power 
a Light co 

Duquesne LightCo 

Entergy Services, 
Inc 

GuilStaies 
Utilities Company 

System Energy 
Resources Inc 

Guif States 
Uliiities Co 

State-wide - 
all utiiities 

Central Louisiana 
Electric Co, 

Baitimore Gas B 
Elec Co . Polomac 
Eiec PowerCo 
Consleiialion Enenjy 
c o  

Cajun Eleclric 
Power Cwperative 

Entergy Gull 
Stales. lnc 

PECOEnergy Co 

Cajun Eiedric 
Power Cwperative 

Cozl-af-service, ailmalion of 
rate increase. ratedesign, 
interruptible rates 

Intermplbie rates 

Open Access Transmission 
Tariffs - Wholesale 

Nuclear decommissioning, 
revenue requirements, 
capital slructure 

Nuclear dewmmissioning 
revenue requirements 

Nuclear dewmmissioning end 
mstufdeblcapital, capitai 
sLNcture 

Revenue requirement 
analysis 

Ratemaking issues 
associated wilh a Megei 

Revenue requirements 

Decommissioning, wealher 
normaiizalion. capital 
slructure 

Compelitive reslrucluing 
policy issues. stranded cml. 
transition charges 

Conlirmaiion of reorganization 
pian; analysis of rate paths 
produced by wmpeling pians 
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of 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject  

6197 R-973953 PA 

6197 8738 MD 

7197 R-973954 PA 

10197 97-204 KY 

10197 R.974008 PA 

10197 R.974009 PA 

11/97 U-22491 LA 

11197 P-971265 PA 

12197 R-973981 PA 

12197 R-974154 PA 

3198 U-22092 LA 
(Ailmaled Stranded 
Cost Issues) 

3198 11.22092 

9198 U-17735 

12198 8794 MD 

Philadelphia Area PECO Energy Co Relaii mmpelition issues, rale 
Industrial Energy unbundling, slmndedmsl 
UsersGmup analysis 

Maryland Industrial Generic Retail wmpetilion issues 
GmuD 

PP&L industrial 
Customer Aliiance 

Alan Aluminum Cop 
Southwire Co 

Metmpolilan Edison 
Indusfn’al User; 

Pennsylvania Electric 
Industrial Customer 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Phiiadeiphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Uses Gmup 

West Penn Power 
Industrial inlervenors 

Duquesne lndusinal 
InIewenoE 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Commissmn 

Maryland Industrial 
Gmupand 

Pennsylvanh Power 
B LighlCo 

Big River 
Electric c o p  

Melmpoiitan Edison 
CG 

Pennsylvania 
Eledric Go. 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc 

Enmn Energy 
Services Power, lnc1 
PECOEnew 

WeslPenn 
Power Co 

Duquesne 
LightCo 

Guil Slates 
Utilities Co 

Guil Slates 
Utilities, Inc 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative, 
lnc 

Baltimore Gas 
and Electric Co 

Retail mmpeliljon issues, mle 
unbundling. stranded cost analysis 

Analysis of mal 01 service issues 
- sig Rivers Restructuring Plan 

Retail competition issues, rete 
unbundling, slmnded cost analysis 

Retail compelition isues. rale 
unbundling, stranded cosl anaiysis 

Decommissioning, wealher 
nonalilation, capital 
stwcture 

Anaiysis of Retail 
Restructuring Pmposal 

Retail competition issues, rale 
unbundling. stranded cost 
analysis 
Relail compelillon issues. rale 
unbundiing, stmnded cost 
analysis 

Retail cornpeljlion. stranded 
cost quantification 

Stranded cos1 quanti8cation. 
restructuring issues 

Revenue requirements analysis, 
wealher nmlization 

Eledric utiiily restructuring, 
slmnded WstreWU.?ry, Rle 

- 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Patty Utility Sub jec t  
Millennium inorganic unbundling 

12/98 U-23358 LA 

5199 EC.98- FERC 
(Cross- 40.000 
Answering Teslimony) 

5199 98426 KY 
(Respnse 
Teslimony) 

6199 

7199 

7199 

7B9 

10199 

1299 

03100 

03100 

98.0452 WV 

99-03-35 CT 

Advenaly U S  

Chemicals inc 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Kentucky induslriai 
Utility Customen* inc 

West Virginia Energy 
Usen Group 

Conneclicut induslriai 
\Energy Consumen 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Proceeding BankNply Servicecommission 
No 98-1065 Court 

99-0306 CT Conneclicut lnduslriai 
Enemy Consumers 

11.24182 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

U-17735 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commtssion 

u-17735 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

99-1658. OH AK Steel Corporation 
EL-ETP 

Entergy Guil 
States, inc 

American Electric 
Power Co B Central 
South WeslCorp 

Louisville Gas 
B Eiecbic Co 

Appalachian Power, 
Monongaheia Power, 
B Potomac Edison 
Companies 

United llluminaling 
Company 

Cajun ElecMc 
Power Cooprasve 

Conneclicut Light 
B Power Co 

Entergy Guif 
States, inc 

Cajun Eiedric 
Power Cooperaiive, 
Inc 

Cajun Electric 
Power Coopwali~e, 
tnc 

Cincinnali Gas B 
Electric Co 

Nuclear decommissioning. weather 
normalization, Entergy System 
Agreement 

Merger issues related to 
market power miligation pmposais 

Performance based regulalion, 
seitiement proposal issues, 
cross-subsidies between eledric 

gas Sewices 

Electric ulitity reshcturing, 
stmnded cost recovey, rate 
unbundling 

fiedric uslily restructuring. 
stmnded cost recovery. rate 
unbundling 

Molion to dissolve 
pmliminaly injunction 

Eieclric utility reshduring, 
stranded cost rewvery, rate 
unbundiing 

Nuclear decommissioning, weather 
normatilalion, Entergy System 
Agreement 

Ananlysi of Proposed 
Conlracl Rates. Market Rates 

Evalualion of Cooperalive 
Paver Coniracf Eleclions 

Eleclric uiiiiiy reshduring, 
stranded msl recovery rale 
Unbundling 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

08100 980452 WVA WeslVirginia Appalachian Power Co ElecMc uliiiiy reslniduring 
E-GI Energy Users Gmup American Eledric Co rale unbundh'ng 

08100 00.1050 WVA 
E-T 
00-1051-E-T 

10lOO SOAH473- TX 
00.1020 
PUC 2234 

12100 U-24993 LA 

12100 EL0066- LA 
ooo a ~ ~ 0 0 . 2 8 ~ 4  
EL9533002 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Gmup 

The Daiias-Foil Wort  
Hospital Council and 
The Caaiition of 
Independent Colleges 
And Univenilies 

Louisiana Public 
Service Cornmission 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Mon Power Co 
Poiomac Edison Co rate unbundling 

Eledric uliliiy reslniduring 

nil, inc ElecMc uliiiiy reslniduring 
rale unbundiing 

Enlergy Gulf Nuclear decommissioning, 
States. inc revenue requirements 

Enlergy Services inc Inler-Company System 
Agreement Modifications for 
reiaii compelition. intemptibia load 

04/01 U-21453. LA Louisiana Public Enlergy Gull Jurisdicbbnal Business Separalion . 
U-20925, Service Commission Slates, Inc Texas Reslniduring Pian 
u-22092 
(Subdocket 6) 
Addressing Conlesled Issues 

10101 14WO-U GA Georgia Public 
Service Commission 
Advenaiy SlaH 

11101 U-25687 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Cornmission 

ill01 U-25965 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

03102 001148.EI FL Souh Florida Hospiiai 
and HealUlcare Assoc 

Georgia Power Co 

Enlergy Gulf 
Stales. inc 

Generic 

Florida Power a 
Light Company 

Teslyear revenue forecasi 

Nuclear demmmissioning requirement9 
transmission revenues 

Independent Transmission Company 
rTransco") RTO rate design 

Retailcastof service rate 
design, resource planning and 
demand side management 

06/02 U-25965 LA Louisiana Pubfic 
Service Commission 

07/02 U-21453 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Eniergy Gull Stales 
Enlergy Louisiana 

SWEPCO. AEP 

RTO lssws 

Jurisdiclional Business Sep. 
Texas Reslniduring Plan 
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08/02 U-25888 LA Louisiana Pubiic Enlegy Louisiana, inc Modilicalions to h e  Inler- 
Service Commission Enlegy Guif SLales. Inc Company Syslem Agreemeni 

Production Cost Equalization 

Louisiana Public Enlegy Services lnc Modikalions to !he Inter- 08/02 ELOI- FERC 
88.000 Service Commission and !he Enleggy Company System Agreemenl 

Operating Companies Production Cos1 Equaiizalion 

11/02 02S315EG CO CFEI Steel 8 Climax Public Service Co, 01 Fuel Adjuslment Clause 
Molybdenum Co Colorado 

01/03 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Louisiana Cwps Conlrad Issues 
Service Commission 

02/03 02s-594E CO Cripple Creekand Aquila. inc Revenue requirements. 
Victor Gold Mining Co purchased power 

04/03 U-26527 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

11/03 ER05753.000 FERC Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
StaN 

11103 ER03-583-000 FERC Louisiana Pubk 
ER03-583.001 Service Commission 
ER03.583-002 

~ ~ 0 3 - 6 8 i n o o .  
ER03681.001 

Enleqy Guii Slates, inc Wealhernomaiization, power 
purchase expenses. System 
Agreement expenses 

Pmposed mdiiications lo 
Svslem Aqreemenl TariR MSS-4 

Entegy Services, Inc 
and Vle Enlemv Owratins 

E n l w y  Services, im , 
!he Entegy Operating Power Conlmcls 
Companies, EWO Market- 
ing, L P, and Enlegy 
PWN. im 

Evaiualion of Whoiesaie Purchased 

ER03682.000, 
ER03682Mll 
ER03682.002 

12/03 U-27136 LA Louisiana Pubiic Entegy Louisiana, inc Evaiuation of Whoiesaie Purchased 
Service Commission Power Contracts 

01/04 E.01345. AZKmger Company Arizona Pubiic Service Co Revenue ailocalion rate design 
030437 

02/04 00032071 PA Duquesne lndusliial Duquesne Light Company Pmviderof last resofiissues 
intervenors 

03/04 03A436E CO CFBl Steel. LP and Public Service Company Purchased Power Adjuslment Clause 
Climax Molybedenum of Coiorado 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Dale Case Jurisdict. Party Ulilily Sub jec t  

04/04 2OQ3-00433 KY 
200344434 

06/04 03s-539~ ce 

06/04 ROO049255 PA 

03/05 CaseNo KY 
2004-00426 
Case No, 
2004O0421 

06/05 050045-El FL 

07/05 U-28155 LA 

09/05 CaseNos WVA 
05.0402-E-CN 
05-0750-E-PC 

01/06 200500341 KY 

03/06 tl-22092 L4 

04106 U-25116 LA 

06/06 R-00061346 PA 
COOOI-WO5 

06/06 ROW61366 
R-00061367 

07/06 U-22092 LA 
Sub4 

Kentucky Industrial Ulitity 
Customen, inc 

Cripple Creek, Viclor Gold 
Mining Co , Gwdrich C o p  
Holcim (U S ,), Inc . and 
TheTRne Co 

PPaL induslrial Customer 
Aliiance PPLiCA 

CFRI Sled Company, Ciimax 
Mines 

Kenlucky industrial 
Ulitity Customen. Inc 

Soulh Fiorida Hospilai 
and Heallhcaie Assoc 

Louisiana Public 
Sewice Cornmission SlaH 

West Virginia Energy 
11sen Group 

Kentucky Industrial 
Ulitity Customen, Inc 

Louisiana Pubiic Service 
Commission Stan 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Slaff 

Duquesne Industrial 
lflteNEnOlS R IECPA 

Met.Ed lnduslrial Energy 
Useis Group and Penelec 
lnduslrial Customer 
Aiiiance 

Louisiana Pubiic SeMce 
Commission Slafi 

Louisville Gas & Eieclric Co 
Kentucky Uliiilies Co 

Aquila, Inc 

Costot Service Rate Design 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 
lntemplible Rates 

PPL Electric Utiiities Cop  Cost of service. rate design. 
tariH issues and (mmrnissbfl 
servicecharge 

Cost 01 service, rale design, Public Service Company 
of Colorado lntemplible Rates 

Kentucky Utilities Environmenlai cost rewvew 
Louisviite Gas &Electric Co 

Fiorida Power 8 
Light Company design 

Enlergy Louisiana, inc 
Entergy Gull Slates, inc 

Mon Power Co 
Potomac Edison Co 

Rslaii cost of service, R ~ E  

Independent Coordinator of 
Transmission - CosVBenefil 

Environmental cast recovery. 
Securilizalion, Financing Order 

Kentucky Power Company Cost of sewice, rate design, 
transmission expenses Congeslion 
Cost Rewveiy Mechanism 
Separalion of EGSl into Texas and 
Louisiana Companies 

Transmission Prudence lnvesligalion 

Entergy Gull Slates, Inc 

Entegy Louisiana. inc 

Duquesne Light Co Cost of Service, Rate Design, Tnnsmission 
Sewice Charge, Tarifi issues 

Generalion Rate Cap, Transmission Service 
Charge, Cost of Service, Rate Desiqn. TariH 
issuas 

Meiropolilan Edison Co 
Pennsylvania Eieciric Co 

Entergy Guit Slates, Inc Separation ot EGSl into Texas and 
Louisiana Comeanies 
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07106 CaseNo KY Kentucky industrial Kentucky Uliiities Envimnmenlal wst rewvery 

2006.00130 Utililv Customers, lnc Louisviiie Gas 8 Electric Co 
Case No. 
200600129 

08106 

11106 

01107 

03107 

05107 

05107 

06107 

07107 

09107 

11107 

1108 

1/08 

2/08 

2/08 

CaseNo. VA Oid Dominion Committee 
PUE-2W600065 For Fair UQliq Rates 

Doc NO. CT Connecticut lndusbiel 
97Ol-15RE02 Energy Consumen 

CaseNo WV West Virginia Energy 
060960.E42T Users Group 

U-29761 LA Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

CaseNo OH Ohio Energy Group 
07.63-EL-UNC 

R00049255 PA PPaL industrial Customer 
Remand Aliiance PPLiCA 

ROW72155 PA PPBL Industrial Customer 
Alliance PPLICA 

DocNo CO Gateway Canyons LLC 
07F-037E 

Doc No Wi Wisconsin lnduslnal 
05-UR-103 Energy Group, inc 

ER07-682-000 FERC Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

DocNO WY Cimarex Energy Company 
MOW-277-ERO7 

CaseNo OH Ohio Energy Group 
07-551 

ER07-956 FERC Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staif 

DocNo, PA West Penn Power 
P00072342 Industrial Intervenors 

Appalachian Power Co 

Connecticut Light a Power 
Uniled liiuminating 

Man Pwer  Co 
Potomac Edison Co 

Entergy Gulf Stales, Inc 
Enlergy Louisiana. LLC 

Ohio Power, Columbus 
Southem Power 

PPL Electric Utiiities Corn 

PPI. Electric UQlities Corp 

Grand Valley Power Coop 

Wisconsin Eleclric Power Co 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and lheEntergy Operaling 
Companies 

Rocky Mountain Power 
(PaciKw) 

Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison 
Cleveland Eleclric iliuminaling 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and Ule Eniergy Operaling 
Companies 

West Penn Power Co, 

Cost Atlacation, Alimtionof Revenue lncr, 
OH-Sysiem Sale manjio mle tiaalment 

Rate unbundiing issues 

Retail Cost of Service 
Revenue appo~onment 

Impiemenlalion d FERC Decision 
Jurisdictional 8 Rate Class Aiiocation 

Envimnmenlal Surcharge Rate Design 

COS1 01 Service. rate design, 
tarili issues and tiansmission 
sewice charge 

Cost Of Service. rate design, 
tariff issues 

Distribution Line Cost Allocation 

Cost of Service, rate design, larilf 
Issues, inlenupliblemtes 

Proposed mcdilications to 
Sysiem Agreement Schedule MSS-3 
Cost fuoctionaiialion issues 

Vintage Pricing. Marginal CoslPricing 
Projected Test Year 

Class Cost of Service, Rate ResiNcturing, 
Appoilionment of Revenue increase to 
Rale Schedules 
Entergy's Compliance Filing 
System Agreement RendwidUl 
Cakuiations 

Default Service Pian issues 
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3108 DocNo, AZ Kmger Company Tucson Eiectric Power Co Cost of Service. Rate Design 
E01933A05-0650 

05108 08-0278 WVA West Virginia Appaiachian Power Co. Expanded NelEnergy Cost’ENEC 
E-GI Energy Users Group American Electric Co Analysis 

6108 CaseNo, OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison. Toiedo Edison Recoveiy of Deferred Fuel Cosi 
08-124-EL-ATA Cleveiand Eleclric Iiiuminating 

7108 DockelNo, UT Kmger Company Rocky Mounein Power Co Cost of Service, Rate Design 
07035-93 

08108 Doc No WI Wisconsin industrial Wisconsin Power Cost o i  Sewice, rate design, tariff 
GG9OUR-119 Energy Gtoup, Inc and Light Co Iss~es,  Intenuplible rales 

09108 Doc NO WI Wisconsin lndustnal Wisconsin Public Cost of Service, raie design, tan# 
G69OUR.119 Energy Group, Inc Sewice Co Ikues, lnlenupliblemtes 

09108 Case No OH OhioEnergy Group Ohio Edison, Toiedo Edison Pmvider of Lest Resoit CompetiWe 
08-936-EL-SSO Cleveland Eleclric llluminaling Solicilalion 

09108 Case No OH Ohio EneQy Group Ohio Edison, Toiedo Edison Pmvider of Last Resort Rate 
08-935-EL-SSO Cleveland Eleclric illuminating Plan 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Kentucky Utilities Company 
Computation of CSR Credit 

Avoided Capital Cost 
Levelized Fixed Charge Rate 

Annual Fixed Charges 

Fixed O&M 

Reserve Margin Adjustment 

Annual Avoided Capacity Cost 

Annual Avoided Capacity Cos1 al Source 

Adjustment for Losses 

Annual Loss Adjusled Avoided Cos1 

Monthly Credil 

$374 00 per kW 
x 10.60% 

$39 66 per kW 

+ $2.43 per kW 

$42 09  
x 1.14 

$47 98 per kW 

Tiansmlssion I Pnmary I 
$47 98 IkW 

10233 IO488 

$49 10 IkW 

$47 98 IkW 

S50 33 IkW 

$4.09 IkWlMo $4.19 , lkWIMa - 
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KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

CASE NO. 2008-00251 
CASE NO. 2007-00565 

Response to Seeond Set of Data Requests of the 
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Ioc. 

Dated September 24,2008 

Question No. 2.9 

Responding Witness: Paul W. Thompson I William Steven Seelye 

Please provide the Company’s current estimated cost of an installed CT in 2009 
dollars. Provide all supporting workpapers. 

The Companies’ cumnt estimated cost of an installed CT in 2009 dollars is 
approximately $71 OkW For supporting documentation, please refer to the 
Companies’ 2008 Integrated Resource Plan (Case No. 2008-00148) in the 
Supply-Side Analysis contained in Volume 111. 

4-2.9. 

A-2.9 
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KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

CASE NO. 2008-00251 
CASE NO. 2007-00565 

Response to Second Set of Data Requests of the 
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. 

Dated September 24,2008 

Question No. 2.11 

Responding Witness: Paul W. Thompson I William Steven Seelye 

Please provide the estimated fixed O&M for a new CT in 2009 dollars Provide 
all supporting workpapers. 

A-2 1 1  I The estimated fixed O&M for a new CT in 2009 dollars is approximately 
Is12 30/kW-Yr For supporting documentation, please refer to the Companies’ 
2008 Integrated Resource Plan (Case No 2008-00148) in the Supply-side 
Analysis contained in Volume 111. 

Q-2.11 

.. 
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BEFORE THE 

KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

IN RE: APPLICATION OF KENTUCKY UTILITIES ) 
COMPANY FOR AN ADJUSTMENT OF 
BASE RATES ) 

) CASE NO. 2008-00251 

APPLICATION OF KENTUCKY UTILITIES ) 
COMPANY TO FILE DEPRECIATION ) CASE NO. 2007-00565 
STUDY ) 

APPLICATION OF LOUISVILLE GAS AND ) 
ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR AN 
ADJUSTMENT OF ITS ELECTRIC AND ) 
GAS BASE RATES ) 

) CASE NO, 2008-00252 

APPLICATION O F  LOUISVILLE GAS AND ) 
ELECTRIC COMPANY TO FILE 
DEPRECIATION STUDY ) 

) CASE NO. 2007-00564 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LANE KOLLEN 

I.  QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY 

Q. 

A. 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Lane Kollen. My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 

("Kennedy and Associates"), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell, 

Georgia 30075. 

Q. 

A. 

Please state your occupation and employer. 

I am a utility rate and planning consultant holding the position of Vice President 

9 and Principal with the firm of Kennedy and Associates. 
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2.3 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Please describe your education and professional experience. 

I earned a Bachelor of Business Administration in Accounting degree and a 

Master of Business Administration degree from the University of Toledo. I also 

earned a Master of Arts degree from Luther Rice University. I am a Certified 

Public Accountant (“CPA”), with a practice license, and a Certified Management 

Accountant (“CMA”). 

I have been an active participant in the utility industry for more than thirty years, 

initially as an employee of The Toledo Edison Company from 1976 to 1983 and 

thereafter as a consultant in the industry since 1983. I have testified as an expert 

witness on planning, ratemaking, accounting, finance, and tax issues in 

proceedings before regulatory commissions and courts at the federal and state 

levels on nearly two hundred occasions, including proceedings before the Public 

Utilities Commission of Ohio. My qualifications and regulatory appearances are 

further detailed in my Exhibit - (LK-1). 

Please state the purpose of your testimony. 

I address the Companies’ proposed electric base rate increases, including the 

Companies’ proposed operating ievenues and expenses, capitalization and rate of 

return, and make recommendations to adjust these proposed amounts so that the 

resulting rates will be just and reasonable 
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I am testifying for Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc., (ICIUC). The 

members of ICIUC who take service from the Companies are: Arch Chemicals, 

Inc., Arvin Meritor dba Carrollton Castings, Carbide Industries LLC, Cemex, 

Clopay Plastics Products Co., Inc., Corning Incorporated, Dow Corning 

Corporation, E.I. DuPont de Neinours & Co., Ford Motor Co.,, General Electric - 

Appliance Park, Golden Foods, Lexmarlc International, Inc., MeadWestvaco, 

NewPage Corp., North lnerican Stainless, Occidental Chemical Corporation, 

Osram-Sylvania, Pilkington North America (formerly United L-N Glass), Protein 

Technologies, Rohm & Haas Kentucky, Inc., Square D. Company (US Schneider 

E.lechic), TI Group Automotive Systems, and Toyota Motor Ekgineering and 

Manufacturing North America, Inc. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 

A. The Companies’ present electric base revenues are excessive and should be 

reduced, not increased. ICU’s electric base revenues should be reduced by at least 

$68.641 million and LG&E’s base revenues should be reduced by at least $50.880 

million compared to their revised requested increases of $25.000 million for KU 

and $14.190 million for L.G&E. The following table summarizes the KIUC 

recoinmendations separated into operating income, capitalization and rate of 

return issues. 
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2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
I 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

Kentucky Ulll,lies Company and  Loulsv l l le  Gas and Electric Company 
Summary of Revenue Requirement Adlustments-Jurisdicllonal Electric Opcral lons 

Recommended by KlUC 
For the Test Year EndedAprJ l30.2008 

($000) 

Increases Requested by Companies - initial Filing 

Corrections Filed by Companies on October I O ,  2008 

Increases Requested by Companies as Corrected 

KlUC Adiostrnents: 

Operating Income Issues 
lncorporale EEI Earnings as Expense Reduction 
Reduce Depreciation Expense lo Use ALG Depreciation Rates 
Reduce Depreciation Expense to Remove Excessive Ne1 Negaiive Salvage 
Eliminate Weather Normalization Adjustment (Net) 
Reflect Consolidated Income Tax Savings in Income Tax Expense 
Reflect Kentucky Coai Tax Credit In income Tax Expense 

Capltal l rat lon Issues 
Eliminate EEI Reductions to Capitaiization 
Correct Net ECR Reduclion lo Capitalization 
Renect Reduction in Coilection Cycle 

Rate of Return Issues 
Adjust Cost of ST and LT Debt Io Actual at 8/31/08 
Reduce Return on Equity to 10 5% 

Total  KiUC Adjustments t o  Companies’ Corrected Requests 

KIUC Recommended Reduct ions f rom Present Ease Rates 

KU 

22.742 

2,259 

25,001 - 
(40.430) 
(15.145) 
( 1 1.663) 
(4,382) 
(5,278) 
(2,395) 

2.217 
(3,263) 

0 

(544) 
(13,059) 

(93,642) 

(68.64i L 

LG8E 

15.141 

(951) 

14,190 

0 
(1 4,530) 
(16,311) 
(9.656) 
(3.941) 
(1.666) 

(6.955) 
(ll,l5iL 

(65,0701 

(50.880l 

My recommendations are as follows: 

1, The Commission should include all EEI earnings and all E.EI investment 
in KU’s revenue requirement. These are utility earnings and investment. 
In prior proceedings, it was necessary to exclude these earnings and 
capitalization to avoid double counting the costs for ratemaking purposes 
because they were recovered as purchased power expense incurred 
through a cost-based contract for capacity and energy between KU and 
EEL That contract expired on December .31 ,  2005 and KU has incurred 
increased costs since that date while earnings extraordinary amounts from 
the sale of its share of the capacity and energy in the market at market 
prices substantially more than cost. 

2. The Commission should reject the Companies’ request to increase 
depreciation rates due to the use of a new depreciation procedure, the ELG 
procedure. This proposed procedure improperly accelerates depreciation 
expense and results in intergenerational inequities, 
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The Commission should remove an excessive inflation component froin 
the Companies proposed cost of removal component of depreciation rates. 
The Companies’ methodology results in unnecessarily accelerated 
depreciation and intergenerational inequities. 

The Coinmission should reject the Companies’ proposed adjustment to 
weather normalize electric revenues. The Commission has rejected all 
prior proposals by the Companies to do so The Companies proposal 
suffers from conceptual and methodological infirmities and should not be 
implemented in the absence of similar adjustments to normalize abnormal 
expense levels, which the Commission historically has been reluctant to 
do. 

3 

4 

I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
2 3 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
3 2 
.3.3 
34 
35 
36 
37 
.3 8 
.3 9 
40 
41 
42 
4.3 
44 
45 

5. The Cominission should reflect a consolidated tax savings adjustment that 
provides the Companies’ ratepayers a carrying charge on amounts loaned 
to their parent company and other loss subsidiaries,. This loan occurs 
when rates are set for the Companies under the assumption that they file 
separate standalone tax returns rather than the reality that the Companies’ 
positive taxable income is used to offset the taxable losses of other E,.ON 
subsidiaries. A consolidated tax savings adjustment compensates the 
Companies and their ratepayers for their loans to these other companies 
and removes the subsidies that exist under the separate standalone tax 
return approach.. 

The Commission should reject the Companies’ adjustment to eliminate the 
Kentucky coal tax credit, which increases the Companies’ Kentucky state 
income tax expense. The Coinpanies will continue to accrue this tax 
credit into 201 1. In the event that the Commission adopts the Companies’ 
selective post-test year adjustment, then it should offset the effect of 
eliininating this credit with the scheduled increase in the 5 199 deduction 
that will occur on .January 1,2010. 

The Commission should reject the Companies’ latest proposal to change 
the methodology for excluding the ECR rate base from the Companies’ 
capitalization. The Commission historically has removed the E.CR rate 
base investment from the Companies’ capitalization at the test year end. 
The Companies’ proposed methodology would allocate capitalization 
between E.CR and non-ECR using rate base and thereby introduce a 
mismatch between the rate base actually included in the ECR. 

6. 

7. 

8. The Commission should reduce LG&E’s capitalization due to the 
acceleration of cash flow resulting from its proposal to reduce the 
collection cycle from 15 days to 10 days. The LG&E ratepayers should 
receive the revenue requirement benefit of the accelerated cash flow. 
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The Commission should update the cost of debt to more recent levels in 
accordance with its historic practice. 

The Commission should reject the Companies’ request for an 11.25% 
return on common equity. 1 have quantified the effect of a 10.50% return 
on common equity. This was the midpoint of the range found reasonable 
by the Commission in Case Nos. 2003-0043.3 and 200.3-00434 and slightly 
more than the average awards to date this year by state commissions for 
electric utilities. 

9. 

10. 

1 
2 
.3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

I have structured my testimony into three additional sections consistent with the 

categories of issues on the preceding table. 
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11. OPERATING INCOME ISSUES 

.3 
4 
5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

2 3 

24 

EEI Earnings Should be Incorporated in Ku Revenue Reauirement 

Q. 

A 

Please describe the KU investment in Electric Energy, Inc. (“EEI”). 

KU and several other utilities invested in EEI in the early 1950s. EEI was formed 

to own, build and operate an electric generating facility in Joppa, Illinois to 

supply power to the United States Atomic Energy Commission. Excess power 

was sold to the sponsoring utilities, including KU, pursuant to cost-based 

contracts, through 2005. The gross capacity of the plant cunently is 1,162 mW, 

consisting of a 1,086 mW coal-fired plant and 76 mW in combustion turbine 

capacity 

KU owns 20% of EEI. Other utilities, all of which are now owned by Ameren, 

own the other 80% of EEL KU is entitled to 20% ofthe EEI earnings and 20% of 

the EEI dividends. Prior to January I ,  2006, KU was entitled to 20% of the EEI 

capacity and energy pursuant to cost-based contracts. 

KU iecognizes its share of the EEI earnings using the equity method of 

accounting. It recognizes its share of the EEI earnings below the line in account 

418.1, Equity in Earnings of Subsidiary Companies, although EEI is not a KU 

subsidiary The KU share of EEI earnings cach year is added to IW’s account 

216 1, Unappropriated Undistributed Subsidiary Earnings The KU share of EEI 

dividends is then used to reduce the amount in account 216.1 and to increase 
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KU’s account 216, Unappropriated Retained Earnings. The EEI dividends have 

no effect on KU’s common equity capitalization; the dividends only affect which 

common equity account the cumulative EEI earnings are reported. 

I 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 A. 

22 

2 3 

Prior to 2006, KU’s share of EEI earnings was relatively minor, primarily due to 

the fact that most of EEI’s power was sold pursuant to cost-based contracts to its 

owners. However, in 2006, 2007 and 2008, EEI’s earnings, and therefore, KU’s 

share of EEI earnings shot up dramatically. In the test year, KU’s share of EE,I 

earnings was $28.622 million. 

The preceding information, except for the detail regarding KU’s use of account 

216.1 and 216, was provided by KU in response to KIUC-2-18, a copy of which I 

have attached as my Exhibit-(LK-2) and in response to PSC-1-34, a copy of 

which have attached as my Exhibit-(LK-3). The detail iegarding KU’s use of 

account 216 1 and 216 is found on pages 117, 118, and 119 of KU’s FERC Form 

1 filings. I have attached a copy of these pages fiom KU’s 2007 FERC Form 1 as 

my Exhibit - (LK-4) 

Please describe how the Commission historically reflected the purchased 

power expense and EEI investment in KU’s revenue requirement. 

The Commission historically provided the Company recovery of the purchased 

power expense pursuant to its cost-based contract with EEI through base rates and 

the fuel adjustment clause. The Commission historically did not include the KU 
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share of EEI earnings as a reduction to the revenue requirement. In addition, the 

Commission historically reduced KU’s common equity capitalization in account 

216.1 for the EEI earnings that had not been transferred to account 216 due to 

KU’s share of EEI dividends. Finally, the Commission also reduced KU’s 

capitalization for its investment in EEL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q* 

8 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Has the Commission’s methodology used for the reduction in capitalization 

due to KU’s investment in EEI changed over the last several decades? 

Yes. The Commission’s methodology has varied primarily due to the fact that 

KU’s filing methodology has varied. In Case Nos. 7804 (01/31/80), 8177 

(12/31/80), and 8624 (06/30/82), the Commission reduced capitalization by the 

total amount of IW’s investment in EEI, which included the original investment 

as well as all of KU’s cumulative EEI earnings regardless of whether those 

earnings were recognized in account 216.1 or 216. In Case No. 98-474 

(121.3 1/98), the Commission reduced capitalization across all components only by 

the original investment of $1.295 million, and account 216.1 by $0.861 million, 

based on ICIJ’s filing. In Case No. 2003-434, the Commission adopted a 

settlement, but the Company’s filing reflected a reduction in capitalization across 

all components of $10.239 million and a reduction to account 216.1 of $8.94.3 

million. This information was provided by the Company in response to AG-1-34, 

a copy ofwhich I have attached as my Exhibit-(LK-5)” 
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What adjustments to capitalization does KU propose in this proceeding for 

its EEI investment? 

KU originally proposed a reduction of $24.880 million to capitalization across all 

components and a reduction to account 216 1 of $23.585 million. However, in 

response to AG-1-34, the Company asserted that it had erroneously deducted the 

amount in account 21 6.1 twice and further, that i t  failed to reduce the deduction 

by an offsetting accumulated deferred income tax amount. Consequently, KU has 

proposed yet another methodology compared to the methodologies that it 

proposed in prior cases. 

1 Q. 

2 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 Q. 

12 

13 A. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 Q. 

20 

21 

22 A. 

23 

Is KU’s investment in EEI a “non-utility” investment that should be excluded 

by the Commission from capitalization for that reason? 

No. KU’s investment in EEI is not a non-utility investment. KU’s investment in 

EEI is recorded in account 123, investinent in Associated Companies Thus, the 

KU’s investment in EEI should be included in capitalization unless it is necessary 

to exclude the investment to avoid double counting the related cost for ratemaking 

purposes. 

Then why has the Commission historically excluded the investment in EEI 

from KU’s capitalization and the EEI earnings from operating income for 

ratemaking purposes? 

Historically, it was necessary to exclude KU’s investment in EEI from its 

capitalization to avoid providing KU a return on its EEI investment twice, once 
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through the recovery of its cost-based purchased power expense, which included a 

return on EEI’s capitalization, and then again through a return on KU’s 

capitalization, which includes KU’s investment in EEL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17  

18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

Q. 

A. 

In addition, any earnings or losses on KU’s EEI investment were due to the 

timing of EEI’s incurrence of costs compared to its recovery of those costs from 

KU and its other owners pursuant to cost-based purchase and sale contracts, not 

due to intentionally overcharging or undercharging its owners. Thus, it would not 

have been reasonable to incorporate those EEI earnings or losses in the 

Company’s revenue requirement as long as the cost-based purchased power 

contracts remained in effect through the end of 2005. 

Please describe the change in circumstances that occurred on January 1, 

2006. 

I W  discontinued purchasing cost-based power from EEI on January 1, 2006. 

Companies witness MI Thompson describes this change at page 6 of his Direct 

Testimony in this proceeding as follows: 

As LGSrE and KU notified the Commission by letter dated December 
22, 2005, the Companies long-standing Power Supply Agreement 
(“PSA”) with Electric Energy, Inc. (“EEI”) ended as of January 1, 
2006. Until that time, EEI had provided the Companies with 
approximately 200 mW of relatively low cost-based capacity and 
energy. EEI elected to pursue market-based pricing beginning in 
2006, however, which caused it to no longer be a cost-effective source 
of capacity or energy for the Companies. The loss of EEI as a source 
of low-cost supply has increased the Companies need for TC2 and 
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other cost-effective means of meeting the demand and energy needs of 
our customers. (footnote reference to docket 2005-00162 deleted). 
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I have attached a copy of the letter referenced by MI. Thompson as my 

Exhibit-(LK-6). 

What were the results of this change on KU’s costs and its earnings? 

Since .January 1 ,  2006, KU’s fuel and purchased power costs have increased 

compared to the “relatively low cost-based capacity and energy” obtained through 

the cost-based contract with EEI because ICU now must generate or purchase at 

higher cost or sell less energy off-system than if the cost-based capacity and 

energy remained available. The increased fuel and energy component of 

purchased power expense, together with the reductions in off-system sales 

revenues, resulted and continues to result in increased recoveries by KCJ through 

the fuel adjustment clause. At the same time, the Company has continued to 

recover the capacity portion of the contract cost through base rates, despite the 

fact that it no longer incurs that cost. Although that has been a problem since 

January 1,2006, it will be remedied going forward when new base rates are set in 

this proceeding. 

Also at the same time that ratepayers were and will continue to be charged more 

for fuel and purchased power costs and base rates will be increased now or in the 

future due to capacity costs for new generating units or purchased power and 

lower off-system sales revenues, 1CU began recognizing huge earnings on its EEI 
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investment, which it recognized below the linc. In 2005, KU’s share of EEI 

earnings was $2.256 million. In 2006, KU’s share of EEI earnings skyrocketed to 

$29 405 million, in 2007, to $26 359 million, and in the test year, to $28 623 

million. These amounts were provided by the Company in response to KIUC-2- 

18 and the test year trial balance provided in response to PSC 1-1 3. 
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Now that the cost-based contract has terminated, should the Commission 

continue to make the adjustments that were necessary to avoid double 

counting the cost of the contract when it was in effect? 

No. This is the Commission’s first opportunity to revisit its historic practice and 

to reassess the adjustments that now are necessary given the change in 

circumstances on January 1, 2006. I recommend that the Commission now 

incorporate KU’s share of EEI earnings as a reduction to the Company’s revenue 

requirement for several reasons. First, KU, not a subsidiary or any other entity, 

owns the 20% share of EEI. The investment also is not a “non-utility” 

investment. Thus, the KU share of EEI earnings should be included in the 

revenue requirement unless there is some compelling reason to consider these 

earnings as “non-utility” even though the investment itself is not. In the past, that 

compelling reason was the existence of the cost-based purchased power contract. 

However, now that there is no cost-based purchased power contract, there no 

longer exists a need to avoid the double counting of the earnings or the 

capitalization investinent in EEI., 
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Second, the effects of losing the “relatively low cost-based capacity and energy” 

obtained though the cost-based contract with EEI already are being recovered 

and will continue to be recovered by ICU through the fuel adjustment clause. 

Similarly, KU’s capacity costs recovered through base rates will be greater due to 

the loss of the EEI capacity. KU’s share of the EEI earnings should be used to 

defray these increased costs in the base revenue requirement going forward. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1.3 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Third, ICU itself believes that K‘IJ’s ratepayers should continue to receive the 

benefit of the low cost-based capacity and energy. This is evidenced by the fact 

that it negotiated for a continuation of the contract on a cost-basis rather than 

repricing the contract at marlcet. I W  provided the Commission a copy of the 

letter it wrote to EEI declining the contract offer repricing at market and stated in 

that letter the following: 

As you know, KU had hoped to negotiate a cost-based agreement to 
replace the present Power Supply Agreement that expires on 
December 31, 2005, and we had been working toward that goal for 
much of the past year. 

As I previously noted, I have attached a copy of KU’s letter to the Commission 

dated December 22, 2005 in Case No. 2005-00162 and KU’s letter to EEI as my 

Exhibit-( LK-6). 

In short, the Commission’s historic practice of excluding the EEI earnings and 

capitalization from the Company’s revenue requirement no longer is appropriate. 
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These amounts now should be included due to the change in circumstances since 

the Company’s last base rate case. 
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How should the Commission incorporate the EEI earnings and capitalization 

in the revenue requirement? 

First, the Commission should compute the grossed-up revenue equivalent of KU’s 

share of the EEI earnings and use that to reduce the revenue requirement. Second, 

the Commission should eliminate all adjustments to reduce the KU capitalization 

for the EEI investment. In this manner, the Company’s operating income will be 

increased to include the EEI earnings and KU’s capitalization no longer will be 

reduced to exclude the EEI investment for rateinaking purposes 

Have you quantified the effect on KU’s revenue requirement of 

incorporating the EEI earnings and capitalization? 

Yes. The effect is to reduce KU’s revenue requirement by $37.913 million in 

accordance with the two steps previously identified. In the first step, I computed 

the grossed-up revenue equivalent of the E.EI earnings. In this step, I computed 

the after tax effect of the earnings by subtracting the Company’s income tax 

expense on the EEI earnings. I computed the income tax expense by summing the 

two coinponents of the income tax expense computation. The first component 

was the portion of the test year earnings that KU recognized in excess of the EE.1 

dividend multiplied times the Company’s combined federal and state income tax 

rate. The EEI earnings in excess of the dividends are taxed at the Company’s 
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corporate income tax rate The second component was the portion of the earnings 

represented by the EEI dividend, which I multiplied times one minus the 80% 

dividends received exclusion and then multiplied the taxable rcinaining 20% 

times the federal income tax rate.’ Finally, I grossed-up the after tax effect of the 

EEI earnings by one minus the combined federal and state income tax rate. 
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In the second step, I simply eliminated all of the Company’s adjustments to 

capitalization for the E.EI investment reflected on the Company’s revised Exhibit 

2. I then recomputed the weighted average cost of capital and multiplied this 

change in the weighted cost of capital times the increase in capitalization. This 

step had the effect of offsetting, or reducing, the effect of the first step. 

These computations are detailed on my Exhibit-(LK-7). 

Weather Normalization of Revenues Should be Reiected 

Q. Please describe the Company’s proposal to change the Commission’s historic 

methodology for quantifying test year revenues. 

The Companies propose that the Commission change its long-standing policy for 

quantifying test year revenues to reflect the effects of weather (“temperature”) 

normalization. The Companies’ proposal reduces actual test year revenues by 

A. 

’ There is a 100% dividends received exclusion for state income tax purposes, 
according to the test year computation of income tax expense detailed in KU’s response 
to AG-1-25. 
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$14.374 million for L.G&E and by $8.721 million for KU. The Companies’ 

proposal increases the revenue requirement by $9.656 million for LG&E and by 

$4.382 million for ICU. These aniounts are less than the reductions in test year 

revenue due to offsetting expense reductions. 
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What are the premises underlying any proposal for weather normalization of 

revenues? 

There are at least four. The first premise is that the use of weather normalized 

revenues is superior to the use of actual revenues for quantifying the revenue 

requirement and setting rates on a going forward basis. The second premise is 

that actual revenues were more or less than “normal” based on actual 

temperatures compared to “nornal” temperatures during the test year. The third 

premise is that such deviations in revenues can be properly measured through a 

statistical analysis. The fourth premise is that the deviations in revenues can be 

properly correlated with the related deviations in expenses or other costs. 

Do you agree with the first premise that the use of weather normalized 

revenues is superior to the use of actual revenues for quantifying the 

Companies’ revenue requirement in this proceeding? 

No. First, the Commission and the Companies historically have not favored 

normalization of revenues or O&M expenses, with limited exceptions, such as the 

annualization of payroll and benefits expenses. The Commission has rejected all 

prior attempts of the Companies to normalize electric revenues for temperature at 
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least since 1972. The Commission also rejected the recommendation of KIUC in 

LG&E Case No. 8924 to reduce the revenue requirement to remove the effects of 

a test year carefully selected by L.G&E to include abnormally low revenues. 
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Second, even if the Commission were to determine that it is appropriate to 

weather normalize revenues, it should not do so in isolation and without 

consideration of abnormal and unusually high levels of operation and 

maintenance (“O&M’) expenses, such as are included in the Companies’ test year 

expenses in this proceeding. The Commission has been reluctant in prior 

proceedings to adjust such O&M expenses without evidence of changes that are 

“known and measurable.” 

Please describe the abnormal and unusually high levels of O&M expenses 

sought by the Companies in this proceeding. 

The Companies’ non-fuel test year actual O&M expenses are significantly greater 

than their actual O&M expenses for the twelve months ending April 30, 2007, 

reflecting increases of 12.5% for I<U and 5.8% for L.G&E. The Companies 

provided a comparison of their actual test year O&M expenses compared to their 

actual calendar O&M expenses for each account for the twelve months ending 

April .30, 2007 in response to PSC 1-23, I have summarized the information 

provided in those responses for each Company and computed the percentage 

increase in the test year over the preceding twelve months on my Exhibit __ (LK- 

8) for I W  and my E.xhibit - (LK-9) for LG&E. 
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In addition, the Companies’ non-fuel test year actual O&M expenses are 

significantly greater than their actual non-fuel O&M expenses for the calendar 

year 2007, exhibiting increases of 5”2% for KU and 7.4% for LG&E, despite the 

fact that there is an overlap between the test year and calendar year 2007 of eight 

months. In other words, if these percentage increases were annualized, they 

would be three times greater yet. This total O&M data was also supplied by the 

Companies in the response to PSC 1-23. I have removed the non-fuel test year 

O&M expenses by account and compared them to the actual non-fuel calendar 

year amounts for each Company and computed the percentage increases on my 

Exhibit - (LK-10) for ICU and my Exhibit-(LK-lI) for LG&E. 

Further, the Companies provided additional information regarding certain large 

increases identified by ICIUC in response to ICIUC 2-23 (ICU) and ICIIJC 2-21 

(LG&E), in which the Companies described the reasons for some of the largest 

increases I have replicated these responses as my Exhibit-(LK-12) for KU and 

Exhibit - (LK-13) for LG&E 

Q. The second and third premises underlying the Companies’ request for 

temperature normalization of revenues are that actual revenues were more 

or less than “normal” based on actual temperatures compared to “normal” 

temperatures during the test year and that such deviations in revenues can 



Lane Kollen 
Page 20 

be properly measured through a statistical analysis. Please respond to these 

arguments. 

The measurement of such deviations is directly dependent upon the statistical 

methodology as well as the data employed. There are no real-world tests to verify 

the results of the statistical analyses. The Companies have used 30 years of 

NOAA data to determine their norms for application to the test year. Yet, 

evidence that my firin has developed in another proceeding indicates that there 

has been a warming cycle in temperatures in recent years. The Companies use 20 

years of temperature data when developing their load forecasts, according to KU’s 

response to PSC 2-61., In other words, to the extent there is a warming trend, then 

the use of 30 years of temperature data will tend to overstate statistical deviations 

fiom the norm and result in excessive temperature normalization adjustments, all 

else equal. The Companies have offered no evidence as to the relevance or 

reliability of a 30 year period for the determination of an adjustment for the 

normalization of electric revenues. The Companies have offered no evidence that 

the 30 years does not have an inherent bias masking the effects of any recent 

warming trends that may exist. In fkct, the Companies’ use of 20 years ofdata for 

budget and forecasting purposes suggests that 30 years of data is neither relevant 

nor reliable. 
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Has KIUC previously proposed weather normalization of revenues for 

LG&E as claimed by Companies’ witness Mr. Seelye? 
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No. I have reviewed the 

testimony of Airco Carbide witness Mr. Stephen Baron in Case No. 8924. In that 

proceeding, MI Baron used temperature data to demonstrate that LG&E had 

inappropriately selected its test year to minimize its actual test year revenues and 

thereby increase its revenue requirement by $13 million. KIUC did not 

recommend a temperature normalization adjustment to revenues in that or any 

other ICU or LG&E proceeding 

Mr. Seelye’s testimony on this point is in erTor 1 A. 
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The fourth premise underlying the Companies’ proposed weather 

normalization adjustment to revenues is that the deviations in revenues can 

be properly correlated with the related deviations in expenses or other costs. 

Please respond. 

Generally, I agree with the premise that deviations in revenues and costs can be 

properly correlated; however, I do not agree that the Companies’ proposal 

achieves that goal. More specifically, there are at least two problems in the 

Companies’ computations of the reductions in expenses correlated with their 

computations of the reductions in revenues. 

The first problem is that the Companies assert that the Commission should use a 

different methodology to compute the reductions in expenses for the 

normalization of revenues than it uses to compute the offset for expenses due to 

the annualization of revenues for year end customers. The methodology proposed 

by the Companies results in less expense offset than if the Commission’s 
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methodology is used. More specifically, the expense offset to the revenue 

adjustment for year end customers is 64.8% for ICU and 54.7% for LG&E (see 

Exhibit 1 Reference Schedule 1.12 attached to MI. Rives Direct Testimony). 

Yet, the ICU expense offset to the proposed revenue adjustment for weather 

normalization is only 49.9% for KU and only 33.1% for LG&E (see Exhibit 1 

Reference Schedule 1.1 1 attached to Mr. Rives Direct Testimony). 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

1.3 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

If the Commission adjusts revenues for year-end customers and for weather 

normalization, then the expense offsets for both revenue adjustments should be 

computed in the same manner and with similar results as a percentage of the 

revenue adjustment. 

The second problem with the Companies’ computation of the expense offset is 

that they used an average FAC factor for the entire test year to compute the 

expense offsets to revenues that occurred only in certain months during that test 

year. More specifically, the Companies claim that August 2007 was abnormally 

wann and that a portion of these actual revenues should be removed from the test 

year revenues through the temperature normalization adjustment However, the 

Companies propose that the fuel expenses related to those revenues be computed 

based on an average for the year rather than for the higher cost month of August. 

The Companies’ proposal results in a clear mismatch between the revenue 

adjustments and the proposed expense adjustments. 
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Q. Should the Commission adopt the Companies’ proposal for weather 

normalization of revenues? 

No. First, the Commission has not previously adopted a weather nonnalization 

methodology for a jurisdictional electric utility in a proceeding where it was a 

contested issue Second, the Commission has not previously adopted 

methodologies to normalize aberrations in O&M expense. Third, the Companies 

have not demonstrated that their use of 30 years of N O M  data does not result in 

an inherent teinperature bias compared to using more recent teinperature data 

indicating a warming trend Fourth, the Companies have failed to follow the 

Commission’s methodology for the related expense offsets to revenue 

annualization or nonnalization adjustments and thereby understated the expense 

offsets. 

A. 

5 

6 

I 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 
15 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

77 

23 

Equal Life Group Depreciation Procedure Should be Reiected and Averaee Life 
Group Procedure Maintained 

Q. Please describe the Companies’ proposal to use the equal life group (“EL,”) 

procedure to determine depreciation rates. 

The Companies propose to use the ELG procedure in lieu of the average life 

group procedure (“ALG) historically used by the Commission. The ELG 

procedure is based on the use of vintaged plant data stratified into life groups to 

determine the depreciation expense for each vintage year of plant data over each 

of the life group’s service lives. The ALG or broad group procedure does not 

A. 
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stratify plant data in this manner, but rather assumes an average retirement 

dispersion and an average life for the entirety of the plant data. 
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What is the essential problem with the ELG procedure compared to the ALG 

procedure historically used by the Commission? 

The ELG procedure mathematically iesults in an accelerated depreciation expense 

compared to the ALG procedure, which naturally smoothes or averages the 

depreciation expense over the average life of the plant data. Consider the 

following example. Assume the Company acquires $50,000 in plant in year 1. 

This plant consists of five equal life groups. The first life group consists of 

$10,000 with a 1 year life. The second life group consists of $10,000 with a 2 

year life. The third life group consists of $10,000 with a 3 year life. The fourth 

life group consists of $10,000 with a 4 year life. The fifth life group consists of 

$10,000 with a 5 year life. 

The depreciation expense in the first year would be $10,000 for the first life 

group, $5,000 for the second life group, $.3,33.3 for the third life group, $2,500 for 

the fourth life group, and $2,000 for the fifth life group, for a total of $22,833. 

The depreciation expense for the second year would be $0 for the first life group, 

$5,000 for the second life group, $3,333 for the third life group, $2,500 for the 

fourth life group, and $2,000 for the fifth life group, for a total of $12,833. The 

depreciation expense for the third year would be $0 for the first life group, $0 for 

the second life group, $3,333 for the third life group, $2,500 for the fourth life 
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group, and $2,000 for the fifth life group, for a total of $7,833. The depreciation 

expense for the fourth year would be $0 for the first group, $0 for the second 

group, $0 for the third group, $2,500 for the fourth group and $2,000 for the fifth 

group, for a total of $4,500. Finally, the depreciation expense for the fifth year 

would be $0 for groups one through four and $2,000 for the fifth group, for a total 

of $2,000. The total depreciation expense would be $50,000 over the 5 year 

period. However, the E.LG depreciation rates in each year as a percentage of the 

total surviving plant at the beginning of each year would be 45.7%, 32.1%, 

26.1%, 22.5%0, and 20.0% for years 1 through 5, respectively. 
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By contrast, the ALG procedure would use an average life of 2 5 years and would 

result in depreciation expense of $18,000 in the first year, $14,000 in the second 

year, $10,000 the third year, $6,000 the fourth year and $2,000 the fifth year. The 

total depreciation expense would be $50,000 over the 5 year period, the same in 

total as under the ELG procedure. 

The difference between the two procedures is that the ELG procedure accelerates 

the depreciation expense compared to the ALG procedure, although there is a 

crossover in the third year where the ELG and AL.G procedures result in nearly 

equivalent depreciation and the ELG procedure results in less depreciation in 

years 4 and 5. However, in the normal situation where a utility continually adds 

to plant each year, the result of the ELG procedure will be higher depreciation 

expense in perpetuity compared to the ALG procedure. 
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In addition to the essential problem of accelerated depreciation using the 

ELG procedure, is there another problem related to the regulatory process 

itself? 

Yes. The Commission does not reset depreciation rates or the utility’s base rates 

each year Consequently, once the depreciation rates and the resulting 

depreciation expense are established, the rates remain in effect and are applied to 

a continually growing plant balance. Thus, the accelerated depreciation rates 

resulting from the ELG procedure are not reduced each year as the preceding 

example would suggest and the utility continues to collect excessive amounts for 

depreciation expense 

Wave yon reviewed the Virginia Commission Staff’s reasons for rejecting 

ICU’s request for ELG in its recent review of KU’s depreciation 

methodologies and rates? 

Yes. The Virginia Cominission Staff opposed ICU’s request for ELG and 

recommended maintaining the use of the average life group procedure. The 

Virginia Commission Staff stated the “ALG is more appropriate for ratemaking in 

Virginia, since it tends to produce more stables rates, all other variables (is .  

service lives and net salvage rates) being equal. Further, Staffbelieves a switch to 

the ELG procedures would be imprudent for Virginia ratemaking since it can 

compound any inaccuracies in estimation of retirement dispersion, can introduce 
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inter-generational inequities, and can be more costly and time-consuming to 

maintain.” 
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Q. Do you agree with the Virginia Commission Staffs conclusions and reasons 

cited for its conclusions in rejecting the ELG procedure and maintaining the 

ALG procedure? 

Yes I agree with its conclusions and the reasons. These reasons are applicable to 

ICU and LG&E in the present proceedings. 

A 

Q. Have you quantified the effect on depreciation expense of using the ALG 

procedure in lieu of the Company’s proposed ELG procedure? 

Yes. The effect is to reduce depreciation expense by $15 091 million’ (KU 

Kentucky retail jurisdiction) and $14.482 million (LG&E electric). The 

Companies provided these quantifications in response to PSC-3-20 (ICU) and 

PSC-3-21 (LG&E), copies of which I have attached as my Exhibit-(LIC-l4), 

The Companies’ quantifications are net of the amounts allocated to the 

environmental surcharge. 

A. 

Excessive Net Negative Salvage Should be Removed from Depreciation Rates 

Q. Have you reviewed Attorney General witness Mr. Majoros’ Direct Testimony 

in Case Nos. 2007-00565 and 2007-00564 wherein he proposed a reduction in 

’ Total Company amount of $1 7.255 million times 87.457% jurisdictional 
allocation factor from KU E.xhibit 1 Reference Schedule 1.14. 
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the Companies’ net negative salvage rates to remove future inflation from 

the cost of removal component? 

Yes. The Companies’ methodology incorporates future inflation on the current 

cost of removal, which has the effect of accelerating the recovery of those costs 

from present ratepayers. This results in excessive depreciation rates and 

intergenerational inequities between present ratepayers and future ratepayers. 
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Do you agree with Mr. Majoros’ recommendation and methodology used to 

remove the effects of future inflation from the net negative salvage rates 

component of the Companies’ depreciation rates? 

Yes. 

What is the effect of this recommendation? 

The effect is to further reduce the Companies’ proposed depreciation expense by 

$1 1.621 million for KU and $16.256 million for L.G&E. The quantifications are 

detailed on my E.xhibit-(LK-15)“ These quantifications are based on MI. 

Majoros’ proposed depreciation rates less the effects of the E.LG procedure issue 

previously discussed. For I W ,  the depreciation rates used to compute the overall 

reduction were taken directly from Mr. Majoros’ Exhibit MJM-3 from Case No. 

2007-00565. For LG&E, the Company provided the quantification in response to 

PSC 2-30. Mr. Majoros’ recommendations reflected only these two issues, so the 

difference between the Companies’ quantifications using Mr., Majoros’ proposed 

depreciation rates and the quantifications of the effects of using the ALG 
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procedure in lieu of the ELC procedure that I previously addressed provides the 

quantification ofthe cost of removal issue. 
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Kentucky Coal Tax Credit Should be Reflected in Income Tax Expense 

Q. Please describe the Companies’ proposal to remove the Kentucky coal tax 

credit from property tax and income tax expenses. 

The Companies propose to remove this tax credit from their property tax expense 

for ratemaking purposes, although the Companies will continue to be eligible for 

these credits through 2010. KU proposes to remove $0.447 million and LG&E 

$1 “1.36 million from property tax expense and neither Company has reflected the 

coal tax credit as a reduction to its proforma test year income tax expense. 

However, these amounts are based on the Companies’ 2007 coal tax credit against 

property tax expense and do not reflect the amount of the credit for 2008 that will 

be applied against its state income tax expense. The amounts that will be applied 

against state income tax in 2008 are $2.395 million for I W ,  according to its 

response to AG1-25 ($0.599 for first quarter 2008 times 4), and $1.666 million for 

L.G&E, according to its response to PSC-2-79. 

A. 

Q. Why have the Companies proposed to remove these amounts from their test 

year revenue requirement? 

The Companies claim that the credit applies only to coal purchases through 2009 

and that the credit is a contingent credit based on coal purchases above a 1999 

baseline, according to Ms. Scott’s Direct at 6-7 and LG&E’s response to PSC 2- 

A 
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26 and PSC 2-81, 

How do the Companies record the Kentucky coal tax credits? 

The Companies record these credits in the year after the coal purchases are made. 

The credit applicable to the coal purchases in 2009 will not be recorded on the 

Companies’ accounting books until 2010. Thus, the credit will continue to reduce 

the Companies’ income tax expense through 2010. 

Please address the contingent nature of the coal tax credit. 

LG&E has been eligible for the tax credit each year based on its 2001 coal 

purchases, according to its response to PSC 2-79. In some years, the credit was 

applied to LG&E’s income tax expense and in other years, it was applied to its 

property tax expense, according to its response to PSC 2-79. Thus, it does not 

appear that the credit itself is in serious dispute, rather, it appears only that the 

amount varies. 

Should the Commission reflect the Kentucky coal tax credit in the 

Companies’ revenue requirement? 

Yes. The Companies will continue to be eligible for the credit for purchases 

through 2009 and the credit will be recorded on their accounting books through 

2010. The credit will not disappear until 201 1. Consequently, the Companies’ 

pioposal constitutes a selective post-test year adjustment reaching into 201 1, three 

years after the end of the test year In addition, if the variability of the credit is an 
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issue, then the Coinmission could simply move the credit from base rates, where 

it is now, to the fuel adjustment clause, where it would be used dollar for dollar to 

reduce fuel costs until such time as the credit expired Finally, if the Commission 

decides that this post-test year adjustment effective in 201 1 should be reflected in 

this proceeding, then it also should reflect the increase in the 9 199 deduction 

ti-om 6% of taxable income to 9% of taxable income that will become effective on 

.January 1, 2010 a year earlier than the expiration of the coal tax credit. 

Have you quantified the effect of your recommendation to include the 

Kentucky coal tax credit as a reduction to the Companies’ income tax 

expense? 

Yes. The effect is to reduce KU’s revenue requirement by $2 395 million and 

LG&E’s by $1.666 million. These quantifications are based on an annualization 

of the first quarter 2008 effect of this credit as a reduction to the Companies’ 

Kentucky state income tax expense. 

Section 199 Deduction Should be Increased if Kentucky Coal Tax Credit is Not 
Reflected in Income Tax Exaense 

Q. Should the Commission reflect the 5 199 increase to 9% from the present 6% 

rate applied to taxable income that will be effective on January 1,2010 in the 

event that it adopts the Companies’ proposed post test year adjustment to 

remove the Kentucky coal tax credit that will not be eliminated until January 

1,2011? 
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Yes. The Commission should consider both tax issues together because they both 

will become effective subsequent to the test year. 
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Q. 

A” 

Have you quantified the effect of increasing the $199 deduction to 9% if the 

Commission adopts these post-test year tax adjustments? 

Yes.  The effect is to reduce KU’s revenue requirement by $2.755 million and 

LG&E’s by $2 272 million. The computations are detailed on my 

Exhibit - (LIC-16) and are based on the change in income tax expense after all 

other KIUC adjustments have been made. I have not included tbe effect of this 

adjustment in the ICIUC revenue requirement recommendations because i t  is 

applicable only if the Commission does not reject the Companies’ post-test year 

adjustment to eliminate the Kentucky coal tax credit. 

Consolidatcd Income Tax Benefits Should be Reflected in Income Tax Expense 

Q. Please describe the Companies’ computation of income tax expense included 

in their revenue requirements. 

The Companies’ computations of income tax expense for the test year are based 

on the asszmzptrorz that each Company files separate standalone federal and state 

income tax returns for all income and deductions as if i t  were not a subsidiary of 

E ON US Investments Corp (‘EON”) and did not participate along with the 

other E.ON affiliates in filing consolidated federal and state income tax returns 

A. 
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2 3 

How do the Companies’ computations of income tax expense using the 

separate standalone tax return approach compare to their domestic parent 

company’s computation of income tax expense on a consolidated tax return 

basis? 

E.ON files a consolidated income tax return, which nets the positive and negative 

(losses) taxable income of its subsidiaries together with its own income or loss. 

Thus, both the E.ON consolidated taxable income and consolidated income tax 

payments are less than the sum of the positive taxable income and consolidated 

income tax payments computed on a standalone basis for each of the E.ON 

subsidiaries. Pursuant to the E.ON Tax Allocation Agreement, a copy of which 

the Companies provided in response to KIUC 1-4, each subsidiary’s taxable 

income is computed on a separate standalone tax return basis. Also pursuant to 

the E.ON Tax Allocation Agreement, the positive taxable income subsidiaries, 

including the Companies, remit the income tax on their positive taxable income to 

E.ON without regard to the savings E.ON achieves from losses incurred by other 

subsidiaries used by E.ON to reduce its actual tax payments to the federal and 

state governments. In other words, the Coinpanies compute their share of the 

E.ON federal and state income tax payments at the maximum possible mount  

under the assumption that they are not members of the E..ON affiliate group 

included in the consolidated tax return. 

Does the fact that E.ON uses the tax payments provided by the Companies to 

actually reduce its tax payments by netting the tax losses of its loss 
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subsidiaries provide a consolidated income tax benefit to E.ON? 

Yes. The Companies tax payments to E.ON provide loans or grants to E.ON that 

E.ON uses to monetize on a current basis the tax benefits resulting from the losses 

of its loss affiliates that otherwise would have to be carried forward or possibly 

lost forever. In the absence of these tax payments by the Companies and other 

subsidiaries with positive taxable income to E.ON, E.ON would have no ability to 

extract a current tax benefit from its loss companies unless those losses could be 

carried back to prior years. Instead, E.ON would have to wait until future years 

when it could apply the loss carryforwards generated by the loss affiliates against 

theii positive taxable income, assuming that ever would transpire. 

A. 
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To the extent that the loss subsidiaries actually use their loss carryforwards in the 

future, the positive taxable income subsidiaries, including the Companies, 

effectively have loaned E O N  and its loss subsidiaries the cash the Companies 

have collected from their ratepayers to pay income taxes currently but that will 

not be paid by E..ON until some year or years in the future. To the extent that the 

loss subsidiaries never actually use their loss carryforwards in the future, the 

positive taxable income subsidiaries, including the Companies, effectively have 

provided grants to E.ON and its loss subsidiaries using the cash they have 

collected from their ratepayers to pay income taxes currently but that will never 

be paid in any year in the future. 

Q. Are the Companies compensated in any manner for their loans and/or grants 
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to E.ON and its loss subsidiaries? 

No There is no provision in the E.ON Tax Allocation Agreement whereby E.ON 

or the loss subsidiaries pay a carrying chargc to the Companies or repay the 

Companies for their grants for the tax expense the Companies have remitted to 

€!.ON, but which E.ON has not actually used to pay the federal goverrunent. 
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22 

2 3 

Should the Commission reflect these consolidated tax savings in some 

manner to reduce the Companies’ revenue requirements? 

Yes. Ratepayers should be compensated for the capital the Companies loan or 

invest in E,.ON and its loss subsidiaries. The Companies collect these amounts 

from their ratepayers, reinit the amounts to E.ON and then E..ON obtains and 

retains the current tax benefit from monetizing the losses of its loss subsidiaries. 

It is the positive taxable income of the Companies, collected from the ratepayers 

under the assumption that there are no consolidated tax savings, that makes it 

possible for E.ON to obtain these current tax benefits. Unless the E..ON loss 

subsidiaries had positive taxable income in prior years and could cauy back the 

losses to those prior years in order to obtain a rehnd on a separate standalone tax 

return basis, E.ON would not otherwise have been able to obtain this tax benefit 

in the absence of the Companies’ positive taxable income. 

Should the Commission be bound for ratemalting purposes by the 

requirement of the E.ON Tax Allocation Agreement to compute the 

Companies’ income tax expense on a separate standalone tax return basis? 
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No. The Coinmission is not bound by the terms of the Tax Allocation Agreement 

for rateinaking purposes. Instead, the Commission should determine whether it is 

reasonable for the Companies’ ratepayers to subsidize the E.ON loss subsidiaries 

through cash loans and grants without any compensation. The Commission 

should determine the amount of the subsidies provided by the Companies due to 

the aniounts provided by the ratepayers and then compensate the ratepayers for 

these subsidies through the rateinaking process. 
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This is a ratemalting matter involving subsidization of affiliates; it is not a matter 

dispute regarding the application of the Tax Allocation Agreement for accounting 

or cash flow purposes. The Commission’s statutory mandate is to set rates at just 

and reasonable levels; its mandate is not to allow the Companies to use ratepayer 

funds to subsidize their non-regulated affiliates. 

Do other state commissions recognize consolidated tax savings in the 

computation of income tax expense for ratemalting purposes? 

Yes, The coinmissions in at least six states explicitly recognize consolidated tax 

savings in the computation of income tax expense for ratemaking purposes. The 

states include Pennsylvania, New .Jersey, Texas, West Virginia, Connecticut, and 

Oregon. In addition, other states implicitly recognize consolidated tax savings (or 

costs) through various means. The former states employ a variety of 

methodologies to quantify the consolidated tax savings. The Pennsylvania 

commission uses a five year average effective income tax rate for income tax 
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expense. The New .Jersey commission uses a rate base reduction for the savings. 

The Texas commission computes an interest credit reduction to income tax 

expense by applying a debt rate of return to 15 years of cumulative savings. West 

Virginia computes a multi-year average of the parent company’s loss to reduce 

the utility’s income tax expense. Finally, the Oregon commission uses a “tax 

tracker” to ensure that only taxes actually paid are recovered in rates 
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As an example of the various states that explicitly recognize consolidated tax 

savings in setting the utility’s revenue requirement, the New Jersey commission 

stated its policy in BPU Docket NO. ER911218201 as follows: 

The Board believes that it is appropriate to reflect a consolidated tax 
savings adjustment where, as here, there has been a tax savings as a 
result of the filing of a consolidated tax return. Income from utility 
operations provide the ability to produce tax savings for the entire 
GPU system because utility income is offset by the annual losses of the 
other subsidiaries. Therefore, the ratepayers who produce the income 
that provides the tax benefits should share in those benefits. The 
Appellate Division has repeatedly affirmed the Board’s policy of 
requiring utility rates to reflect consolidated tax savings and the IRS 
has acltnowledged that consolidated tax adjustments can be made and 
there are no regulations which prohibit such an adjustment. 

The issue, in this case, is not whether such an adjustment should he 
made, but, rather, what methodology should be used to make such an 
adjustment. In this area, the courts have held that the Board has the 
power and discretion to choose any approach which rationally 
determines a subsidiary utility’s effective tax rate. Toms River Water 
Company v. New Jersey Public Utilities Commissioners, 158 N J  Super 
57 (1978). Based on our review of the record in this case, the Board 
REJECTS the ALJ’s recommendation to accept the income tax 
expense adjustment proposed by Petitioner and, instead, ADOPTS the 
position of Staff that the rate base adjustment is a more appropriate 
methodology for the reflection of consolidated tax savings. The rate 
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base approach property compensates ratepayers for the time value of 
money that is essentially lent cost-free to the holding companies in the 
form of tax advantages used currently and is consistent with our 
recent Atlantic Electric decision (Docket No. ER90091090.l). 
Moreover, in order to maintain consistency with the methodology 
applied in the Atlantic decisions, we modify the Staff calculation and 
find that a rate base adjustment which reflects consolidated tax 
savings from 1990 forward, including one-half of the 1990 savings, is 
appropriate in this case. 
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How should the Commission compensate ratepayers for their funds that are 

not actually used to pay taxes, hut rather are used to obtain immediate tax 

reductions not otherwise available due to the losses of non-regulated 

affiliates? 

I recommend that the Commission provide ratepayers interest on their loans to 

E.ON and its loss subsidiaries at the Companies’ grossed-up rate of return. The 

loans are the cumulative amount of consolidated tax savings achieved by EON by 

using the positive taxable income and tax payments from the Companies to 

monetize the loss subsidiaries’ taxable losses. In effect, the Companies’ 

capitalization is overstated, and therefore, their capitalization is overstated, by the 

amount of the loans provided by the Companies to EON and its unregulated 

subsidiaries. 

The computation of these consolidated tax savings should start with the present 

test year and should be cuinulative from this test year forward. In this manner, 

the funds provided by ratepayers for tax payments that are not actually paid by 

E.ON to the federal and state governments will be treated as loans subject to 
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interest at the Company’s grossed-up rate of return. This is the methodology 

employed by the New Jersey commission that I described earlier. 
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Could the Commission consider at least a portion of the funds provided by 

the Company’s ratepayers as a grant that never will be repaid rather than 

only as a loan? 

Yes. That is a refinement of the methodology that the Commission could 

consider in future proceedings if it is able to establish in those proceedings that 

certain of the loans effectively were converted into grants. This conversion would 

occur when the loss affiliate never is able to use the losses that it incurred in prior 

years, e.g., if the loss affiliate is dissolved. To the extent that any amount of the 

consolidated tax savings is considered a grant, the Commission should flow 

through the principal amount of these savings in addition to providing a return on 

the unamortized grant and loan amounts. 

Have you quantified the effect of your recommendation? 

Yes. The effect of my recommendation is to reduce KU’s income tax expense 

and revenue requirement by $5.278 million and LG&E’s by $3.941 million. 1 

computed this amount for the test year in several steps. First, I computed the 

amount of the loans granted by each of the Companies to EON and its other 

subsidiaries to determine the reduction in each Company’s capitalization for the 

test year. I quantified the capitalization amounts by computing the ratio of each 

Company’s taxable income to the sum of the positive taxable income for all the 
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E.ON subsidiaries, including the Companies and then multiplied this times the 

sum of the taxahle losses for all the E ON loss subsidiaries. This is the amount 

each Company loaned E ON. The assumption underlying this computation is that 

all the E.ON positive taxable income subsidiaries propoxtionately subsidize all the 

E.ON taxable loss subsidiaries. I used the actual E ON subsidiaries' federal 

taxahle income and losses fox 2007 to develop the federal ratios for each 

Company. Since the 2007 state return quantifications were not yet available, I 

used the state taxable income and losses for 2006 to develop the state ratios for 

each Company. I obtained these actual amounts from LG&E's response to PSC 

2-104 and PSC 2-105, which provided the amounts foI both Companies. These 

responses are subject to the terms of the Confidentiality Agreement in this 

proceeding. 
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Second, I multiplied the amounts loaned by each Company to EON by the 

grossed-up weighted average cost of capital for each Company. This is the return 

that the ratepayers should he provided on their loans to the Companies, which 

then were loaned to E..ON. This is the revenue requirement effect that I have 

reflected on the table in the Suminary section of my testimony. The effect on 

income tax expense for operating income purposes is the revenue requirement 

effect times the combined federal and state income tax rate. When this effect on 

income tax expense is grossed-up, it results in the same revenue requirement. 
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The computations are detailed on my Exhibit-(LI<-17) The public version of 

my Exhibit-(LK-l7) has the confidential amounts redacted. ICIUC has filed a 

separate confidential version of my Exhibit - (LK-17) in accordance with the 

terms of the Confidentiality Agreement in this proceeding. 
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111. CAPITALIZATION ISSUES 

Methodology for Removal of ECR Rate Base Amounts from Capitalization Should 
Not Be Changed 

Q. Please describe the Commission’s historic methodology for the removal of 

ECR rate base amounts from capitalization. 

The Commission’s historic methodology has been to remove 100% of the ECR 

rate base amounts froin Electric operations capitalization after all rate base 

allocations and other capitalization adjustments have been performed. The 

Commission’s methodology excludes from the Company’s capitalization the 

exact sane amount that is reflected in the ECR rate base. 

A. 

Q. Please describe the Companies’ proposal to modify the Commission’s 

historic methodology by employing a rate base allocation to total 

capitalization. 

Instead of the direct reduction for the rate base amounts actually used in the ECR, 

the Companies proposed a reduction from capitalization based on a ratio of ECR 

late base to non-ECR rate base. Thus, any differences between rate base and 

capitalization are allocated between the ECR and base rates rather than assigning 

the total difference to base rates. 

A. 

Q. Should the Commission adopt the Companies’ proposal to change its historic 

24 methodology? 
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No. First, the Commission has previously rejected the Companies’ proposed 

methodology. The Companies have offered no new arguments in this proceeding 

why the Commission should overturn its prior determination. Second, the 

Commission historic methodology specifically reflects the fact that the ECR is 

based on a rate base computation, not a capitalization computation. The only way 

to properly synchronize the base revenue requirement and the ECR revenue 

requirement is to remove the ECR rate base amounts from the total Company 

capitalization amounts. This methodology ensures that any differences between 

total Company rate base and capitalization are captured somewhere If the 

Companies’ methodology is adopted, part of that difference will be allocated to 

the ECR for base rate purposes, but will never be reconciled in actuality in the 

ECR. 
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Q. Have you computed the effect of removing the ECR rate base amounts from 

capitalization using the Commission’s historic methodology rather than the 

Companies’ proposed methodology? 

Yes.  The effect is to reduce KU’s revenue requirement by $3.263 inillion and 

LG&E’s by $0 050 million. The computations are detailed on my 

Exhibit - (LK-IS). 

A. 

I<U Capitalization Should Be Reduced for EEI Investment If Commission Does Not 
Include EEI Earninvs in KU Revenue Requirement 
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1 Q. IF the Commission does not adopt your recommendation to incorporate the 

2 EEI earnings in KU’s revenue requirement, should it reduce KU’s 

3 

4 A. Yes. 

5 

6 

capitalization for the EEI investment? 

LG&E Capitalization Should Be Reduced to Reflect Reduction in Collection Cycle 
I 
8 Q. 
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24 

LG&E proposes to reduce the collection cycle from 15 days to 10 days. Will 

this have an impact on LG&E’s capitalization? 

Yes. If the Commission grants this request, it will reduce the capitalization 

requirements of LG&E by the 5 days of average monthly revenues The proposal 

will accelerate the Company’s cash flow, thus reducing its financing 

requirements 

If the Commission grants LG&E’s request, should it also reflect a reduction 

in the Company’s capitalization in this proceeding? 

Yes. If the Company’s request is granted, the reduction in the Company’s 

capitalization will be a known and measurable change and should be reflected in 

the revenue requirement 

How should the Commission reflect this reduction in the LG&E 

capitalization? 

It should be reflected as an across the hoard reduction to LG&E.’s capitalization. 

The effect on the Company’s capitalization will be the 5 days of average daily 
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cash collections taken after tax and net of the increases in uncollectible accounts 

and PSC assessments. 
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Have you quantified the effect of this recommendation on LG&E’s revenue 

requirement? 

Yes. The effect is to reduce LG&E’s revenue requirement by $0.810 million 

The computations are detailed on my Exhibit-(LK-19)” 
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IV. RATE OF RETURN ISSUES 
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Cost of Low-Term Debt Should be Undated 

Q. The Commission’s historic practice in base rate proceedings is to update the 

utility’s cost of debt prior to the record being closed. Have the Companies 

updated their cost of debt in response to Staff discovery? 

Yes. The Companies updated their cost of debt as of August 3 1,2008 in updated 

responses to PSC 1-41 filed on September 26,2008. KU’s cost of short term debt 

was reduced to 2.44% from 2.63% in KU’s filing and its cost of long-term debt 

was reduced to 5.20% froin 5.21% in its filing. LG&E’s cost of short term debt 

was reduced to 2.4% froin 2.6.3% in LG&E. filing and its cost of long-term debt 

was reduced to 4.42% from 5.30% in its filing. 

A. 

Q. Have you quantified the effect of these reductions in the costs of short-term 

debt and long-term debt on the Companies’ revenne requirements? 

Yes. The effect is to reduce IW’s revenue requirement by $0 544 million and 

LG&E’s revenue requirement by $6.955 million. The coinputations are detailed 

on my Exhibit-(LK-20). 

A 

Cost of Common Eauitv Should Reflect Reasonable Level 

Q. How does the Companies’ requested return on common equity of 11.25% 

compare to the Commission’s authorized return on common equity set forth 

in Case Nos. 2003-00433 and 2003-00434? 
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The Companies’ requested return on common equity is in excess of the upper end 

of the 10.0% to 11.0% range found reasonable by the Commission in the 

Companies’ last base rate cases. 
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How does the Companies requested return on common equity compare to the 

return on common equity granted by other state commissions for electric 

utilities in 2008? 

The Companies’ requested rate of return is excessive compared to returns granted 

by other state commissions. These authorized rates of return for electric utilities 

average 10..30%, according to Regulatory Research Associates’ (“RRA”) 

Regulatory Focus dated October 3, 2008 for the first three quarters of the year., I 

have removed the rates of return included by RRA in their averages that were set 

for new generating assets rather than for the electric utility as a whole and 

recomputed the averages for each quarter and year-to-date. I have replicated the 

RRA data and computations as my Exhibit-(L.K-21). My computations 

reflecting the removal of the returns allowed specifically for new generating units 

are detailed on my E.xhibit-(LK-22). 

Have you quantified the effect of using the Companies’ present 10.50% 

midpoint return on equity in lieu of their requested 11.25%? 

Yes. The effect is to reduce KU’s jurisdictional revenue requirement by $13.059 

million and L.G&E’s electric revenue requirement by $11.151 million. Each 10 

basis points affects KU’s jurisdictional revenue requirement by $1 “741 million 
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The computations are 1 

2 detailed on my Exhibit-(LI<-20). 

3 

4 Q. Does this complete your testimony? 

5 A. Yes. 

and L.G&E’s revenue requirement by $1.487 million. 
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EDUCATION 

University of Toledo, BBA 
Accounting 
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PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS 

Certified Public Accountant (CPA) 

Certified Management Accountant (CMA) 
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Institute of Management Accountants 
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

EXPERIENCE 

1986 to 
Present: J. Kennedy and Associates. Inc.: Vice President and Principal. Responsible for utility 
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simulation system, PROSCREEN D strategic planning system and other custom developed 
s o h a r e  to support utility rate case filings including test year revenue requirements, rate 
base, operating income and pro-forma adjustments. Also utilized these software products 
for revenue simulation, budget preparation and cost-of-service analyscs 

1916 to 
1983: The Toledo Edison ComDanv: Planning Supervisor 

Responsible for financial planning activities including generation expansion planning, 
capital and expense budgeting, evaluation of tax law changes, rate case strategy and support 
and computerized financial modeling using proprietary and nonproprietary software 
products Directed the modeling and evaluation of planning alternatives including: 

Rate phase-ins 
Construction project cancellations and write-offs 
Construction project delays. 
Capacity swaps 
Financing alternatives 
Competitive pricing for off-system sales 
Sale/leascbacks. 
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

CLIENTS SERVED 

Industrial ComDanies and GrOUDS 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
Airco Industrial Gases 
Alcan Aluminum 
h c o  Advanced Materials Co. 
h c o  Steel 
Bethlehem Steel 
Connecticut Industrial Energy Consumers 
ELCON 
Eruon Gas Pipeline Company 
Florida Industrial Power Users Group 
Gallatin Steel 
General Electric Company 
GPU Industrial Intervenors 
Indiana Industrial Group 
Industrial Consumers for 

Industrial E,nergy Consumers - Ohio 
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc 
Kimberly-Clark Company 

Fair Utility Rates -Indiana 

Lehigb Valley Power Conunittee 
Malyland Industrial Group 
Multiple Intervenors (New York) 
National Southwire 
North Carolina Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Occidental Chemical Corporation 
Ohio Energy Group 
Ohio Industrial Energy Consumers 
Ohio Manufacturers Association 
Philadelphia Area Industrial Energy 

PSI Industrial Group 
Smith Cogeneration 
Taconite Intervenors (Minnesota) 
West PCM Power Industrial Intervenors 
West Virginia Energy Users Group 
Westvaco Corporation 

Users Group 

Regulatory Commissions and 
Government Aeencies 

Cities in Texas-New Mexico Power Company’s Service Territory 
Cities in AEP Texas Central Company’s Service Territory 
Cities in AEP Texas North Company’s Service Temtory 
Georgia Public Service Commission Staff 
Kentucky Attorney General’s Office, Division of Consumer Protection 
L,ouisiana Public Service Commission Staff 
Maine Office of Public Advocate 
New York State Energy Office 
Office of Public Utility Counsel (Texas) 
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RESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

Allegheny Power System 
Atlantic City Electric Company 
Carolina Power & Light Company 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 
Delmarva Power &Light Company 
Duquesne Light Company 
General Public Utilities 
Georgia Power Company 
Middle South Services 
Nevada Power Company 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation 

Otter Tail Power Company 
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 
Public Service Electric & Gas 
Public Service of Oklahoma 
Rochester Gas and Electric 
Savannah Electric & Power Company 
Seminole Electric Cooperative 
Southern California Edison 
Talquin Electric Cooperative 
Tampa E.lectric 
Texas Utilities 
Toledo Edison Company 
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P a g e 5  of31  

Expert Testimony Appearances 
O f  

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Party Utllity Subject Data 

10186 

Case Jurisdlct. 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Lwisiena Public 
Setvice Cornisson 
Staff 

Attorney &Wid 
Div of Consumer 
Prolecbn 

Louisiana Public 
Seivice Commission 
Slat 

Wesl Virginia Energy 
Users' Group 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaff 

North Carolina 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Wes1 Virginia 
Energy Users' 
Grwp 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 

Gulf Stales 
UGiiGes 

Cash revenue requiremenls 
finenciai solvency 

U-17282 LA 
interim 

11186 U17282 LA 
fnterim 
Rebunel 

9613 KY 

Gulf Stales 
Ulifities 

Cash revenue requiremenls 
financial solvency 

12186 Big Rivers 
Electric Cow. 

Revenue requiremenls 
accountrg adjustments 
financial workout plan 

Cash revenue requiremank,, 
financial solvency 

1187 U-17262 LA 
lnlerim 191h Judicial 

GuiiStales 
Ulililes 

DSlridCt 

General WV 
Order 236 

U.17282 LA 
PNdenB 

Monorgahela Power 
co. 

Gulf Slalas 
Ulilities 

Tax Reform Acto1 1986, 3187 

4187 PNdenceolRiNerBend 1. 
emnomic anaipes, 
cancsllalon siudies 

Tax Reform Ad of 1986 4/87 M-100 NC 
Sub 113 

Duke Power Co. 

5187 86.524-E- WV Monongahela Power 
co. 

Revenue requirements 
TaxRefonn Actof 1986, 

Revenue requirements, 
River Bend f phase-in pian, 
financial solvency 

Revenue requiremenls 
River Bend 1 phase.in pian. 
financial solvency 

5/87 U-17282 LA 
Case 
In Chief 

Guif Slates 
Ultilies 

U-17282 
Case 
In Chief 
Sunebunal 

LA Gulf Slales 
Utiiiles 

7187 
Setvice Commission 
Staff 

U.17282 LA 
Prudence 
Sunebullal 

86624 WV 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Commission 
Slav 

Wesl Virginia 
Enegy Users' 
Group 

GulISlates 
Ulllties 

PNdence of River Bend 1, 
eanomic anabes, 
cancellalion sludies 

Revenue requiremenls, 
Tax ReformAdof 1986 

7187 

7187 Monorgahela Power 
Ca ESC 

Rebuttal 

.I. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 



Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kolten 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurlsdlct lltlllty Subject 

8187 9885 

8187 E015IGR- 
87-223 

10/87 87022@El 

11187 870701 

im u..i7282 

2188 9934 

2/88 1w&l 

5188 10217 

5/ea ~ 8 7 0 1 7  

5188 ~ 8 7 0 1 7  

-le401 

-2C005 

6/88 U-17282 

7188 ~ a 7 0 1 7 -  
-1Cxt31 
Rebuttal 

Kr 

MN 

FL 

CT 

LA 
19lh Judlcial 
DisliiCl CL 

KY 

Kr 

KY 

PA 

PA 

LA 
19lh Judidai 
Dslricl Cl 

PA 

AUorney General 
Div of Consumer 
Prolec(ion 

Tacanita 
lnlervenon 

Occidental 
Chemical Carp 

COnnecScuf Industrial 
Enegy Consumen 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Servica Commiabn 

Kenlucky Industrial 
Uliiity Cuslwners 

Kenlucky industrial 
Utility Customers 

AIcan Aluminum 
Nalionel Swlhwire 

GPU lnduslrial 
i n l w e n m  

GPU Industrial 
inlewenors 

Louisiana PuMii 
Sewice Commission 

GPU industrial 
Inlwenon 

siu Riven E!&c 
con, 

Minnesota Power B 
Lighl Co 

Florida Power 
Con,, 

Conn&uf Light 
a P M ~  co 

GuX Slales 
Uliiilies 

Louisville Gas 
B Electric Co 

Louisvi!!e Gas 
a ~iedr ic  CO. 

sip Riven Eleclric 

Metopolitan 
Edison Co. 

Pennsylvania 
EIediic CO. 

GuH Stales 
Utilities 

Mellopalilan 
Eduon CA 

Financial rmrhoul piafl 

Revenue requiremenis. OBM 
expense. Tax Reform Act 
of 1986. 

Revenue requiiements. QBM 

of 1986 

lax  ReformAclof1986 

expense. Tax Reform Acl 

Revenue requiiemenls. 
River Bend 1 phase-in plan, 
rala of relum 

Economics of Trimble County 
complelion 

Revenue requiremenis. OBM 
expense, capital sliudure. 
excess deferred incomelaw 

Financiai worhoul plan 
COP. 

Nonuliiity generalor deferred 
mst recovery 

Nonuliiiiy generalor deferred 
cost recovery 

Prudence of River Bend 1 
economic analmes, 
cancanalion sludies. 
financial modeling 

Nonuliiity generalor deferred 
cast recovery. SFAS No. 92 
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.I.__-__ 

7188 M47017- 
-2coo5 
Rebuilal 

9/88 8805-25 

9/88 1WM 
Rehearing 

io/@ 80.17~1. 
EL-AIR 

lo/@ 88-171- 
EL.AlR 

l0/88 88W 
355El 

1088 37804 

11/88 U-17282 
Remand 

12188 U-17970 

12/88 U-17949 
Rebutlei 

2/89 U.17282 
Phasell 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Koilen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurlsdlct. Utility Subject 

PA 

CT 

KY 

OH 

OH 

FL 

GA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

!A 

GPLl Industtiel 
lnletvenon 

Conneciicul 
Industtial Energy 
consumws 

Kentucky lnduslnal 
Uliliiy Cuslomen 

Ohio Industtial 
Energy Consumen 

Ohio IndusMal 
Energy Consumers 

Flolida Industtial 
Pwer Usen' Gmup 

Gwrgie Public 
Service Commissiw 
Slafi 

Louisiana Public 
S e ~ i c e  Commission 
stan 

Louisiana Public 
Sw!a Commisslon 
sian 

Lwisiane PuMii 
Senice Comm'mion 
SlaR 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaff 

Pennsylvania 
Electtic Co. 

Conneciicul Lghl 
a POWCO. 

Louisville Gas 
a EleclricCo 

Cleveland Electtic 
llluminaling Co 

Toledo Edison Co 

Florida Power 8 
Ugh1 Co 

A h l a  Gas Ljshl 
co 

Gulf Slales 
Ulililies 

ATBT Communicelioos 
of South Cenlral 
Slales 

Souvl Cent4 
Bell 

Gull Slales 
UliliSes 

Nonulilily generalor deferred 
msl remvely. SFAS No. 92 

EXWS delened laxes, OBM 
expenses 

Premalurereliiemenis, inleml 
expense 

Revenue requiremenb, phasein, 
excess delenedlaxas OBM 
expenses. financial 
mnsiderelions. WOrkiking C 2 Q b l  

Revenue requiremenis. phasein, 
excess delarred taxes, OBM 
expenses, financial 
mnsideralions. waking capital 

T2X Reform ACl Of 1986, IaX 

expenses, OBM expenses, 
pension expense (SFAS No 87) 

Pension axpense (SFAS No 87) 

Rate base exclusion plan 
(SFAS No. 71) 

Pension expense (SFAS No 87) 

Compensated absences (SFAS No 
43), pension expense (SFAS No 
87). Pelt 32. inmme lax 
nomalizalion 

Revenue requiremenis, phasein 
olRiverBend1, iecoveryol 
canceledplenl. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
Of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurlsdict. Party Ulillty Subject  

6189 881602-EU FL 
890326EU 

789 U-17970 

8/89 8555 

8/89 384011 

9/89 U-17282 
Phaseil 
Detailed 

10189 e880 

10189 8928 

10189 R4913M 

11/59 R4913M 
12189 Surrebullai 

(2 Filings) 

1190 U-I7282 
Phase If 
Deiaiied 
Rebunai 

1/93 U.17282 
Phase //I 

3/90 890319Ei 

LA 

TX 

GA 

LA 

TX 

TX 

PA 

PA 

LA 

LA 

FL 

Talquin EiKb'c 
CmpereWe 

Louisiana Pubk 
Service Commission 
SlaR 

Occidental Chemical 
cotp 

Georgia Public 
S e w  Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Enmn Gas Pipeiine 

Enmn Gas 
Pipeline 

Philadelphia Area 
industrial Energy 
Usen Group 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Usen Group 

Louisiana Public 
Swviw Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commision 
Siaff 

Florida indusliai 
Power Users Group 

TalquidCity 
c l  Tallahassee 

AT&T Communicalions 
of Souh Cenbai 
Stales 

HwsLan Lghling 
& Power Co 

Georgia Power Co 

Gulfstales 
U l i l i h  

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co. 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co 

Philadelphia 
ElecIIicCo. 

Phiiadelphia 
EiecIIic Co 

Gulf Stales 
ULiiifjes 

GuilSiaies 
lfblilies 

Florida Powel 
& tight Ca. 

Economic analyses. incmenlal 
cml~l-se~lw. average 
customer rales 

Pension expense (SFAS No 87). 
mmpensaled absences [SFAS No 43) 
Pert 32 

Cancellalion WSI remveiy lax 
expense, revenue requirements 

Promotional praclices, 
advedsing. economic 
development 

Revenue requiremenk, d e w  
in v es li g a li o n 

Dele& accwnling treatment 
saldleaseback 

Revenue requiremenls, imputed 
capital slruclure. cash 
waikingcapilai 
Rewnue requiremenis, 

Revenue requiremenls 
salelieaseback 

Revenue requiremenls 
delalled invesligalion 

Phasein olRiver Bend 1. 
deregulated asset plan 

O&M expenses, Tax Relonn 
Act of 1986, 

.I. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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4/90 

9190 

1m 

3/91 

5/91 

9/91 

9191 

11/91 

tm1 

Case Jurlsdict. 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

PartV Utillty 

890314El FL 
Rebutla1 

U-17282 LA 
19" Judicial 
Diilncl CL 

90-158 KY 

U..17282 LA 
PhaselV 

29327. NY 
e l  al 

9945 TX 

P-$10511 PA 
P.910512 

91-231 WV 
E-NC 

U-17282 LA 

91.110.. OH 
EL.AIR 

10MO TX 

Florida lndwtn'al 
Power Users Group 

Louisiana PuMk 
Service Commission 

Kentucky Indwlnal 
Utility Customers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaff 

Mulliple 
InteNerars 

G f b  of Public 
Utility Counsel 
01 Texas 

Allegheny Ludium Cop,  
A m o  Advanced Materials 
Co , The West Penn Power 
Industn'al Users' Group 

West Vlrginia Energy 
Users Group 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commix&n 
Stan 

Air Product? and 
Chemicak, Inc, 
A m  Sleel Co 
Geoeral Electdc Co., 
lnduskial Energy 
Consumers 

Mfceof Public 
Ul i lq Counsel 
of Texas 

Florida Power 
a Light Co 

GdSlales 
Utilities 

Louisville  as a 
EleclncCo. 

Gull States 
Utilities 

NiagaraMohawk 
Power Corp 

El Paso E l e m  
CO. 

WestPenn PowerCo 

Monongahela Power 
CO 

Gulf Slates 
Utilities 

Ciw'nnati Gas 
a ~lectric co 

TexasNew Mexiw 
Pwer Co. 

Subject 

O&M expenses, Tax Reform 
Aclof 1986. 

Fuel clause, gain on sals 
of utility meB 

Revenue requirements, post.lesl 
year additions. forecasled lesl 
year 

Revenue reauiremenls 

Incentive regulation 

Financial modeling. emnomic 
analyses. prudence 01 Pato 
Verde 3 

RewveryolCAJUcosk, 
least mstfinancing 

Recovery of CAJU mts, leal 
ml financing 

Asset impairment. deregulated 
asset plan, revenue require- 
ments 

Revenue requlremenls, phare.in 
plan 

Finandel IntegriV, slretegic 
planning, declined business 
afilialions 
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Date  Case Jurlsdlct. 

-.--.I__.,- 

5192 910890El FL 

8192 R00922314 PA 

9192 92.043 KY 

9192 920324Ei FL 

9192 39348 IN 

9192 910840PU FL 

9192 39314 IN 

11192 u-19904 LA 

11192 BE49 MU 

11192 92-1715- OH 
AUCOi 

12192 R40922378 PA 

12R2 u-19949 LA 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Party Utillly Subject 

x- . ~. 

Occidenlal Chemical Fiorida Power Cop Revenue requiremenis, OgM expense, 
QrP pension expense, OPEE expense. 

fossil dismantling, nuclear 
demmmissioning 

GPLl Industrial MeIrapalitan Edison lnceolive regulakn, performance 
lnlewemrs c o  rewards, plrchased power risk, 

OPEEexpense 

KenW Induslrial Generic Pmceeding OPEB expense 
UWily Consumers 

Florida Industrial Tampa Electric Co. OPEB expense 
Power Users' Gmup 

indiane lnduslrid 
Gmup 

Florida lnduslrial 
Power Users' Gmup 

lnduslrid Consumers 
forFsirUUlily R a t s  

Louisiana PuMic 
Service Commissim 
Stan 

westvam cow,  
Easlalm AluminumCo 

Ohio Manufadurers 
Assmiah 

Generic Pmceeding OPEE expense 

Generk Pmeding  OPEB expense 

Indiana Michigan OPEEexpense 
Power Co 

GuH Statas Merger 
ulii&?Sl€nlergy 
Carp 

Potomac Edson Co OPEEexpense 

GenericProceeding OPEE expense, 

A m  Advanced West Penn Power Co. incentive reguialion, 
Materials CO , performancerevads 
The WPP lnduslrial purchased power fisk, 
intervenors OPEB expense. 

Lwisiana Pubiic Soulh Central Esli ARiiete tsansaclions, 
Service Commission msl aliccalions, merger 
SlaH 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
Of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurlsdid. Par ty  Illlllly Subject 
-- -.-11-_--__. .--_I_-__ 

12192 

1193 

1193 

3193 

3/93 

3193 

3193 

4193 

4193 

9193 

9193 

10193 

ROW22479 PA 

8487 MD 

39498 IN 

92-11-11 CT 

11-19904 LA 
(SurretuHat) 

9501 OH 
EL.EFC 

EC92- FERC 
ztwo 
ER92406M)O 

92-1464. OH 
EL-AIR 

EC92- FERC 
21WO 
ER92-806OW 
(Retultal) 

93-113 KY 

92490, KY 
92490A, 
90.360-c 

11.1773 LA 

Philadelphia Area 
lnduslrial Energy 
Users' Grmp 

Marlland IndusMat 
Gmup 

PSllnduslrialGmup 

ConnecBcul lnduslliat 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Ohio Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Air Prcduck 
A m S I e d  
lnduslriat Energy 
Consumers 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Cammission 

Kenlucky lnduslrial 
Uliiily Cmlomen 

Kenlucky tnduslial 
Utiliiy Customers and 
Kenlucky Attorney 
General 

Loulsiana PuMic 
Service Commission 
StaB 

Philadelphia 
ElecliiCCO 

BalUmoreGas B 
Eieclic Co , 
Balhlehem Steel Corn 

PSI Energy, tff i 

Connecticut Lighl 
B Power Co 

GullSla!es 
UlitiliesiEntergy 

Ohio Power Co 

GuHStates 
UNiliwEntergy 
cop. 

Cincinnati Gas B 
Eteclric Co. 

Gull Stales 
UtiiitiesiEnlergy 
Corn 

Kentucky Ul i l i l i i  

Eg Riveffi El& 
cop. 

CajunElectric Power 
Cwperative 

OPE8 expense 

OPE8 expense, delerred 
fuel. CWlP in rale base 

Refunds due lo over- 
collection of laxes on 
Marble Hill camllalion 

OPE8 expense 

Merger 

Carp 

AfiUate Iransxtions, fuel 

Merger 

Revenue requirements, 
phase-in plan 

Merger 

Fuel clause and mal mnlracl 
relund 

Uisallavances and resMuUon for 
e x w i v e  fuel cas$. illegal and 
improper paymenlr. recwery of mine 
ciwure cask 

Revenue requiremenlr, debt 
restrucluring egreemenl. River Bend 
wst iemvew 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Dale Case Jurisdict. Party Ulillly Subject 

,__.- l___l-l..-- _ I I ~  

1194 L1-20647 LA 

4194 U-20647 LA 
(SunebuHal) 

5/94 U.20178 LA 

9B4 U-19904 LA 
Initial Post- 
Merger Earnings 
Review 

9194 u.17735 LA 

10/94 3901U w\ 

10194 52584 GA 

iiM U.19904 LA 
initial Posl- 
Merger Earnings 
Review 
(Rebuflal) 

1184 U-17735 LA 
(Rebuttal) 

4/95 ROW43271 PA 

Louisiana P u k  
Service Cornmissiw 
Slaff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Stan 

Louisiana Pubk 
Service Commissiw, 
Slaff 

Louisiana Public 
Service C m i s s i o n  
slan 

Louisiana PuMic 
Service Cwnmission 
Slaff 

GwQia Public 
Service Commission 
SlaR 

Gwigia Public 
Service Commirslen 
Slaff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaf? 

Louisiana Public 
Swb Cornm'sslen 
Slaff 

PPBL lndusliial 
Cuslwner Aiiiance 

Gulf Slalas 
Utilities Co. 

Gulf Stales 
Utiliies 

LouisianaPowerB 
LighlCo 

Gulf Slales 
Utiiities Co. 

Cajun Elecliic 
Power Coyemha 

Southern Bell 
Telephone Co. 

soulhain Ball 
Telephone Co. 

Gull Slales 
Utilities co, 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative 

Pennsylvania Power 
BLghtCo 

Audit and invesligation inlo fuel 
ciause cask 

Nuclear and fmsii unit 
performance, fuel cmls, 
fuel clause principles and 
guidelines 

Planning and quanlilicalion issues 
of leasi cost inlqraled resours 
plan. 

River Bend phasein pian, 
deregulated asset plan, capilal 
sBucture. other revenue 
requirarnent issues 

GBT cmperativa relernaking 
policies. axcfusion of River Bend, 
other revenue requiremenl irsues 

lncenliva rale pian, earnings 
review 

Allernalive reguiahn, cmt 
allwallon 

River Bend phasein plan, 
deregulated =set plan, capitd 
slluclure. ouler revenue 
requirement issues 

GBT mperativa ratemaking poliLy, 
exduslen dRiver Band. other 
revenue rwuiremenl Issues 

Revenue requiremenls Fmsil 
dismanlling, nuclear 
d eca rn m i s s i o ni ng 
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Page 13 of31 

Date Case Jurisdict. 

6195 

6135 

10195 

10195 

11195 

11/95 

m 

5196 

7196 

3905U GA 

u-19904 LA 
(OiiecC) 

9502614 IN 

U214ffi LA 
(DirecC) 

U..19404 IA 
(Sumabullal) 

U.21485 LA 
(Supplemental Oirecl) 
12195 U-21485 
(Surrebubo 

95-299- OH 
EL-AIR 
95300- 
EL-AIR 

PUCNo. TX 
14967 

95465LCS NM 

8725 MD 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
Of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

party Utility 

...-.--_.I---.- ~ 

Georgia Public Soulhem Bell 
Se& Commission Telephone Co. 

Louisiana Public Gulf Slates 
Service Commission UOliesCo 
Staff 

TennesseeORceof BellSauUl 
lhe Anwney General Telemmmunicatioffi 
Consumer Advmle Inc 

Louisiana Public Gulf Stales 
Service Commission Utilities c o  
Slaff 

Louisiana Public Gulf Slates 
Selvics Commission Ulililies Co. 
StaH Division 

Louisiana Pubk Gulf Slales 
SelviceCommisslon Ulilities Co 
Staff 

Industrial Eneigy The Toledo Edism Co. 
Consumers The Cleveland 

Electric 
llluminatiog Co. 

Mlw of Public Cenlta Pawera 
Utility Counsel Qhl 

CityofLasCiuces El Paw, Electric Co. 

The Maryland Baltimore Gas 
Industrial Gmup Electric Co., 
and Redland Polomac Electric 
Genslar. IIX: Power Co. and 

Constellelion Energy 
Carp 

Subject 

. 

Incentive regulalion. asiiate 
fransactions, revenue requiremenk, 
rale refund 

Gas, mal, nuclear fuel mk, 
coniracl piudence. basefuel 
realignmenl 

Affliale IransaCtions 

Nuclear OBM. River Bend phasbin 
plan, basdfuel realignmenl. NOL 
and AlVvlin asretdefenedlaxes, 
olher revenue requirement is2ues 

Gas, mal, nuclear fuelcask, 
wnlmCl prudencs, baselhlel 
realignment 

Nu&afOBM. River Bend phasein 
plan, basemel realignment. NOL 
and AlVvlinesseidefened laxes. 
other revenue requirement issues 

Competilion, asset wriiwlfs and 
revahallon, OBM expense, olher 
revenue requiremenl issues 

Nuclear demmmissiming 

Standedml recovery, 
municipalilalion 

Memersafigs, tacking mechanism, 
eamingssharing plan, revenue 
muiremen1 issues 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurlsdlct. Party Ullllly Subject 

_ - ~ _ I _  l___._l_lp--- 1_----- - I - 
9196 
ill96 

1 om6 

m 7  

3197 

6197 

6197 

7197 

7'97 

8197 

U-22092 
U-22092 
(SutrebuHal) 

96.327 

RW973877 

96489 

TQ97.397 

RXC973953 

RW973954 

U-22092 

97300 

!A 

KY 

PA 

KY 

MO 

PA 

PA 

!A 

KY 

Louisiana Public 
Setvice Commissiln 
S I 8  

Kentucky IMusbial 
Uliliiy Customen, kc 

Philadelphia Area 
Indusbial Energy 
Usen Group 

Kenlucky Induslrid 
Uliliiy Customen, Inc 

MCI Telemmmunicabns 
Cow, Inc, MClmeb 
Access Transmission 
Seriicss, 1% 

Philadelphia Area 
lnduslrial Energy 
USW GmuD 

PPBL Industrial 
Cuslomw Alliance 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
StaA 

Kenlucky Ihduslrial 
Utility Customen, Inc. 

Enleqy Gulf 
Stales. Inc 

6Q Riven 
EIeclricCorp 

PECO Eneqy Co. 

Kentucky Paver Co. 

Souhwestem Bell 
Telephone 0, 

PECO Eneqy Co, 

Pennsylvania Power 
&LighlCo 

Enleqy Gulf 
Stales. lnc 

LouisMe Gas 
& Eleclric Co and 
Kenlucky tllililies 
CO 

Rher Ben0 pnasc4 plan oasetel 
reagnmeni NO~andAUInasset 
delened lues OIner reYPnue 
teqJ rernenl issies al mion 01 
iegilatednonicqq. aled mIs 

En, ronmenlatsmhsrgo 
remierab'emss 

Slianded cos1 recovery. regulalory 
arsets and liabiiities, intangible 
transison charge, revenua 
requiremenls 

Environmental surcharge m e r a b l e  
c~sts. system agreements. 
ailavance inventory, 
jutisdictional allccalion 

P i x  cap regulalion, 
revenue requirements, rate 
of return 

Reslrucluring, dequlalion. 
slranded cab, regulatory 
assals, liabililies. nudear 
and fossil dmm'ssioning 

Resliucluring, dequlalion, 
stranded msls. regulatory 
assets, liabililies, nuclear 
and fossil demmmissioning 

Depredation rates and 
me(hodaicges, River Bend 
phase-in plan 

Merger policy. cos1 savings, 
surcredit sharing mechanism, 
revenue requirements. 
rate of return 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
Of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurisdlct. Party Utility Subject 

.- ___.I__ ----- .- .. 

8197 

10197 

10197 

10197 

11/07 

1107 

11/97 

11197 

11/97 

RM)973954 
(Suwbunal) 

97-204 

R-974008 

R-974W9 

97.204 
(RebullalJ 

11-22491 

R60973953 
(SuwbuHal) 

R-973981 

R-974104 

PA 

KY 

PA 

PA 

KY 

!A 

PA 

PA 

PA 

PPaL lnduslrial 
Customer Alliance 

Afcan Aluminum Cwp 
Souvnvire 0. 

Mefropdilan E d b  
lnduslrial Users 
GmuD 

Penelec Industrial 
Cmlwner Ailiance 

A b n  Aluminum Cop. 
Swlhvire 0. 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commissiw 
Slall 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Gmup 

WeslPenn Power 
Induslial lnlervenors 

Duquesne Industrial 
Intervenors 

Penmyivania Powet 
BLghlCo 

Big Ri i r s  
Electric Cop 

Mefropalilan 
Edison Co 

Pennsyivania 
ElectricCo 

Big Rivers 
E m  cop. 

Enlwgy Gull 
States. Inc. 

PECO Energy Co 

WestPenn 
PowerCo 

Duquesne Lghl Co 

Resbdndng. deregulalion, 
stmnded msls, regulalory 
asek, liabililiffi. nuclear 
and fossil demmissioning 

Reskuduring, revenue 
requiiemenls, reasonableness 

Resbdunng. deregulalion, 
sfranded wsls, regulalory 
aisels, liabilities. nuclear 
and fossil dewmmissioning, 
revenue requiremenls 

Restucturing, deregulalion. 
slranded wsls, reguialory 
assels, iiabiiilies, nudear 
end lossil dmmissioning, 
revenue requirements 

Reslructudng, revenue 
requiremenls. reasonableness 
of rales. msl allocation. 

Allacalionof regulated and 
nonregulaled wsls, oher 
revenue requiremenl issues 

Reslruduring, deregule8on. 
sfranded wsts, regulatory 
assets. liabililies. nuclear 
and fossil decommissionimJ 

Reskuduring, deregulalion, 
stranded cosls, regulatory 
assels, liabilities. fmsil 
dewmmissiwing. revenue 
requiiemenls, seclajlizalion. 

Resliucluring. deregulalion, 
Slranded msls. regulatory 
assets, liabililies, nuclear 
and fmsil decommissioning, 
revenue requirements. 
securitizalion 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

12/97 R.973981 PA 
(Surrebullal) 

12/97 R.974104 PA 
(Sunebultal) 

1198 u-22491 LA 
(Surrebunal) 

2198 8774 MD 

3/98 u-22w2 LA 
(Alkcated 
slianded cos1 Issues) 

3/98 83944 GA 

3/98 L122092 LA 
(Allocated 
Slranded Cas1 issues) 
(Sunebultal) 

10198 97.596 ME 

ions 9 3 5 w  GA 

10198 u-17735 LA 

Wesl Penn Power 
lndusbial Inlewenon 

Duquesne lndusbial 
Inlewenm 

Loiiiana Public 
Service Commission 
Stall 

LouifianaPublic 
S~N'W Commission 
Stall 

Gwrgia Nalulill 
Gas Group. 
Georgia Texliie 
Manufacturers Assoc 

Louisiana Public 
Sewice Commission 
Slalf 

MaineORceof !he 
Public Advocate 

.- 
Utility Sub jec t  

__-I.- ^_. - - 

WeslPenn 
PwerCo 

Duquesne Light Co 

Enlergy Gulf 
Slatis, Inc 

Potomac Edson Co 

Enlatgy Gull 
Slates, lnc 

Alianla Gas 
LghlCo 

Enlergy Guif 
Slales, Inc 

Bangor Hydro- 
Eiecbic Co 

Gwrgia PubiicSeM'ce Gwrgia Power Co. 
Commission Adversruy SI& 

Louisiana Public Cajun Elediic 
Service Comm'ksion Power Cwpwative 
Stall 

Reslrucluring. deregulalion. 
slranded msts. regulalory 
wets, liabilities. fossil 
decommissioning, revenue 
requirements 

Reslruduring, derf@4on. 
stranded costs, regulatory 
assets, iiabililies. nuclear 
and fossildmmissioning. 
revenue requirements, 
securitization 

Allocation of regulaled and 
nonregulaled cmts, 
olheriavmue 
requirement issues 

Meigerd Duquesne, A€, customer 
safeguards, savings sharing 

Reslrudurhg. slrmdedcosh, 
regulatory mats.  securilizalion. 
regulaiory miligation 

Restructuring, unbundling, 
stranded cos$, incentjve 
regulation. revenue 
requirements 

ResLruduring. sbanded cmts. 
regulalory esse&, securitizab. 
regulatory milgalion 

Reslrucluring. unbundling, slranded 
costs. T&D revenue requirements 

Astiale lransac4ons 

G&T wopraWe ralemaking 
policy, ober revenue requiremenl 
issues, 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurlsdlct Party Utility Subject 

- . - ~ ~  --.------- ~- -I_--___ -- 

11198 U-23327 LA 

12/98 98.577 ME 

1/99 98-1007 CT 

3/99 U-23358 LA 
(Surrebuttal) 

3199 99082 KY 

3199 99083 KY 

4199 U.23358 LA 
(Supplemenlal 
Sunebuttai) 

4199 99-0394 CT 

4199 990205 CT 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaff 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Maine ORce of 
Public Advocate 

Conneclicut Induslrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public 
Sewice Commission 
Slaff 

Kenlucky Induslrial 
Ulility Customers. Inc 

Kentucky lnduslrial 
U t i i i  Customers, Inc 

Kenlucky lndushial 
tlllity Cuslomers. Im 

Kentucky Indushial 
Ulilily Customers, Inc 

Louisiana PuMk 
Service Commission 
Slaff 

Connecticut lnduslrial 
Energy C o n s u m  

Connecticul lndushial 
Ulility Cuslaners 

SWEPCO. CSW and 
AEP 

Entergy Gulf 
Slalffi, Inc 

MainePublic 
SeN'w c o  

Uniled IUminaUng 
CO 

b b Q y  Gulf 
slates, lllc. 

Louisville Gas 
and Eleclric Co 

Kentucky UliliBes 
CO 

Louisville Gas 
and Eiec!kCo, 

Kentucky Ulilitiffi 
CO. 

Enlergy Gulf 
Slates, Inc 

Uniled llluminaliog 
Co. 

Connedwliighl 
and Power Co 

Merger palcy. samysshanng 
mechansm, sflate Vansacion 
wno ioos 

Aiiocalon otregJla:ed an0 
nonlegclalw m~s. lu SINS. 

and omet w e n d  rcqu iernenl 
1ssue5 

Resbucluring. m.no 'ng 
s1mdM msl T&D rewenue 
mu rements 

SuanCed ~ L L S  'nwesmenl la 
CIM Is xmn.lated oelerred 
nmme !arcs e m s s  defeied 
swme l w s  

A'ocalm 01 leg. a:ed and 
nonregu!&d cusk. tax IFE., 
and other ieienff i e q ~  iement 
issues 

Re.enLe tequ iements ai'.emai\e 
f m s  01 i e g ~  alon 

Remua ieq- 'emenls BIIemaiLe 
Iotms 01 i q h b o n  

Rewn.e r ~ ~ : e m e n i s  

Revenue requirements 

Allocalion of regulated and 
nonreguialed costs, lax issues, 
and o m s  lswenue requirement 
ISSUES 

Regulaloly assets and ihabilitiffi, 
strandedmzts, m v e r y  
mechanisms 

Rqlulatoly assets and IiabiiiUes 
stranded msts, recovery 
mechanisms 

.J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Date Case Jurisdlcl 

5199 

5199 

5199 

6199 

6199 

7199 

7139 

7199 

7199 

8199 

8199 

98426 KY 
99082 
(Additional Direct) 

98474 KY 

(Additional 
Dired) 

98426 KY 
98.474 
(Response to 

99.083 

Amended Applica~OnS) 

97.5% ME 

U-23358 LA 

9943.35 CT 

U-23327 LA 

97-596 ME 
Surrebuttal 

980452- WV 
EGI 

98.577 ME 
Sunebunal 

98426 KY 
9W82 
Rebun a1 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Party Ullllty 

--.I-- 

Kentucky lndwtiial Louisdle Gas 
U U y  Curtornen, Inc and Electric Co 

Kentucky Industrial Kentucky UIilities 
Cltiiily Cuslomen, Inc co 

Kenturky Industrial Louisville Gas 
Utilily Customen. Ioc and E l m ~ i c  Co and 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 

Maine ORce of Bangor Hydro- 
Public Advacate Ekt r ic  Co 

Louisiana Public 
PUMK Service Comrn 
S M  

Conn&ul 
Industrial Energy 
Consurnen 

Louisiana Public 
Senice Commission 
slan 

Enlergy Gulf 
Stales, Inc 

United Illuminating 
Co. 

Southwestern Electric 
Pawer Co , Cenirat 
and SouUl West Cop, 
and Americm Eleclric 
PowerCo 

Maine GfW of Bangor Hydm- 
PUMK Advmle Elecl~k Co. 

West Viginla Enemy Monmgahela Power, 
Users Group Potmac Edison. 

Appalachian Power, 
Wheeling Power 

Maine Omce of Maine Public 
Public Advocale service co, 

Kentucky Industrial Louisviiie Gas and 
Utility Cuslomen, lm Eieclnc CD 

Subjecl 

_. _____.-.l_l._____. -. . 

Revenue requirements 

Revenue requirements 

Alternative regulation 

Request for amunting 
order regarding eteclric 
indusy restiucturing mcts 

ARiiiate Iransactions. 
cost allccalions 

Slranded costs, regulalov 
assets, lax effects of 
asset divestiture 

Merger Setllement and 
Stipulation 

RestNcNdng. unbundling, Stranded 
cost, T&D revenue requirements 

Regulaloiy assets and 
liabilities 

R%lNClUdng. unbundling, 
s tand4 msts, TSD revenue 
requirements 

Revenue requirements 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

I_.,._._____.I____.__,. ll___l, __--.....__l_._l_-_,-. "_ - 

Kentucky Utilities Co. Revenue requiremenb 81% 98474 KY 
98-083 
RebuHal 

8199 980452- WV 
EGf 
Rebuttal 

Kentucky lnduslriat 
UtilihCustomers, inc 

West Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

Monangahele Power, 
Polomac Edison. 
Appalachian Power. 
Wheeling Power 

Enteigy Gull 
Stater, Inc 

Reguleiory asseb and 
iiabililies 

AllacaUon of regulaled and 
ronregulaled msb, aililiale 
transactions, lax issues. 
andolherrwenue requirement 
issues 

Restructuring, stranded 
msts, taxas, seurilizalion 

10D9 U-24182 LA 
Direct 

Lwtsiana PuMc 
Service Conmission 
S I 8  

11199 21527 Tx DatlesFt Wollh 
Hosptat Gaundi 2nd 
Coalilimn of Independent 
Colleges and Universities 

TXU Etechic 

llB9 U-23358 LA 
Sumbuttat 
Afftiate 
Transadions Renew 

Louisiana Public 
Sewice CammWmn 
Stall 

Enlergy Gulf 
States, inc 

Seivice mmpanyaBliete 
transaction msb, 

First Energy (Cleveiand 
Eledric tilumtnalirg, 
Toledo Edison) 

Enlergy Guif 
Slates. Inc 

Historical review. stranded m5b, 
regulalory assets, i iabi l ih 

04100 99.1212ELETPOH 
99-1213EL-ATA 

Greater Cleveland 
Growth Assodalion 

99-1216EL-AAM 

Oil00 U-24182 LA 
sulrebut!d 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
staff 

Allocalion of qulaled and 
nonregulaled m5ts. aQliate 
Iransecliom, iax issues, 
and other revenue requirement 
isues 

ECR surcharge roli-in to base mles 05mO 2wO-107 KY Kentucky industrial 
Uiiiily Customers. inc 

Louisiana Public 
ServlceCwnmksian 
Stan 

Philadelphia Area 
Induslrial Energy 
llsers Gfwp 

Kenlucky Power Co 

051w U.24182 LA 
Supplemental Dired 

Enlergy Gulf 
Slales, tnc 

Alliiiale expense 
proforma adjuslmenb 

Merger belween PECO 2nd Unicorn 05Xx) A-110555F0147 PA PECO Energy 

"1.. KENNEDY A N I )  ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
A s  of September 2008 

Date Case Jurisdlct. P a w  Ulillty Sub jec t  

_. _-II ..-____.l__-__l__-.. - ~ - ,  ..-.. -. ., -- .. 

07iW 22344 TX 

051W 99-1658 OH 
EL-ETP 

07iW U-21453 LA 

DBiW U-24064 LA 

10iW PUC22350 TX 
SOAH 473401015 

1liW PMMD1837 PA 
RW974M8 
P4wO1838 
R4W74W9 

12iW U-21453. LA 
U.20925. U-22092 
(Subdacket C) 
Surrebullai 

0101 U-24993 LA 
Direct 

The Dallas-Fort Wad? 
Hmpilal Council and The 
Coalifion of Independent 
Colleges end Universiks 

AK Steel Cwp 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Sewice Commission 
Staff 

The Dallas.Ft Wod? 
Hmptal Council and 
The Coalition of 
Independen! Colleges 
And Universilies 

Duquesne Industrial 
tnterdenws 

Melxlpolbn Edison 
indmtrialUsersGroup 
Penelec Industn’al 
Customer Alliance 

Louisiana PuMiffi 
Service Commission 
stan 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Se& Commission 
SlaK 

Slabwide Gene& 
Pmceeding unbundled T&D revenue rauiremenk 

Escalation of OBM expenses lor 

in pmjeded test year 

Cincinnati Gas E El&c Co, Aegula!orylransilion ask, including 
rmulalow assets and liabilities. SFAS 

SWEPCO 

CLECO 

TXU Eiectric Co 

Duquesne Light Co 

Maliopllan Edison Co 
Pennsytvenia Et&c Co 

SWEPCO 

Enletgy Gulf 
States. ino, 

l i9,ADk. EDIT, ITC 

Slianded mk, regulalory ass& 
and liabiiilies 

Affiiiab tiansaction pricing rabmaking 
principles. subsidizalion of nonreguialed 
aliliates. ralemaking adjusfmenk 

Reslruclurirg. TED revenue 
wqutremenk. mi l igah, 
reguiatq assets and liabiiilies 

Final accwnling for strended 
w s k ,  Including tieatmental 
auction pmceeds, laxes, capital 
wsts. swilchback us&, end 
exms pension funding 

Final acwunting for stranded mk, 
including lrealment 01 auction prnceeds. 
taxes, regulatory as& and 
liabilifies, liansaction wsk 

Stranded wsk. regulatory assets 

Ailacalion 01 regulated end 
nonregulaledwsk, lax issues. 
and olher revenue requiremen! 
issues 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Date Case Jurisdict 

.__._.--I_-_ 

01/01 (1-21453. LA 
U-20925, U-2M92 
(SuMockel8) 
SunebuUal 

OI/Oi CaseNo. KY 
2000386 

01101 CaseNo KY 
2000439 

02/07 A-110300FW95 PA 
A4104WFWO 

03/01 POW01860 PA 
POW01861 

04101 11.21453, LA 
U-2V325, 
u-22092 
(Subdocket 8) 
SetUemenlTerm Sheet 

04101 11-21453. LA 

(Subdocket E) 
Contested issues 

05/0I L1.21453, LA 
U.20925. 
U-22092 
/Subdocket81 
Contested 1s5ues 
Transmission and Dslribulion 
RebuHsl 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
Of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Party Wily b jec t  

Louisiana PuMffi 
S h c e  Commission 
StaA 

Kentucky lnduslrid 
Ulility Cuslomers Inc 

Kentuay Induslrial 
Uli l i i  Customen. im 

MeCEd IndusMal 
UsersGmup 
Peneiec IndusMal 
Customer A i l iam 

Met-Ed lnduslrial 
Usen Gmup 
Penelec Induslrid 
Customer Aliiance 

Louisiana Public 
Publicservice Comm 
S t 8  

Louisiana Public 
PubiicSwke Comm 
Stan 

Louisiana Public 
Public Swvice Comm, 
stan 

~~ ~ 

EnlergyGuH 
Stales. Inc 

Louisville Gas 
& Eieclric Co. 

Kenlucky 
Illilities Co 

GPU. inc 
FinlEnwgy Corpl 

Melmpoiilan Edam 
Co. and Pennsylvania 
ElediiCCO 

Entetgy Gu!f 
slates, Im 

Enletgy Gun 
Slales. lnc 

Enleigy Gull 
Stales. Inc 

!ndus!q resWcluriq. business 
saparalian pian, oiganizalion 
shcture, hold harmless 
mndiliom, Bnandng 

Rmveyofenvirenmenld casts. 
suichatge mechanism 

Rewveiy of environmental casts, 
surcharge mechanism 

Metger, savings, reliability 

Rmvery of msts due lo 
prwiderollasl resolt obligalion 

Business separalion plan: 
settlement agreement on overall plan 
structure 

Business separaiion plan: 
agreemenls, hold harmlm condilions, 
separalions melhodoiqy 

Business separahn plan: 
agreements, hold harmless condiiions, 
SeparaUons melhcdolqy 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kolien 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jur isdict .  Paw Utility Subject 

_.___,_.______-.._ll_l_____._ -__I-, -.-- -” - 

07/01 1121453, LA Loubiana Public Enlemv Gulf 
U-20925, 
U-22092 

Public Service Comm StaGinc  
Slaff 

Subdocket8 
Transmission end Distribution Term Sheet 

1omi 1m.u GA 

1lBI 143114 GA 
Dired 
Panel with 
Bolin Killings 

11/01 U-25687 !A 
Dired 

02/02 252.9 TX 

Ou)2 U.25687 LA 
Surrebuttal 

03/02 14311.U GA 
Rebullat 
Panel with 
Bolin Kiliings 

03/02 143114 GA 
Rebuilal 
Panel with 
MchelieL Thebelt 

0332 WH48EI FL 

04m2 U-25687 LA 
(Supplemental Surrebuttal) 

04/02 U-21453, U-20925 
and U.22092 

Georgia Pubi i  Gwgia Power Company 
Service Commission 
Adversay Slaff 

Geargia Public Allanla GasLlghlCo, 
S e k  Coinmision 
AdvwSarv SM 

Louisiana Public 
Service Mmmission 

Enlegy Gull Stales. Inc 

stan 

Dallas FL-WCUUI Hmpital TXU Uedlic 
Coundl &Re Coalibn of 
Independent &!@e & Univenilies 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
siaff 

GwnJlaPublic AUanla Gar Lgh! Co 
Service Cammission 
AdvwSary Slaff 

Enlegy Gulf Stales, lnc 

GwnJia Pubk 
Service Coinmission 
Advmaiy Slaff 

Allanla Gas Light M. 

South Fbida Hospital 
and Healthcare Assoc 

Florida Power B Ugh1 M, 

Louisiana PuMic 
Serv’ke Coinmission 

Louisiana Public SWEPCO 
Service Commission 

Enlergy Gulf Stales, Im. 

Business separalion plan: seltlemen! 
agreemen1 on TBD kues. agreemenis 
necexaiy In implement TBD separaliom, 
hold harmlex mndillons, separations 
methodology 

Revenue requirements. Ra!e Plan, bel 
clause remveiy 

Revenue requirements, revenue forecasl. 
O&M expense, depreciation, plan1 addilions, 
cash working capital 

Revenue requirements, capild slructure, 
allocation of regulaled and nonregulaled costs, 
River Bend upmle 

Slipulalion Regulaloiy w e b ,  
secuiiU7alion financing 

Revenx r q ~  rsmenb. cc!wa!e hancniss 
la con.e”j’cn io LLC RYH @end .prate 

Revenue requiremenb, earnings sharing 
plan, service quality slandards 

Revenue requirements. revenue forecasl. 
OBM expense, depreciation, plan1 addilions, 
cash working capital 

Revenue requirements Nuclear 
life exlension, slorm damage w a b  
and reeNe, capital slruclure, OBM expense 

Revenue requirernenls, mlparale franchise 
lax, conversion Io LLC River Bend upmle 

Business separalion plan, TBD TermSheel 
separabons methodologies, hold harmies 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 



Page 23 of 31 
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of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurisdlct. Party Utillty SubJect 

.-_l_~--ll-w"- ___-_-_..-I- --- 
(Subdocket C) 

08102 ELO1- FERC 
ma 

08/02 U-25888 LA 

09/02 200200224 KY 
200253225 

Itm2 202M)t46 KY 
2W253147 

01/03 200200169 KY 

M/03 2002WrJ KY 
200200430 

04/03 U-26527 LA 

06/03 ELOI- FERC 
88000 
Rebuttal 

06103 2003M)ffi8 KY 

11/03 ERO3-753030 FERC 

SMf 

LouBiana Public 
Serviw Commission 

Louisiana Public 
SeMm Commission 
stsn 

Kentucky Industrial 
UtiliUesCuslomen, Im 

Kenlucky Industrial 
UtililiesCusbmers. Inc 

Kentucky Industrial 
ULiiities Cusiomen. Inc 

Kentucky Industrial 
Lltility Customws, Inc 

Louisiana Public 
Sei-& Commission 
SMf 

Louisiana Public 
Swim Commission 

Kenlutky lnduslrial 
Utility Customers 

Louisiana Pubiic 
Sewice Commission 

conditions 

Enteigy SeNiw. Im System Agreement prcductioncosl 
and The Entegy 0perah-g equalizalion. la& 
Companies 

EnteigyGuYStstes, Inc System Agrement production wst 
and Enleigy Loubiana. lm disparities, PNdenw 

Kentu3yUblresCo ~ nelosses and luelc!auseimrery 
LOAW eGasBElm.cCo a;smaled~inoYs~!emsales 

Kenrrrky Ui lies Co 
LosnI'eGas &ElecuicCo smhsrgermrery 

d e n l a y  Pme! Co 

Er.iimm?nlaI wmp mmD and 

En. innmenla1 cam$ ance WSD and 
surcharge rmrey 

Kentucky ULiliUes Co 
Louisville Gas 8 Elecb% Co. 

Entefgy Gulf Slates, Inc 

Enleigy Services, lnc 
and Vie Enteigy Operaling 
Companies 

Kentucky Utiiies Co 

Enteigy Services, Inc 
and Vie Entsgy Operating 
Companies 

Extensionof meiger surcredit. 
haw in Companies' studies 

Revenue requirementr, copxate 
banchise lax, wnvenion lo LLC, 
Capiial sBuc(ure. post lest year 
Adjustments 

System Agreemenl pfcdutiin wst 
equalization. larik 

Environmenlal cost remveiy, 
conedon of base rate ermr 

Unit power purchases and sale 
cost4esed ts f i  punuanlto Sysiem 
Agieemenl 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. Kh'C. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Date Caso Jurisdict. Par ty  Utility Subjocl 

ER03.583401, and 
Et303583402 

ER03682Ml1, and 
EA05682402 

ER03-744.000, 
ER03-74.4401 
(Consofidaled) 

12103 U-26527 LA 
Sunebultal 

12M3 20030334 KY 
20030335 

12103 U.27136 LA 

03/04 U-26527 LA 
Supplemenla1 
SurrebuUaI 

03/04 200340433 KY 

03/04 2w340434 KY 

03104 SOAHDcckel TX 
473042459, 
PUG Deckel 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commissiin 
Staff 

Kenludry Induskid 
Utility Cuslomen, Inc 

Louisiana Public 
Service Comm'sia, 
Slav 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Stall 

Kenlucky lndusliiai 
Ulility Cusbmen, Inc 

Kenluc!iy Induskiai 
Ublity Cuslomen. IIC 

Cities Sewed by Texas- 
New MexiwPower Co 

Unit power purchase and sale 
agreements. conlrectuai provisions, 
projected mts, levelized rales, and 
lonula rates 

Enlergy Services. Inc 
the Entergy Operaling 
Companies, EWO Markel- 
Ing. LP. and EnteQy 
P o w ,  lnc 

Enlergy GuHSlates, Inc Revenue requirements, wrporale 
hanchise tax, mnversion lo UC, 
Capiblsmdure, pasttest year 
adjuslmenls 

Earnings Sharing Mechanism Kentucky Ulittlies Co 
Lou!svilleGas&EledricCo 

Entergy Louisiana. IIC Purchased mer wntects 
beween afiiiales, term and 
wndilions 

Entergy Gulf Stales. IIC Revenue requirements. mipoiale 
franchise lax, mnvenion 10 LLC. 
capital s1IUdure., psi test year 
adjusfmenls 

Revenue requirements, deprectalion rates, 
O&M expense. deferrals and amorlizalion, 
earnings sharing mechanism. merge1 
suraedil. VDT surcredit 

Revenue requiremenls. depreciaUon ralffi. 
O W  expense, deferrals and amwtization. 
earnings shadng mechanism, mergei 
surcredil. VDT surcredil 

Slianded mls truwp, induding 

ITC. ADIT, exms earnings 

Louisville Gas & Elmtic CO, 

Kentucky Uliiities Co, 

TaxasNew Meim 
Power Co including valualion issues, 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Utility Subject 

_-  
Date Case Jurisdict. 

29206 
Rale slabilizalion plan. deferrals. T&D 
rale increases. earnings 

Slranded wts me-up, including 
valualion issues, ITC, EDIT, excess 
millgalion crediis, capacity audion 
LRlwp revenues, interest 

lnleresl on stranded cost pursuant lo 
Tsxes Supreme Court remand 

05104 

osR4 

04-169- OH 
EL-UNC 

Ohio Energy Group, Inc. Cdumbus Southem Power 
CO. a Ohio Power Co. 

CenterPoin1 
Enegy Houslon Electric 

SOAHDockel TX 
47354.4555 
PUC Docket 
29526 

SOAHDadAel TX 
473064556 
PUCDochel 
29526 
(Suppl Direct) 

Houslon Council for 
Heallh and Educalion 

08104 Hwslon Cwncilfw 
Health and Educaliw 

Cenleffoinl 
Energy Houston Electric 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
star 

SWEPCO Fuel 2nd purchased power expenses 
recoverable through fuel adjuslmenl clause, 
lrading 2cWiUes. compliancewilh lerms of 
various LPSC Olden 

Revenue requirements 

09104 DadAelNo L4 
U-23327 
Subdwkel B 

Louisiana Public 
Servial Commission 
Slail 

Gallalin Sleel Co. 

SWEPCO 10104 

12/04 

DadAelNo LA 
U-23327 
SubdadAelA 

CaseNo. KY 
200400321 
Case No. 
2W4W372 

30485 TX 

EesIKenlucky Power 
Cwperatbe, Inc , 
B!g Sandy RW, elal. 

Envimnmenlal cost recovev. qualified 
wsis. TiER requirements, cos1 alkcalbn 

OW5 nousfon Council for 
Health and Educalion 

CenlarPoint Energy 
Houslon Eiecbic, LLC 

Slrardedcosl b u p  includingqulalory 
Cenlral Co. a552ls and iiabililies, ITC, EDIT, 
capacity audion, proceeds, e x w s  mitigalion 
credits. relmspecihe and pmspche ADiT 

Revenue requirements 02/05 

02/05 

02/05 

18638.U GA W i a  Pubiic 
Selvice Canmission 
Adversary Slaff 

Gwigia Pubiic 
Swvice Commission 
Adversary Stall 

Gwrgla Pubiic 
Service Commission 
Advmiuy Stall 

AUanla Gas Lghl Co 

186384 GA 
Panel wilh 
Tony Wackedy 

18638-U GA 
Panelwilh 
Micheiie Thebert 

AUanla Gas Lighl Co. Comprehensive rale plan, 
pipeline replacement p q r a m  
surcharge, paiformanos based rale pian 

Energy mnservalion, economic 
development and l a i f  issues 

Allanla Gas Lighl Co 

- - 

,I. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
Of 

Lane Kolien 
As of September 2005 

Date Case Jurisdlct. Pam/ Utility Subject 

_(.h--_-l_.--._._I -~ l.--l_-._-.---,. ~ I..--- 

03105 CaseNo. KY 
M W 4 2 6  
CaseNo 
200400421 

06105 05W45.EI FL 

0305 31056 TX 

09105 2029Bu GA 
Panel with 
Vctoria Taylor 

10105 04.42 DE 

11105 200540351 KY 
200500352 

01106 200500341 KY 

Kentucky lndusbial 
UUlily Cuslomers, IN 

Kenluckylnduslwl 
USiily Customers, Inc 

Soulh Florida Hospilal 
2nd Healllhcare hoc 

Alliance for Valley 
He a 1 lh c a r e 

Georgia Public 
Servb Commission 
Adversaly Slam 

Georgia Public 
ServiCe Commission 
Adversary Stall 

Delaware Public Service 
Commission Slall 

Kenlucky lndusbial Ulilily 
Customers. Inc 

Kentucky Indusliial 
UMly Cuslomen, Inc 

03106 31994 TX Ciks  
05106 31994 

Supplemental 

Kenlucky Uliiilies Co 
Louisville Gas & Elecbic 

Kenlucky Paver Co 

FtoridaPaver & 
LighlTa. 

AEP Texas 
Csntial Co. 

Amos Energy Corn 

A l m s  Enargy Corn 

Allesian Water Co 

Kentucky Ulililies Co. 
Louisvilie Gas 2nd 
El& CO. 

Kentucky Power Co. 

Texas.New Mexiw 
POWW CQ. 

Envimnmenlal wst recavely, Jobs 
CreaUon Ad of 2004 and 5 199 deduction 
excess wmmnn equily ratio. deferral and 
amortization of nonrecuning O W  expense 

Environmenlatmsl remvery, Jot6 
Creabn Acl of xi04 and 5199 deduclion 
margins on allavances used for AEP 
syslemsates 

S l o n  damage expense 2nd reserve, 
RTO msts, O&M expense projectlons. 
relum on equity p~formence incenlive, 
capital strudure, setedke s m n d  phase 
post4esl year raleincrease 
Stranded ws1 heup Including regulalwy 
assets and liabilities, ITC. EDIT, capacily 
auckn. pmds, e x m  miSgabn crediis, 
reUospe%ve and prospective ADIT 

Revenue requiraments, milin of 
surcharges, mst recovery lhrough surcharge. 
reporting iwjuirements 

ACliale Iransactions, msl allmlions. 
caplalizaUon, ms1 of deb1 

AlIcCaUQn of lax net operating losses 
between regulated and unregulaled 

WOMQ~W Separation Pragram mst 
recaveryandsharedsavingslhmugh 
VDT surcredil 

Syslem Sales Clause Rider, Envimnmenlal 
Cast Recovery Rider Ne1 Cowsstion Rider, 
Slorm damage, vegetalion management 
prcgram. deprecialion. okyslem sales, 
maintenance normalization, pension and 
OPE6 

Stianded WSI recaveiy(htough 
mmpelilion bansilon or change 
Retrospective ADFIT. prosoective 
ADFIT 

.I. KENNEDY A N D  ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurlsdlct. P a r t y  lltillty 

_1_-.- -- 

0306 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Slates. Inc 
U-20925, Selvice Canmission 
u22092 Slan 

3106 NOPRReg iRS Alliance for Valley AEP Texas Cenbal 
104385QR Heallh Care end Houston Company and CenteiPioin! 

Council for Health Educalion Energy Hausten 
Elcclric 

4106 U-25116 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Louisiana. inc 
S e M  Commissim 
Slal! 

07106 ROW61366, PA 
El al 

07106 U.23327 LA 

W06 11.21453, LA 
U -20925 
U-22092 
(SuMocke! J) 

11/06 05CVH033375 OH 
Franklin Cwnty 
Court Affidavit 

12106 U-23327 LA 
Subdacket A 
Reply Teslimany 

03107 U-29764 LA 

03/07 33309 TX 

MelEd Ind then Gmup 
Pennsylvania Ind. 
Customer Alliance 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Stan 
Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Slaff 

VaiousTaxing Aulhailies 
(Nan-Lllility Proceeding) 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Louisiana Public 
Sewice Cornmission 
Staff 

Cilies 

Metmpdilan Edism Co. 
Pennsylvania Elecbic Co 

Soulhwestem 
Elecbio Power Ca 

Enlergy Guif 
Stales, Inc 

Slats of Ohio Depadmenl 
of Revenue 

Southwestem Elcclric 
Power Co 

Enlargy Guif Slates, lnc.. 
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 

AEP Texas Central Co 

03/07 33310 TX CiUes AEP Texas North CO 

Jurisdiclional separalion plan 

Proposed Regulalions affecting flow 
lhrough to mlepwers of e x m  
defend inwma kes and invstmenl 
Tax ciedits on genamlian olan! lhal 
Is said ci deregulaled. 

2W2-2004Audilaf Fuel Adjustmen! 
Clause Filings Affiliate liansactim 

Recovery of NUG-related slianded 
mts. government mandated pmgrams 
costs. storm damage mts 

Revenue requirements, formula 
r i le plan, banking pmposal 

Jurisdiclional separalion pian 

Accaunting for nuciear fuel 
assemblis as manuiac(ured 
equipment and capilaliwl plant 

Revenue requirements, fwmula 
rate plan, banking proposal 

Jurisdictianai allccalionof Enlargy 
System Agreement equalizalim 
remedy receipts 

Rwenue requiiemants, including 
fraclionaliilion of lransmission and 
disltibulion costs 

Revenue requirements. including 
haclianalizalion of Iransmission and 
dislribuliw, cask 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Case Jurisdict. party Utlllty Subject Dale 

03107 

03/07 

04107 

20C6-00472 KY Kentucky lnduslriel 
Utility Customers. IIX: 

Easl Kenlucky 
Power Cmperative 

Inlecim rata increase, RUS loan 
covenants, credit lxility 
requirements, financial condition 

Permanent(Phase 11) storm 
damagewstremvely 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Stat 

Clem Power. LLC U.29157 LA 

U-29764 LA 
Supplemental 
And 
Rebuttal 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
St.4 

.JurisdictWal ellocam of Entergy 
System Agreement equalization 
remedy receipts 

04107 ER07682U00 FERC 
Affidavit 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commbsion 

Enlergy Sm’m. IIX: 
and lhe Entergy Operating 
C o m pa n I es 

Aliocebn of inlargible and general 
planlandA&Gexpansesto 
prcducbon and slats inmme lax 
eKecfs on equaliza%m remedy 
rwzipts 

Fuel hedging wsts and wmplianca 
wih FERC USOA 

ER07684M)O FERC Louisiana Pubiic 
Alfidavit Se& Commissbn 

Enlegy S w i m .  Inc 
and he Enleqy Opemliw 
Companies 

Enlergy S w i m .  lnc 
and lhe Entergy Opemting 
Companies 

04107 

05107 ER07682dM) FERC Lwblena Public 
Afidavit S& Commission 

AllocaUon of intangible and general 
plant and A&G expenses lo 
picdudon and smun1924 
elfecls on MSS-3 equaiization remedy 
payments and receipts 

S h w  cause for violating LPSC 
Order on fuel hedging wsts. 

06107 

07107 

07107 

U-29764 LA Louisiana Public 
Semice Commission 
StaH 

200600472 KY Kentucky lnduslrial Utility 
Customen, Inc 

Enlergy Louisiana, LLC 
EnleQy Gulf Stales. llw: 

Easl Kentucky Power 
Cwparalive 

Revenue requirements. posl lest year 
adjustments, TIER. surcharge revenues 
and MSIS, financial need 

Slam damage cosis related lo Hurricanes 
Kalrina and Rita and eHects a i  MSS.3 
equalization payments and receipts 

ER07-956UOO FERC Louisiana Pubiic 
Allidevil Semica Commission 

EnieQy SeNim,  Inc 

.I. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Koffen 
As of September 2008 

Date Case Jurisdict. paw Utility Subject  

I_ -.-__I..--_I_- __I-- I---.-- ,. 

10/07 054R.103 WI 
Direct 

10/07 C5.UR.103 WI 
Surrebunal 

10107 250604 GA 
Direct 

11/07 060033.EGN WV 
Direcl 

11107 ERD7-682400 FERC 
Direcl 

OlIOB ER07-682000 FERC 
Cross Answeihg 

01/08 07-551-EL-AIR OH 
Direct 

02/06 ER07.956000 FERC 
Direct 

Wiswnsin Induslrial 
Energy Group 

Wiswnsin Industrial 
Energy Gmup 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Public 
Inlerest Adversary Stail 

Wesl Virginia Energy Users 
Group 

Louisiana Public Sewice 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commissiw, 

Ohio Energy Group, Inc 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Wiswnsin Elec(ric Power 
Company 
Wiswnsin Gas, LLC 

Revenue tequiremenls. cenying charges 
on CWIP, amorlization and retum on 
regulalofy assals, working capilal. incenlim 
compensation. use of rale base in lieu of 
capilalization. quanlification and us8 of 
Point Beach sale proceeds 

Revenua raquiremenls, carrying charges 
on CWIP, amortizalion and reluin on 
regulatory assels, working capital, incentive 
wmpensation, use of rale base in lieu of 
capilalizalion. quantification and use of 
Point Beach sale proceeds 

Afiliate cosls, incentive compensation. 
consolidated inwme laxes, $199 deduction 

Wiswnsin Elediic Power 
Company 
Wisconsin Gas, LLC 

Georgia Power Company 

Appalachian Power Company IGCC Surcharge during conslruction period 

Edergy Sarvices, inc 
and (he Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and lhe Entergy Operaling 
Companies 

Ohio Edison Company, 
Cleveland Eleclric 
Illuminating Company, 
Toiedo Edison Company 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and (he Enleigy Operating 
Companies 

and post4n.service date 

Funclionalization and allmation of 
intangible and general plenl and ABG 
expenses 

Fuctionalization and allmation of 
inlangible and general piant and ABG 
expenses 

Revenua Requirements 

Functionalization of expenses in account 
923: storm damage expense and accounts 
924,228.1,182 3,254 and 407 3; tax NOL 
carryback in acwunt165 and 236; ADIT; 
nuclear servicelivesand effecton 
depreciation and dewmmissioning 

.F. KENNEDY ANI) ASSOC JATES. JNC. 
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Date Case Jurisdlct. 

,__._l__.l_._l__-__ "- 

03108 ER07-956600 FERC 
Cross-Answering 

04108 200760562 KY 
And 200760563 

04/08 26837 GA 
Oirecl 
Panel wilh 
Thomas K Bond, 
Cynhia Johnson, 
Michelle Thebefl 

05108 26837 GA 
RebuHal 
Panel with 
Thomas K Bond, 
Cynthia Johnson, 
Michelle Theberl 

05/08 26837 GA 
Supplemental 
Rebuttal 
Panel wilh 
Thomas K Bond, 
Cynlhia Johnson. 
Michelle Theberl 

06108 zoo860115 KY 

07108 27163 GA 
Direcl 

07108 27163 GA 
Panel wilh 
Vidorie Taylor 

08108 668OGE-I70 Wl 
Direct 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
As of September 2008 

Party Utlllty Subject 

Loulsiena Public Service 
Commission 

Enlergy Services, lnc 
and !he Enlergy flpsrating 
Companies 

Funcfionalization of expenses in auuunt 
923: storm damage expense and a W U n t S  
924.228 1,182 3.254 and 407 3: lax NflL 
carybacks in account 165 and 236 ADIT: 
nuclear service lives and effect on 
deprecialion and decommissioning 

Kentucky IndusMal Ulilib Kentucky Uliiities CO. Merger surcredi! 
Cus!omen. inc. Louisviiie Gas and 

Electric Co 

Georgia Pubiic Service SCANA Energy Rule Nisi complaint 
Commission Staff Markeling, Inc 

Georgia Public Service SCANA Energy Rule Nisi complain1 
Commission Stall Marketing, lnc 

Georgia Public Service SCANAEnergy Rule Nisi wmplainl. 
Commission Stan Markeling, Inc 

Kentucky Industrial Uliiily Easl Kentucky Power Environmentai surcharge remveries. 
Cuslomers. Inc 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Pubiic 
Merest Advocacy SlaR 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Public 
Interest Advocacy Staff 

Wiswnsin Industriel Energy 
Group. Inc Ugh1 Company financial paramelers 

Cooperalive. Inc 

Almos Energy Cow 

incl wsls recovered in exisling reles. TIER 

Revenue requiremenls, incl projected lesl 
year rate base and expenses 

Almos Energy COlp AHiliale Itansaclions end division cos1 
allocalions, capital slruclure. wst of debt 

Wisconsin Power and Nelson Dewey 3 or Colombia 3 fixed 

J .  KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
Of 

Lana Kolien 
As of September 2008 

Date Cam Jurisdict. Party Utility SubjRCt 

08/08 6680-UR-116 WI 
Direct 

08M8 6680-UR-116 WI 
Rebuttal 

09/08 6690.UR-119 WI 
Rirecl 

09/08 6690-UR-119 WI 
Surrebultal 

Wisconsin Industrial Energy 
Group. Inc Light Company 

Wkconsin Power and 

Wisconsin Induslrial Energy 
Group, Inc Light Company 

Wisconsin lndustiial Energy 
Group. lnc COP 

Wisconsin Power and 

Wisconsin Public Servics 

Wisconsin lndustiial Energy Wismnsin Public Service 
Group. Inc Corn 

CWlP in rate base. laborexpenses, pension 
expense. financing. capital slruclure, 
decoupling 

Capilal structure 

PNdence of Weslon 3 oulage, incenlive 
cornpenselion. Crane Creek Wind Farm 
incremental revenue requiremenl. capital 
SliUClUre 

PNdence of Weslon 3 oulage, Seclion 199 
deduclion 

1. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES. INC. 
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Response to KNJC-2 Question No. 2.18 
Page 1 of .3 

Rives I Tliompson I Bellor 

I(ENTUC1CY UTILITIES COMPANY 

CASE NO. 2008-00251 
CASE NO. 2007-00565 

Response to Second Set of Data Requests of the 
Kentucky industrial Utility Customers, Inc. 

Dated September 24,2008 

Question No. 2.18 

Responding Wltness: S. Bradford Rives /Pant  W. Thompson /Lonnie E. Bellar 

4-2 18 Refer to the KU’s response to PSC 1-34 

a Please provide a detailed description of EEI 

b Please provide a history by year ofKU’s investment in EEL 

c.. Please provide a history by year of KU’s earnings from EEI 

d Please explain why KU records the income From EEI in “Other Income Less 
Deductions .” 

A-2,18. a. EEI was formed in the early 1950’s by several independent sponsoring 
companies, including: 

Union Electric Company (E) 
Central Illinois Public Service Company (CIPS) 
Iliinois Power Company (IP) 
Kentucky Utilities Company (KU) 
Middle South Utilities, Inc 

Each company purchased stock in the newly formed company. EEI was 
formed for constructing, owning and operating the electric generating plant 
in Joppa, Illinois to provide power ta a gaseous diffusion uranium plant 
owned and operated by the United States Atomic Energy Commission 
(AEC) near Paducah, K.entucky., Construction began on the 1,000 MW 
plant in 1951. Plant start-up occurred in 1954 and the plant reached full 
operation in the summer o l  1955. AI that time the sponsoring companies 
purchased any excess power pioduced by the plant beyond the energy 
required by the AEC pursuant to a purchase power agreement with a definite 
term. EEI generated 1,000 MW of electric capacity at its coal-fired power 
plant in Joppa, Illinois, and 55 MW at it  natural gas fired facility at the same 
location.. Today, Missouri-based utility holding company Ameren Energy 



Response to KIUC-7. Question No. 2.18 
Page 2 of 3 

Rives I Thompson I Bellar 

holds an 80% stake in EEI and Kentucky Utilities (a subsidiary of E ON 
U S.) owns the remaining 20% of the company 

The gross capacity of the plant is currently 1,162 MW Of that total, 1,086 
MW is from the coal fired loppa facility and 76 MW is combustion turbine 
capacity from Midwest Electric Power Inc By contract. EEI sold its energy 
to AEC and the sponsoring companies at cost based rates until the expiration 
under its terms at the end of 2005 In late 2005, as a majority shareholder, 
Ameren Energy voted to sell this power into the market rather than to 
sponsoring companies beginning in 2006 KU receives equity in earnings 
from 20% of the net income of EEI KU also receives 20% of the cash 
dividends that are declared and paid by EEI 

b In 1951, the Company’s original investment was $350,000 
1958 the Company invested $270,000 and $675.800, respectively 
then, the investment has been $1,295,800 

In 1953 and 
Since 

C 

Kentucky Utilities Company 
Earnings from EEl* 

Year Earnings 

1998 $2,167,436 
1999 2,333,723 
2000 2,242,280 
2001 I ,802,856 
2002 6,967,101 
2003 3,644,247 
2004 2,559,212 
2005 2,256,843 
2006 29.405,773 
2007 26,358,781 

9,877,61 1 
April 30,2008 - 

Year to Date 

* Data provided is for the test year and the ten years previous that was 
readily available 

d. The investment in EEI has never been included in utility capitalization at 
KU. Correspondingly, the earnings from EEI are recorded below the line i n  
“Other Income Less Deductions.” K U  records the earnings on its 
investments in E.EI on the equity method of accounting. KU records its 
share of EEl’s net income each period in proportion to KU’s ownership 
percentage (20%) These amounts have been reported as “Other Income 
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Rives I Thompson I Bellar 

Less Deductions” in KU’s reports filed with the Commission based on the 
Commission’s Uniform System of Accounts (USofA) The Code of Federal 
Regulations indicates account 418 1 ‘‘shall include the utility’s equity in the 
earning or losses of subsidiary companies for the year”, which is included in 
“Other Income” in the FERC Statement of Income for the Year. 
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Response to Question No. 34 

Charnas 
Page 1 O f  3 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

CASE NO, 2008-00251 

Response to First Data Request of Commission Stoff 
Dated July 16,2008 

Question No. 34 

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas 

Q-.34 Provide a schedule showing for the test year and the year preceding the test year, 
with each year s h o w  separately, the following information regarding KU’s 
investments in subsidiaries and ,joint ventures: 

a. Name ofsubsidiaryorjoint venture 

b., Date of initial investment, 

c. Amount and type of investment made for each of the 2 years included in this 
response., 

d. Balance sheet and income statement. Where only internal statements are 
prepared, furnish copies of these. 

A separate schedule of all dividends or income of any t.ype received by KIJ 
from its subsidiaries or joint ventures showing how this income is reflected in 
the reports filed with the Commission and stockholder reports 

f. Name of each officer of each of the subsidiaries or joint ventures, each 
officer’s annual compensation, the portion of that compensation that is 
charged to the subsidiary or joint venture, the position each officer holds with 
KU, and the compensation received &om KU 

e 

A-34. Investment 1 of 2 

a ,  Electric Energy, Inc (EEI) 

b. KU invested in the formation of EEI when it received its charter From the 
State of Illinois in December 1950 

c ,  No investments were made in EEI by KU during the 2 years included in this 
response. 



Response to Question No. 34 
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Charnas 

d. See Attachment 1 containing financial statements for EE1 including 
Statements of Income for the twelve months ended April 30, 2008 and 2007 
and Balance Sheets as ofApril 30,2008 and 2007. 

e. KU records its earnings on its investments in EEI on the equity method of 
accounting. KU records a share of EEf’s net income each period in proportion 
to KU’s ownership percentage (20%). KU has recorded $28,622,539 and 
$27,727,348 in income for the 12-months ended April 30, 2008 and 2007, 
respectively. These amounts have been reported as “Other Income Less 
Deductions” in KU’s reports filed with the Commission and as “Equity 
Earnings in EEI” in stockholders reports., 

f. Officers: R. Alan Kelly Chairman of the Board 
Robert L. Powers President 
Williams H Sheppard Vice President 
JamesM Helm Secretary-Treasurer 

None of the officers of EEI are officers or employees of KU 

None of EEI’s officers receive compensation from KU nor is any portion of 
their salaries charged to KU. EEI’s officers’ salaries are charged internally by 
EEI as expenses against EEI’s revenues to arrive at net income. The 
compensation paid to these officers by EEI is not available to KIJ. 

A-34. Investment 2 of 2 

a.  Ohio Valley Electric Corporation (OVEC) 

b. Kll’s original investment in OVEC was made in 1952 

c. No investments were made in OVEC by KU during the 2 years included in 
this response. 

d,, See Attachment 2 containing financial statements for OVEC including 
Statements of Income for the twelve months ended April 30, 2008 and 2007 
and Balance Sheets as of April 30,2008 and 2007. 

e. KLJ records its dividend income from OVEC on the cost method of 
accounting. KLJ has recorded $1 17,500 and $97,500 in dividends for the 12- 
months ended April .30, 2008 and 2007, respectively These amounts have 
been reported as “Other Income Less Deductions” in KU’s repons filed with 
the Commission and as “Other Income (Expense) - Net” in stockholders 
reports., 
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f. Officers: Michael G., Moms President 
David L. Hart 
David E. Jones 
John D. Brodt 
Ronald D. Cook 
Susan Tomasky 

Vice President & Asst. to President 
Vice President .. Operations 
Secretary and Treasurer 
Asst. Secretary and Asst. Treasurer 
Asst Secretary and Asst. Treasurer 

None of the officers of OVEC are officers or employees of KU. 

None of OVEC‘s officers receive compensalion from KU nor is any portion of 
their salaries charged to KIJ OVEC’s officers’ salaries are charged internally 
by OVEC as expenses against OVEC’s revenues to amve at net income. The 
compensation paid to these officers by OVEC is not available to K,U 
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Charnor 

Electric Energy, Inc. 
Statements of Income 

For The Twelve Months Ended April 30,2007 and 2008 

2007 2008 
Operating Revenues 

Sales To Department Of Energy: 
Permnnenl Power 
Additional Power 
Excess Power 
Released Power 

Total Sales To Department OlEnergy 

Sales To Other Electric Utilities: 
Permanent Power 
Released Power 
Excess Power 
btercltnnge Power 

Total Sales To Other Eleclric Utilities 

OUler Electric Revenues 

Told Operating Revenucs 

Operating Expenses 
Purchnsed Power 
Fuel 
Operation 
Maintenance 
Depncialion 
Taxes. Other Than Income Taves 
Income Taxes 

Total Operating Expenses 

Income From Operations 

Other (Income) And Expense 
Interest Income 
Interest Expense 
Other, Net 

Tolal OUler (Income) and Expense 

Net Income 

8 315.649 S 0 
0 35,046,000 
0 0 
0 0 

IE 315,6E 9; 35,046,000 

$ 366,395,852 16 198,803,072 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

$ 366,395,852 $ 398,803,072 
36,240,802 5,992,386 

$ 402,952,303 $ 439,841,458 

S 7.936,973 
113,250.011 
27,427,534 
22.1 10,099 
5,474,380 
2,158,048 
85,757,594 

$ 264,114,639 

$ 138,837,664 

S 42,2641 14 
114,607,063 
27,801,657 
19,669,970 
6,260,900 
2,303,918 
85,083,058 

$ 297,990,680 

s 141,850,778 

~ 

$ (113,681) $ (67,521) 
1,077,347 816,201 
(947.026) (3,514.854) 

16 16,640 S (2,766,174) 

$ 138,821,024 $ 144,G16,952 
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Charnas 

Electric Energy, Inc. 
Balance Sheets 

As of April 30,2007 and 2008 

2007 2008 

Assels 

Utility Plant 
tllility Plant In Scrvice 
Consiruclion Work In Propers 

Less: Accumulaled Deprecialion of Utility Plunl 

Tolal Ulilily PInnt, Ncl 

Current Assets 
Cash 
Working Funds 
Tcmponry Cnsh Inveslmenls 
Accounls Rcceivnble - 

Depnnmcnt of Energy 
SpOnSOring Companies 
Subsidiaries - Shori Term 
Other 

Fuel Inventory 
Plan1 Malerial and Supp\ics invenlory 
Prepayments 

Total Current Asscls 

Other Assets 

Unnmoriized Deb1 Expense 
Prepaid Posmeliremenl cos1 
Prepnid Pcnsion Cost 
Deferred Charges and Olher Asrels 
Deferred Taxes 
Long Term Receivable - Subsidiary 
Investment in Subsidiaries 

Total Olhcr Assels 

5 398,031,379 S 404,952,330 
8,021,259 33.435,6 I8 

S 406,052,638 S 438,387,948 

337,404,117 342,637.861 

S 68,648,521 S 95.750,087 

$ 67,719 % 51.316 
57.557 66.528 

0 0 

246,082 
29,528,029 

316,830 
83,725 

19,438,340 
7,931,801 
1,637,417 __ 

9; 59;307,500 'd I 

246.082 
32,l33,63 I 

269,492 
80,784 

22,128,188 
7,723.127 
2,096,833 

64,795,981 

$ O S  0 
490,777 0 

0 0 
9,462,301 9,538,061 

14,770,367 10,998,957 
0 0 

36,077,571 36.077.571 

S 60,801,016 S 56,614,589 

Total Assets $ 188,757,037 S 217,160,657 
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As of April 30,2007 ond 2008 
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Clinrnis 

7.007 2008 

Slockholllcrr' EqulIy 
And Llnblliillr 

SloeWiolders' Equily 

Common Siock 
Retained Earnings 

Dllicr Comprchcorivc lncomc 

Tolst Slolholdcrr' Equlty 

Long-Term Debt 

Currcnl Linbllilics 

Nola Payable, Dunk 
N o w  Poyablc. Sponsoring Componics 
Aceounu Pnyablc 
Accaunu Poyrblc 10 Spanrorinfl Compmicr 
Accrucd InlcrcII 
Dividends Pnyoblc 
A C C N ~  ~nxcrolhcr nmn incoma 
Accrued lnsomc Tmcs 

Tolol Currenl Lloblllllcs 

Other Linbililics 

Total Stockholders' Equity 
And Liobllllies 

5 6.200.000 5 6,200,000 
94,541,922 83.809.874 

S 100.742.922 S 90,109,874 

(967.498) 3.864.205 

S 99,775,424 S 93,974,019 

5 o s  O 
15,300,000 36.4OO.WO 
11.404.924 14,027.7 I9 
12.072.621 I5.M 1.94 7 

0 0 
0 17,500,000 

21,874,846 4.422.231 

5 66,115,048 S 107,486,246 

62,651 74.343 

S 871.479 5 773.600 
6294,496 6,645,843 
1,422,129 7 16,033 

3,556,653 1.824,422 
10,121,208 lJ43,WI 

397'333 0 -____ 
S, 22,266,565 5 15,700,332 

S 188,157,037 I 217,160,657 
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Clrnrnos 

OHIO VALLEY ELECTRIC CORPORATION AND SUBSIDIARY COMPANY 

INCOME AND RETNNED EARNINGS 
FOR THE NYELVE MONTHS ENDED APRIL 30,2008 AND 2007 

Aprll30,2000 Aprll 30. 2007 
Ohlo Ohlo 

- 

OPEMTINO REVENUE? 

OPEWTING EXPENSES: 
FUELCONSUMED 
PURCIIASED POWER 
OTtlER POWER EXPENSES 
LAOOR-SCHEO 4 
OTINEII CIIAROESSCIIED 4 
SO2 ALLQWANCES 
DEPRECIATION 
T A X E S - S T A T ~ I D C A L B M I S C  
IAXES - FEDERAL INCOME 

TOTAl.OPERAlING EXPENSES 

NET OPERATING INCOME 

INIERESI ANDOTHER: 
I N I  EXP-REVOLVINOCR AGR 
INT EXP,,2OOGA NOlES 
IN1 EXP.2001 A. 8 k C NOTES 
INT EXP"ZW8A 

INTEREST INCOME 
AMORT OF DEB I EXPENSE 
OTHER 

INT Exr . scR 

IDTAL INTEREST ANDOlHER 

NET INCOME 

IIETAINED EARNINGS - BEGINNING 
CAS14 DIVIDENDS 

RETAINED EARNINGS - END 

Vallay ve11ay 
E l s c f d c  Eleclrlc 

Corporallon Carpontion 

5 62,915,985 5 46.622.841 

14.119,5G5 
35.310.716 

548,564 
6.699.394 

818508 
I,lG1.891 

714,965 
71.115 - 

4 4  

2,779,461 

(517.754) 
1,998,051 
3,044.022 

124.104 

(381,421) 
49,UlG 

(29S.421) 

3,961.256 

11,181,195) 

1,396,687 
3.000.000 

9,302,633 
23.502.101 

1,603,525 
5,592,665 
1147.1I3) 

6,335,536 
512.n54 

I I.42OS31) 

46.142,O16 

280.111 

188.570 
2.008.682 

1251,834) 
27.417 

(121.159) 

2,243,616 

(1.962905) 

1,241,493 
2.GOP.QOO 

5 3.214,&'2 5 2.618588 
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Charoos 

OHIO VALLEY ELECTRIC CORPORAllON AND SUBSIDIARY COMPANY 

W C E  SHEEIS 
ffi OF A~III i o ,  2008 NU a007 

I sni, i  16 101 
175,160,519 

205151118 

171.619.019 

418.00S.607 

1AOO.W 
145.165211 

148.165171 

95654 161 
30.511 I01 

I 7  786.IW 
8 lS13I6 
1.405200 
0.401 547 

2 140,015 
889 511 

11.010.011 

16310.6W 

6111 151 
11418 I00 

87.507 

46217.841 

5 861.197271 

I 111.040 I01 
IG6,491,415 

110550866 

- 0 lJ i l . 6 l6  

281,09iiIRI 

3400000 
ISJ.478.608 

116.070.600 

60S7ILI4 
1 4 Q S 8 1 0 I  

>1.882.W6 
8 515 118 
l315,100 

26,818,406 

194.111 

l11.SlS.581 

111, 001 
I 069178 

LI.4~I4IOS 

L9.141.965 

4 162 160 
19.099 918 

41.410.149 

s. G17.001.064 
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Clinrnns 
OHIO VALLEY ELECTRIC CORPORATION AND SUBSIDIARY COMPANY 

BALANCESHEETS 
ASOFAp~ll3O.ZOODAND2OO7 

zoo0 __ 2007 
Ohio Ohlo 

ElDEIllC E l c ~ l r  l c  

- 
VIllS* Vallay 

corporation Corporallo" 

CAPITAlUAllON AND UPglLlTIES 

I i o . m w 0  

24 789.219 
tI,S06,716 

(101 1509M1 
17187308 
III.OIO.46l 
17.619.911 

Ila.lal.2ts) 

19,011 921 

1J91.146 
611 010 

31.755 122 
a26 959 

55.311219 

9 790.888 
I 9  216J11 

88955J 

I to.00o.w 

111')181111 
12o.oou.m 

1.811.631 

551.611.150 

11,969 618 
II 754 141 

11s 149.L29) 
6595139 
1.585665 
9,189,846 

I4.146,OI)O 

14(1(0,880 

1191.146 
611 070 

18.191 088 
65 wo 

I MI 816 

71.6lt.000 

9 116.687 
10 109 151 

t.869118 

- 19.916.771 

F-- S61.191A11 

Il.415,716 

5 617.001.066 - 





This Re art 1s: Dale of Repotl YearlPeriod of Report 
(1) $An Original (Mo. Da. Yr) End of 2007104 

Name of Respondent 

Kentucky Utilities Company 17\ n A  Resubmission I /  
I I I __ 

TOTAL 

1-1 

STATEMENT OF INCOME FOR THE YEAR (continued) 
Currenl3 Monlhs Prior3 Monlhr 

Ended Ended 
Ouadeelly Only Ouailetty Only 

Title of Accounl Page No Current Year previous year N o 4 l h  Ouailer N o 4 l h  Ouaiter 

Line 
NO 

(Ref ) 

(a) lb) IC) Id) (e) IO 



Name of Respondent 
Kentucky ULilities Company 

Line 
N O  

$s R 7 r t  IS: Dab Of Report YearlPeriod of Report 
zoo71a4 End of A n  Original (Mo, Da. Yr) 

(2) n A  Resubmission 1 1  

i tem 
la) 

Current 
Quarterflear 

Contra Primary Year to Date Year to Date 
wount Affected Baiance 1 (b) I BaEr I ('3 

Previous 
Quarterrfear 

I I UNAPPROPRIATED 

2 
3 
4 - 

Changes 
Adjustments to Retalned Earnings (Account 439)  

FIN 4 8  Adjustment I I 355,161 1 
I 3 

6 
7 
8 
9 

I I I 
191 
201 I I I 

TOTAL Credits to Retained Earnings (Acc l  439)  355,161 
I 

21 I I I i - 
221 TOTAL Appropriations of Retalned Earnings (Acct 436) 
231 Dwdends Declared-Preferred Stock (Account 437) I I I 
24 
25 
26 
27 
281 I I I 
291 TOTAL D.vldends Declared Prefeired Stock (Acct 437)  
301 Dwdends Declared-Common Stock (Accodnt ", 

I 31 
3 2  
33 
3 4  

FERC FORM NO. I13P (REV., D2-04) Page 118 -Privileged Data 



ame of Respondent This Re ort Is: Dale of Report YearlPeriod of Report 
:enlucky Ulililies Company 20071Q4 End of (1) $An Original 

(2) I 1 A  Resubmission / I  
(Mo, Da. Yr) 

. .  
STATEMENT OF RETAINED EARNINGS 

Do not report Lines 49-53 on the quarterly version 
Report all changes in appropriated retained earnings, unappropriated retained earnings, year to date, and unappropriated 

Each credit and debit during the year should be identified as to the retained earnings account in which recorded (Accounts 433,436 

State the purpose and amount of each reservation or appropriation of retained earnings, 
List first account 439, Adjustments to Retained Earnings, reflecting adjustments to the opening balance of relained earnings Follo~ 

Show dividends for each class and series of capital stock. 
Show separately the State and Federal income tax effect of items shown in account 439. Adjustments to Retained Earnings 
Explain in a footnote the basis for determining the amount reserved or appropriated If such reservation or appropriation is 10 be 

!current, state the number and annual amounts to be reserved or appropriated as well as the totals eventually to be accumulated 
lf,any notes appearing in the report to stockholders are applicable to this statement. include them on pages 122-123 

ndislributed subsidiary earnings for the year. 

439 inclusive) Show the contra primaryaccount affected in column (b) 

y credit, then debit items in that order 

llem 
Conlra Primary 
ccount Affecled 

- 
501 EquFy in Earnlngs for Year (Credll) (Account 418 1) I 
521 I 
531 Balance-End of Year (Total lines 49 lhru 52) 

Current Previous 
QuarterNear QuarterNear 
Year lo Dale Yearto Dale 

Balance Balance 

I 
21207,ffi8/ 16,248.28 

FERC FORM NO. i13-a (REV 012.04) Page 119 -Privileged Datt 
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Rives / Bellar 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

CASE NO. 2008-00251 
CASE NO. 2007-00565 

Response to Initial Requests for Information of the Attorney General 
Dated August 27, 2008 

Question No. 34 

Responding Witness: S. Bradford Rives / Lonnie E. Beilar 

4-34. Please identify and quantify any changes to the filing results that should be made 
based on additional information that became available after the Company 
prepared its base rate filings. 

A-34. Other than items noted in response to the various requests for information due 
September 11,2008 in this proceeding, the Company is not aware of any changes 
to its filing results, with the following exceptions: 

Upon further analysis and investigation, KU has discovered that its filed 
adjustments to capitalization in this proceeding are overstated due to three items: 
(1) double-counting KU’s equity in subsidiary earnings; (2) not adjusting equity 
in subsidiary earnings by the related deferred taxes associated with those 
earnings; and (3) not reducing capital by non-utility property.’ Each of these 
adjustments is explained below. 

As page 1 of the attachment to this response shows, in the three rate cases (Case 
Nos. 7804, 8177, and 8624) and the Performance-Based Ratemaking (“PBR”) 
proceeding (Case No. 98474) prior to KU’s most recent rate case, Case No. 
2003-00434, KU correctly deducted “Investments in Subsidiary Companies” from 
capitalization (page 1, line I) ,  but removed fiom that deduction KU’s “Equity in 
Subsidiary Earnings” @age I ,  line 2): “Equity in Subsidiary Earnings” is then 
deducted separately on page 1 at line 4. This ensures that KU’s equity in its 
subsidiary earnings is deducted fiom its capitalization only once. KU’s analysis 
and investigation has revealed that KU erroneously deducted its equity in 

’ See In the Matter a t  Application a/Kenrucky Utilities Compony/ar an Adjustment a/Base Rates, Case 
No. 2008-00251, Testimony of S. Bradford Rives Exh. 2, Cols. 4-6 (July 29,2008). 

See In the Matfer a t  General Adjustmenf a/ Rater a/ Kentucky Utilities Company. Case No,, 7804. 
Newton Exh. 2 and Davis Exh. I ;  In  the Matter a$ General Adjustment of Electric Rota a/ Kentucb 
Utilities Company, Case No. 8177, Newton Exh 2 and Davis Exh I ;  In  the Matter ol: General Adjustment 
o/Electric Rates a/Kentucky Utilities Campay,  Case No. 8624, Newton Exh. 2 and Davis Exh I ;  In the 
Matter a$ Applicalian a,/ Kentucky Utilities Campany/ar Approval a/an Alternative Method o/Regulation 
a/hs Rates and Services, Case No. 1998-00474, Order Appx, C (January‘ I. 2000); In the Matter a$ An 
Adjustmen1 of the Electric Rates, Terms, and Conditions a/Kentucky Utilities Company, Case No. 2003- 
00434, Order Appx. E (June 30,2004). 
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subsidiary earnings twice in its most recent base rate proceeding, and that it erred 
in the same way in this base rate proceeding. 

KU further seeks to revise Rives Exhibit 2 to reflect that the deferred taxes 
associated with the equity in subsidiary earnings need to be properly reflected in 
the capitalization ad,justment. The deferred taxes (page 1, line 5) need to be 
deducted from equity in subsidiary earnings to arrive at the net earnings impact 
within the equity component of capital. This adjustment appears on page I at line 
6 in the attachment to this response. 

Finally, KU seeks to add a deduction from capitalization for non-utility property. 
As shown on page I at line 8 in the attachment and the supporting exhibits from 
KU’s past rate cases, until the PBR case KU consistently deducted non-utility 
property from its capitalization? In its final order in the PBR proceeding, the 
Commission required KU not to make such a deduction: which precedent KU 
followed in its most recent rate case? That notwithstanding, KU does not believe 
it i s  appropriate to include in its capitalization assets that are not used for utility 
operations, and therefore seeks to include this adjustment as shown on page 1 at 
line 9 in the attachment to this response. 

KU therefore submits this update to adjust Exhibit 2 to the Testimony of S .  
Bradford Rives, filed in this proceeding on July 29, 2008 (“Rives Exhibit 2”) as 
shown on page 2 of the attachment to this response. KU also includes the 
supporting exhibits from KU’s past rate cases in the attachment to this response. 

’ Id 
‘ In fhe Matter ofi Applicorion ofKenlucky Ufilifier Company for Approval ofan Alfernarive Merhodof 
Regularion oflfs Rafes andServicec. Case NO. 199840474, Order at 62 (January I, 2000). ’ In fhe Malfer 08 An Adjurrmenr of the Elecrric Rarer, Term, and Condirioru ofKenlucky Ufilifies 
Comoamr. Case No. 200340434. Order Aoox. E (June 30.2004). 
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1. C0-n Stock Equity $ (6,117,745) 

2. 111,927.2161 

3. Total 5 (ia.044.9~0) 

4. Preferred Stock 13.a76.94~1 

5. tong Tom Debt $ (17,480,304) 

6. ShortTemDeht (7a3.5651 

7. Tam $ 140,185,7701 

Subsidlazy Earnings 

Portinn of other Invcetmnw 

Portion of Other Inve~rmenrS 

Portion of Other InvasLDenw 

Portion of other Invastatants 
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6. 
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9. 
10. 
11. 
12. 

13. 
14. 
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16. 
17. 
18. 

19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 

26. 
27. 
28. 
29. 
30. 
31. 0 

Notice Erhitril A 
Davis  Eahibi l  I 

Page 14 

KENTUCKY UTI1 I TIES CO 

Financial E x h i b i t  

Balance Sheet 

807 KAR W:M5 
Section 6(a) 

and 
Sectlm 9 ( l ) ( a )  

* Title of Account 
-:A 
Utility P l a n t  

Utility Plant 101-106 
Construction Uwk i n  Progress 107 

Less Accuulated Provlsion for Depreciatlon 108 

Other Property & Investments 

Total Utility Plant 

Net Utility Plant 

Nonut1 i y pro r ty  (less Accus.Pmv.fw 

lnvesuent in Subsidiary ctrsanles U3.1 
Othcr lnvestnentr 124 
Special Funds 125-128 

oepr%tionY 121.122 

Total Other Property & lnvestnents 

Current and Accrued Assets 
Cash 131 
Special Deposits 132-134 
Yarking Funds 135 
Teqwary Cash Investmsts 136 
Notes and kcounts Receivable (less h u m .  

Pmv. for M o l l .  Ilects.) 141-144 
Rwivabler fma Associated Cmpanles 145-146 
Fml 151 
l4utBterials and Swplies 140-163 
PmpWentS 165 
Interest I Dividmds Rnelvable 171 
Accrued Utility Revenues 173 

Total Unrant C kcrued ArLets 

Total Assets ad Other OMts 

As of 
June M. 

1982 
COl. c 

$1,177.936.544 

306.958 
39.505.579 

373.233 
8.464.086 

4a.649.am 
4,344,418 

44,556 
49,869 

25,424,789 
2,239,101 

64.W.481 
7.823.988 

604,865 
267.781 

- 

1.952.129 
130.988 
397,MB * 

Sl.l%.574& 
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December 22,2005 

Elizabeth O’Donnell 
Executive Director 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
2 1 1 Sower Boulevard 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601 

LG5EEnswUC 
220 Wesr Mein Slmsl 
Louisville, Xanrucky 40202 
501~627~~2573 
502.217.2412 FAX 
knot hlak6@lgasnergyoom 

RE: The 2005 Joint Intemated Resource Plan of Louisville Gas and Eicctric 
Company and Kentucky Utilities Companv 
Case No: 2005-00162 

Dear Ms. O’Doruiell: 

As John Malloy and I discussed with Commission Staff on September 23, 2005, Kentucky 
[Jtilities Company’s (“ICV) Power Supply Agreement rPSA”) with Electric Energy Inc 
(“EEI”) is scheduled to expire at the end of 2005 EEI’s position on renewing the PSA 
continues to be one based on market indices (defined generally as the applicable locational 
marginal pricing (“MIS0 LMF”‘)) with a capacity payment, as opposed to the cost-based rate 
structure under which the conti?ict has histoiically operated and which ICIJ requested during 
the contract negotiations. 

Affer extensive negotiations, we have received and reviewed EEI’s final proposed new PSA 
for this 200 MWs from EEI’s Joppa plant located in Joppa, Illinois. 1C.U has evaluated EEI’s 
proposed renewal of the PSA in the context of its Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”) based 
upon a least-cost reasonable resource analysis. 

Based on tlie proposed PSA by EEI, K[J has determined that continuation of the PSA would 
not be a least-cost option for KU’s customers. The results from the evaluation of the 
proposed EEI contract were presented to the Company’s Operating Committee established 
pursuant to the Power Supply System Agreement on December 16, 2005. ARer 
consideration of the supporting analysis, the Operating Conunittee approved the 
recomniendation not to renew the PSA with EEL We notified EEI of KLJ’s decision on 
December 22,2005. Enclosed is a copy of our notification letter to EEI. 

In Dcccmbcr 2005, LG&E Encrgy L L.C wa8 rcnorncd E ON U S L LC 



Elizabeth O’Donnell 
Page 2 
December 22,2005 

As such, the PSA will expire December 31, 2005, and KU will no longei purchase the 200 
MW of capacity and energy &om EEL There is no near term (7.006-2007) impact on KU’s 
capacity plans. KtJ and Louisville Gas and Elechic Company (“LG&E) will continue to 
review their capacity and energy needs in the context of their on-going IRP process. 

Should you have any questions concerning the enclosed, please do not hesitate to contact me 

Sincerely, 

Kent W. Blake 

Enclosure 

cc: Elizabeth E. Blackford 
Michael L. Kurtz 



Kentucky 
Utilities 
Company 

Kentucky Utililica Compan)r One Quality Street LRjnglon. KY 40507..1462 ‘Pcl GO6 255 7,100 

December 22,2005 

SENT bv emnil nnd overnieht mnil 

MI Robert L. Powers 
President 
Electric Energy Incorporated 
One Ameren Plaza 
190 I Chouteau Avenue 
MC-600 
St Louis, Missouri 63 I03 
3 14-554-6101 

Re: Draft Power Purchase Agreemer; 
Energy, I n c  (“EEI”) and Kcntuc 

[the “Draft PPA”) bctwcen Electric 
y Utilities Company (“WJ”) 

Dear Rob 

t send this letter in response to the draft PPA Jim Helm circulated to me on 
December 6, 2005. K U  has understood that the Draft PPA, including the pricing 
provisions therein, constitutes EEI’s best and final offer to KIJ of power from the Joppa 
plant after the end of calendar year 2005 

As you know, Kil had hoped to negotiate a cost-based agreement to replace the 
present Power Supply Agreement that expires on December 31, 2005, and we had been 
working toward that goal for much of the past year. While the PPA draft that you 
forwarded may achieve EEl’s goal of pursing market-based sales, it unfortunately, as 
confirmed through KCI’s generation planning analysis. is not be a least cost resource for 
KU and its customers. Accordingly, KII is confirming by this letter that it must decline 
EEl’s offer of power on these terms. If EEI should have power available on better terms 
in the future or at a later time, KU certainly remains inlerested in considering such 
availability, and does no1 intend by this letter to waive any right or claim that it may 
otherwise have to be notified and have an opportunity to acquire that power. 



Please feel free to call me with any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

By: 
Charles A. Freibert, Jr. 
Director Energy Marketing 
502-627-7673 

cc: Ameren - Alan Kelly, Andy Serri 
EEI -Jim Helm 
LGEE -Paul Thompson, John Voyles, Kent Blake, Bob Brunner, Steve Phillips, 
Beth Cocanougher 

2R 
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Exhibit-(L.K-7) 
Page 1 of 3 

Kentucky Utilities Company 
EEI Operating Income and Total Revenue Requirement Adjustment 

Recommended by KIUC 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

EEI Earnings Recognized by KU During Test Year 

Less: Income Taxes on Earnings as Computed Below 

EEI Earnings Net of Income Taxes Recognized by KU 

Operating Income Effect of Changes Related to EEI Earnings 

Amounts 

28,622,539 

(4,190.60 1) 

24,431,938 

39,986,805 

Revenue Requirement Gross-Up Factor (B/D and PSC Assessment) 

Rev Req Effect of operating Income Changes Related to EEI Earnings 
Rev Req Effect of Changes to Capitalization Related to Elimination of EEI Reductions 

Total Revenue Requirement Reduction by Reflecting EEI as Utility Income 

0.35701 7% 

40,129,565 
(2,216,886k 

37,912,679 

(1) 

Income Tax Expense Computation 
Earnings Recognized In Excess of Dividend 
Composite Federal and State Tax Rate 
Income Tax Expense on Non-Dividend Earnings 

Earnings Recognized as Dividends to KU 
Less: 80% Dividends Received Exclusion 
Taxable Dividends 
Federal Tax Rate 
Federal Income Tax Expense on Dividend Earnings 

Income Taxes Computed on EEI Earnings 

Computation of Earnings Recognized as Dividends to KU 
Source: AG 1-34 Page 3 of 20 
2007 Calendar Year Dividends 

6,855,872 
38.9% 

2,666,934 

21,766,667 
(17,413,333) 

4,353,333 
35.0% 

1,523,667 

(2) 4,190,601 

21,400,000 

Dividends Computed Eight Months (5/1/2007 - 12/31/07) 14,266,667 
Dividends Declared (1/1/08 - 4/30/08) I 7,500,000 
Dividends Computed for Test Year Ended 4/30/08 21,766,667 

(1) See Calculation of Capitalhation Elfects on Pages 2 and 3 of this Exhibit 
12) See AG-1-25 - 100% of EEI Dividend Earninas excluded for Stale Income Tax Comoutatlon 
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Exhibit,-( LK-8) 
Page 1 of 2 

Kentucky Utilities Company 
Comparison of OBM Expenses 

Test Year vs Twelve Months Ended April 30,2007 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

($Thousands) 

- Account 
500 
502 
505 
506 
510 
511 
512 
513 
514 
535 
539 
54 1 
542 
544 
545 
546 
548 
549 
551 
552 
553 
554 
556 
560 
56 1 
562 
563 
566 
567 
570 
571 
573 
575 
580 
581 
582 
583 
584 
585 
586 
587 
588 
589 

Twelve 
Months 
Ended 

4/30/2007 
3,094 
7,781 
4,704 
6,505 
3,918 
4,008 

18,724 
5,107 

891 
9 

28 
81 
85 
77 
10 

109 
600 
117 
34 

126 
2,094 

251 
1,348 

699 
2,549 

409 
278 
(674) 

45 
1,083 
2,636 

336 
996 

1,288 
572 
981 

2,913 
97 
6 

5,780 
(90) 

4,457 
10 

Twelve 
Months 
Ended 

4/30/2008 
3,349 
9,025 
4.887 
6,424 
4,677 
4.478 

24,647 
9,390 

991 
7 

36 
104 
136 
136 

5 
99 

1,460 
114 
34 

144 
2,314 

247 
1.342 

888 
843 
361 
336 

4,624 
89 

915 
3,300 

175 
I O  

1,284 
61 1 

1,001 
3,030 

73 
11 

6,097 
(73) 

4,379 
12 

Variance- 
255 

1,244 
183 
(81) 
759 
470 

5,923 
4,283 

100 
(2) 
8 

23 
51 
59 
(5) 

(10) 
880 
(3) 

Variance 
Percentage 

8 2% 
16 0% 
3 9% 

-1 2% 
19 4% 
11 7% 
31 6% 
83 9% 
11 2% 

-22 2% 
28 6% 
28 4% 
60 0% 
76 6% 

-50 0% 
-9 2% 

143 3% 
-2 6% 
0 0% 

14 3% 
10 5% 
-1 6% 
-0 4% 
27 0% 

-66 9% 
-11 7% 
20 9% 

-786 1% 
97 8% 

-15 5% 
25 2% 

-47 9% 
-99 0% 
-0 3% 
6 8% 
2 0% 
4 0% 

-24 7% 
83 3% 
5 5% 

-18 9% 
-1 8% 
20 0% 
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Exhibit_(LK-B) 
Page 2 of 2 

Account 
590 
59 1 
592 
593 
594 
595 
596 
598 
901 
902 
903 
904 
905 
907 
908 
909 
910 
913 
920 
92 1 
922 
923 
924 
925 
926 
927 
928 
929 

930 1 
930 2 
93 1 
935 

Total Non-Fuel O&M 

Kentucky Utilities Company 
Comparison of 0 8 M  Expenses 

Test Year vs Twelve Months Ended April 30,2007 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

($Thousands) 

Twelve 
Months 
Ended 

4/30/2007 
7 

1,007 
16,861 

654 
68 

165 
10 

1,994 
4,167 

10,796 
1,844 

83 
215 

4,185 
192 
241 

13,186 
5,895 

(1,111) 
6,002 
2,784 
1,488 

24,887 

(3) 
524 

2,099 
1,287 
6,458 

190,057 

Twelve 
Months 
Ended 

4/30/2008 
7 
1 

856 
20,707 

59 1 
111 
56 
8 

1,853 
4.127 

11,301 
3,133 

228 
218 

4,734 
449 
786 
66 

14,199 
6,742 

(1,409) 
9,557 
2,805 
1,059 

19.877 

1,027 
(3) 

370 
1,308 
.1,396 
5.618 - 

2 13,790 

1,027 

23,733 

Variance 
Percentage 

0 0% 
0 0% 

-150% 
22 8% 
-9 6% 
63 2% 

-66 1% 
-20 0% 
-7 1% 
-1 0% 
4 7% 

69 9% 
174 7% 

14% 
13 1% 

133 9% 
226 1% 

0 0% 
7 7% 

14 4% 
26 8% 
59 2% 

-28 8% 
-20 1% 

0 0% 
0 0% 
0 0% 

-29 4% 
-37 7% 

8 5% 
-13.0% 

a 8% 

12.5% 
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Account 
500 
502 
505 
506 
507 
510 
51 1 
512 
513 
51 4 
535 
538 
539 
540 
541 
542 
543 
544 
546 
548 
549 
550 
55 1 
552 
553 
554 
556 
558 
560 
561 
562 
563 
566 
567 
569 
570 
571 
573 
575 
580 
581 
582 
583 
584 

Louisville Gas B Electric Company 
Comparison of QBM Expenses 

Test Year vs Twelve Months Ended April 30,2007 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

($ Thousands) 

Twelve 
Months 
Ended 

413012007 
1.934 
30;601 

606 
16,902 

51 
1,900 
2,187 
30.839 
6,010 
1,577 

59 
176 
116 
431 
4 
72 
85 
103 
25 
333 
44 
29 
28 
100 
686 
104 

1,005 
(2,335) 
537 

1,935 
1,222 

18 
(6) 
19 
12 
956 
495 
116 
964 

1,206 
365 
863 

4,123 
385 

Twelve 
Months 
Ended 

413012008 
2.090 
27:326 

754 
16,989 

51 
2,347 
2,279 
39,886 
7,544 
1,335 

53 
161 
130 
239 
5 

190 
87 
283 
29 
925 
38 
23 
16 
92 

1.861 
110 

1.014 
(2,771) 
707 
712 

1,234 
87 

3,725 
22 
30 
996 
777 
2 
8 

1,236 
333 
937 

4,516 
44 1 

Variance 
156 

(3,275) 
148 
87 

Variance 
Percentage 

8,1% 
-10 7% 
24 4% 
0 5% 
0 0% 
23 5% 
4 2% 
29 3% 
25 5% 
-15 3% 
-10 2% 
-8 5% 
12 1% 
-44 5% 
25 0% 
163 9% 
2 4% 

174 8% 
16 0% 
171 8% 
-13 6% 
-20 7% 
-42 9% 
-8 0% 

171 3% 
5 8% 
0 9% 
18 7% 
31 7% 
-63 2% 

1 0% 
383 3% 

62183 3% 
15 8% 
150 0% 
4 2% 
57 0% 
-98 3% 
-99 2% 
2 5% 
-8 8% 
8 6% 
9 5% 
14 5% 



Exhibit-(LK-9) 
Page 2 of 2 

Louisville Gas B Electric Company 
Comparison of OBM Expenses 

Test Year vs Twelve Months Ended April 30,2007 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

(S Thousands) 

Twelve Twelve 
Months Months 
Ended Ended 

Account 4/30/2007 461012008 Variance 
585 18 18 
586 
587 
588 
589 
590 
591 
592 
593 
594 
595 
596 
598 
901 
902 
903 
904 
905 
907 
908 
909 
910 
91 3 
920 
92 1 
922 
923 
924 
925 
926 
927 
928 
929 

930 1 
930 2 
931 
935 - 

5.718 5,621 

2,684 2,960 
16 14 
24 10 

669 796 
907 729 

11,477 12,569 
1,732 1,541 

184 224 
347 793 
474 263 
713 659 

1,898 2,117 
4,425 4,763 
1,738 849 

212 259 
151 140 

3,820 4,202 
299 332 
162 649 

1 57 
12,619 13,327 
5,701 6.558 

(1,483) (1.912) 
4,121 4,481 
3,131 3,127 
1,749 2,235 

24,022 20,434 
22 26 
11 1,132 

(30) (33) 
301 224 

1,416 979 
1,269 1,250 
6,111 4,923 

(239) (222) 
(97) 

(2) 
(14) 

17 
276 

127 

1,092 
(191) 

40 
446 
(21 1) 
(54) 
219 
338 

(889) 
47 

(11) 
382 
33 

487 
56 

708 
857 

(429) 
360 

(4) 
486 

(3,588) 
4 

1,121 
(3) 

(77) 
(437) 
(19) 

(1,188) 

(178) 

Variance 
Percentage 

0 0% 
-1 7% 
-7 1% 
10 3% 

-12 5% 
-58 3% 
19 0% 

-19 6% 
9 5% 

-11 0% 
21 7% 

128 5% 
4 4  5% 
-7 6% 
11 5% 
7 6% 

-51 2% 
22 2% 
-7 3% 
10 0% 
11 0% 

300 6% 
5600 0% 

5 6% 
15 0% 
28 9% 
8 7% 

-0 1% 
27 8% 

-14 9% 
18 2% 

101909% 
10 0% 

-25 6% 
-30 9% 
-1 5% 

-19 4% 

Total Non-Fuel08M 203,254 214,943 11,689 5.8% 
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Account 
Total O&M 

Less: Fuel Accounts 
50 1 
509 
547 
555 
557 
565 

Total Fuel Accounts 

Total NomFuel O&M 

Kentucky Utilities Company 
Comparison of 0 8 M  Expenses 

Test Year vs Calendar Year 2007 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

($Thousands) 

Twelve Twelve 
Months Months 
Ended Ended 

12/31 12007 413012008 Variance 
755,872 788,745 32,873- 

349,272 359,944 10,672 
2,229 1,912 (317) 

49,972 50,197 225 
146,097 157,243 11,146 

1.424 1.041 (383) 
3,585 4,618 1,033 

552,579 574,955 22,376 

203,293 213,790 10,497 

Variance 
Percentage 

4 3% 

3 1% 
-14 2% 

0 5% 
7 6% 

-26 9% 
28.8% 
4 0% 

5.2% 





Exhibit-(LK-I 1) 
Page 1 of 1 

Louisville Gas 8 Electric Company 
Comparison of OBM Expenses 

Test Year vs Calendar Year 2007 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

(S Thousands) 

Twelve Twelve 
Months Months 
Ended Ended 

12/31/2007 413012008 - Variance _. Account 
Total 08M 603,075 616,937 13,862 

1,288 
Less: Fuel Accounts 

501 286,061 
509 
536 
547 
555 
557 (572) (570) 2 

287,349 

39 39 
4 3 (1) 

31,203 30,157 (1,046) 
82,337 81,802 (535) 

565 3,791 3,214 (577) 
Total Fuel Accounts 402,863 401,994 (869) 

Total Non-Fuel OBM 200,212 214,943 14,731 

Variance 

0 5% 
-25 0% 

0 0% 
-3 4% 
-0 6% 
-0 3% 

-15.2% 
-0 2% 

7.4% 
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Thompson / Hermann / Charnas 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

CASE NO. 2008-00251 
CASE NO, 2007-00565 

Response to Second Set of Data Requests of the 
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. 

Dated September 24,2008 

Question No. 2.23 

Responding Witness: Paul W. Thompson I Chris Hermann I Shannon L. Charnns 

Q-2.23 Please refer to the variances comparing test year vs. 2007 actual costs for each 
of the O&M accounts found in KU'S response to PSC-I Question 2.3 (b) for the 
Kentucky jurisdiction. For each of the FERC accounts listed below, please 
describe all reasons for the increases in expenses in the test year compared to 
those incurred in 2007 Please quantify the effects of each reason cited 

a. Acct 502 Steam Expenses - +6.05% 

b. Acct 510 Maintenance Supervision and Engineering _. +IO '79%. 

c Acct 512 Maintenance of Boiler Plan1 - +18.40% 
d ,  Acct 514 Maintenance of Misc Steani Plant - t9 21% 

e. Acct 548 Generation Expenses - +137,,90% 

f. Acct 560 Operation Supervision and Engineering - t21 33 
g Acct 571 Maintenance of Overhead Lines - +17 45%. 
h Acct 583 Overhead Line Expenses .. +I6 55% 

i. Acct 593 Maintenance of Overhead Lines - +I  5 86% 

j. Acct 904 Uncollectible Accounts - +43 33% 
k. Acct 905 Misc. Customer Accounts Expenses - +39.29% 
I I  Acct 923 Outside Services - ti9 57% 



Response to KUIC-2 Question No. 2.23 
Page 2 of 4 

Thompson / Hermann I Charnas 

A-2.23.. From KU’s response to PSC-1 Question No. 23(b), Total Electric Operation and 
Maintenance Expense increased 4.35% from 2007 to the test year 

a,. Account 502, Steam Expenses, had a 6.05% ($515,000) increase due to 
scrubber operating costs, primarily limestone purchases of $316,000, for the 
FGD at Ghent Unit 3 that went online in .lune 2007. Another $199,000 was 
due to limestone and other operating costs, such as boiler plan1 operation 
lahar and water treatment costs, for the Brown and Tyrone stations. (All 
dollar amounts are rounded.,) The amounts reflected in the test year for this 
account are normal and recurring expenses associated with operating KU‘s 
system. 

b.. Account 510, Maintenance Supervision and Engineering, had a 10.,79% 
($456,000) increase due to planned inspection and repairs for high energy 
piping at Ghent station in Spring 2008 This accounted for 9% ($391,000) 
of the variance. 1% ($56,000) is for lahar costs., The remaining $9,000 
variance is the net of all other variances. (All dollar amounts are rounded ) 
The amounts reflected in the test year for this account are normal and 
recurring expenses associated with maintaining KU’s system. 

c. Account 512, Maintenance of Boiler Plant. increased 3.67% ($872,0001, 
based on a 2007 balance of $23,776,000 and a test year balance of 
$24,648,000 not the 18.40% posed in the question above. Brown Station 
had storm damage of $251,000 and an auxiliary outage of $232,000. 
Pulverizer maintenance ($225,000) and service and feed water costs 
($207,000) are also major contributors across the KU fleet The remaining 
$16,000 variance is the net of all other variances. (All dollar amounts are 
rounded.) The amounts reflected in the test year for this account are noma1 
and recurring expenses associated with maintaining KU’s system 

d. Account 514, Maintenance of Miscellaneous Steam Plant, had a 9,21% 
($84,000) increase due to costs at Tyrone ($39,000) and Ghent ($1 1,000) for 
miscellaneous plant equipment charges including pump repairs, motor 
repairs, costs to openlcleanlclose auxiliary hailer, electrician fees, etc. 
Brown incurred $30,000 for 2008 storm damage repairs and clean up. The 
remaining $4,000 variance is the net of all other variances (All dollar 
amounts are rounded) The amounts reflected in the test year for this 
account are normal and recurring expenses associated with maintaining 
KU’s system. 

e. Account 548, Generation Expenses, had a 137.9% ($846,000) increase due 
to outages for the Trimble County 10 combustion turbine in spring 2008 
These expenses were incorrectly recorded to the 548 account hut were later 
reclassified to the 553 account (Maintenance of Generating and Electric 
Equipment) in June 2008.. (All dollar amounts are rounded ) The amounts 



Response to IRJIC-2 Question No. 2.21 
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Thompson / Hermann / Charnas 

reflected in the test year for this account are normal and recurring expenses 
associated with operating KU's system 

f. Account 560. Operation Supervision and Engineering, had a 21 ,33% 
($156,000) increase primarily due lo compliance consulting and a new 
department developed for reliability compliance in January - April 2008 
that were not incurred in 2007 for the same period. The compliance 
consulling cost accounted for 15..14% ($111,000) of the variance and the 
new department accounted for 492% ($36,000) of the variance. The 
remaining $9,000 variance is the net of all other variances- (All amounts are 
rounded.) The amounts reflected in the test year for this account are normal 
and recurring expenses associated with operating KU's system. 

g Account 571, Maintenance of Overhead Lines, had a I7 45% ($490,000) 
increase due to NERC regulation, FAC-003. The regulation FAC-003, 
addresses vegetation management around transmission lines Compliance 
required increased spending on vegetation management of 17.28% 
($486,000). The remaining $4,000 variance is the net of all other variances. 
(All amounts are rounded.) The amounts renected in the test year for this 
account are normal and recumng expenses associaled with maintaining 
KU's system. 

11. Account 583, Overhead Lines Expense, had a 16.55% ($430,000) increase 
due to the January and February storms of 2008., The expense attributed to 
the storms accounts for a 15.,25% ($41 2,000) variance. Additionally $4,000 
can be attributed to jurisdictional rate changes from January - April 2008 
compared to J a n u q  - April 2007. The remaining $14,000 variance is the 
net of all variances (All amounts are rounded.) Storm expense is addressed 
in Exhibit 1, Schedule 1 I8 to the testimony of S. Bradford Rives. 

Account 593, Maintenance of Overhead Lines, had n f5.86% ($2,780,000) 
increase due primalily lo storm restoration expense in the 1" quarter of 
2008, which accounts For a 15% ($2,712,000) variance Additionally 
$20,000 can be attributed to jurisdictional rate changes from Janiiary - April 
2008 compared to January -April 2007. The remaining $48,000 variance is 
the net of all other variances. (All dollar amounts are rounded.,) Storm 
expense is addressed in Exhibit 1, Schedule 1 18 to the testimony of S 
Bradford Rives.. 

i .  

j. Account 904, Uncollectible Accounts, increased 43 33% (Sl,007,000) The 
Wholesale Uncollectible Account makes up about half of the total variance 
and is attributed to the billing dispute with Owensboro Municipal Utilities 
related to backup power supplied by Kentucky Utilities, This accounts for 
$555,000 or 55% of the total variance between the time periods The 
remaining variance of $452,000 or 45% is due to higher net cuslomer 
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charge-offs during the 12 months of the test year as compared to 2007 aclual 
costs (See response to PSC 2-132(n) ) (All dollar amounts are rounded ) 
The amounts reflected in the test year for this account are normal and 
recurring expenses 

k Account 905, Miscellaneous Customer Account Expenses, increased 
39.29% ($64.000). due largely to the creation of 8 new depmmenl (Retail 
Strategy and Operational Analysis) This department supports the Retail 
Business by developing process improvements and cost analyses This 
accounts for 90% or $58,000 of the variance Also, 10% or $6,000 of the 
variance is due to temporaly housing for employees from other parts of the 
state temporarily working in Lexington (All dollar amounts are rounded.) 
The amounts reflected in the test year for this account are normal and 
recurring expenses 

Account 923, Outside Services, increased 19 57% ($1,564,000) due largely 
to increased legal expenses on environmental, contract, and regulatory 
issues (~I,li33,000) (See response to AG 2-26(c) ) Additionally, there was 
an increase in expenses for outside 1'1 consultants ($149,000) Furthermore, 
there were additional expenses for a carbon study (%102,000), audit fees 
($39,000), and environmental consulting (S28,OOO. due to increased 
regulations) The remaining $63,000 variance is the net of all other Outside 
Services variances (All dollar amounts are rounded ) The amounts 
reflected io thc test year for this account are normal and recurring expenses 

1 
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

CASE NO. 2008-00252 
CASE NO. 2007-00564 

Response to Second Set of Data Requests o l the  
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, h e .  

Dated September 24,2008 

Question No. 2.21 

Responding Witness: Paul W. Thompson /Chris Hermann /Shannon L. Charms 

Q-2 21. Please refer to the variances comparing test year vs. 2007 actual costs for each 
of the O&M accounts found in LG&E's response to PSC-I Question 23 (b) for 
the electric operations. For each of the FERC accounts listed below, please 
describe all reasons for the increases in expense in the test year compared to 
those incurred in 2007. Please quantifL the effects of each reason cited. 

a Acct 506 Miscellaneous Steam Power Expenses I +21.22% 

ti Acct 510 Maintenance Supervision and Engineering - +14.,59%. 

c Acct 512 Maintenance orBoiler Plant - +I8 40%. 

d. Acct 513 Maintenance of Electric Plant - +36 15% 

e.. Acct 548 Generation Expenses - +175.45%. 

f. Acct 560 Operation Supervision and Engineering .. +14,88% 

g. Accl571 Maintenance of Overhead Lines - +I 1 72% 

h. Acct 583 Overhead Line Expenses - 1-20 77% 

i., Acct 584 Underground Line Expenses - +15 90% 

j~ Acct 593 Maintenance ofoverhead Lines. +22.18%. 

A-2.21.. From LG&E's response to PSC-1 Question NO 23(b), Total Electric Operation 
and Maintenance Expense increased 2.30% from 2007 to the test year. 

a. Account 506, Miscellaneous Steam Power Expenses, had a 21.,22% 
($2,974,000) increase; however, of this amount, $2,771,000 should be netted 
with account 558, Duplicate Charges Credit, leaving a 1.44% ($203,000) 
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increase Charges for auxiliary station power are recorded to account 506 in 
order to account for the cost of running the slations for management 
reporting purposes.. These charges are normally offset by credits in Account 
558 for FERC reporting, however, in the balances provided in the test year 
in the response to PSC 1-23(b) this netting was not reflected The $203,000 
variance is attributed to increased labor costs (All dollar amounts are 
rounded.) The mounts reflected in the test year for this account are normal 
and recurring expenses associated with operating LG&E's system 

b. Account 510, Maintenance Supervision and Engineering, had a 14.59% 
($299,000) increase due to planned inspections and repairs for high energy 
piping at Cane Run in the first quarter of 2008. (All dollar amounts are 
rounded.) The amounts reflected in the test year for this account are normal 
and recurring expenses associated with maintaining LG&E's system 

c Account 512, Maintenance of Boiler Plant, had an 18 40% ($6,198,000) 
increase Of this amount, $3,502,000 is due to higher outage cos1 primarily 
from Cane Run Unit 5's major turbine overhaul during the spring of 2008 
which contributed $2,157,000 of the variance., Major turbine overhauls 
generally occur every 5-7 years for all LG&E steam generating units. In 
addition, Mill Creek 4 contributed $1,046,000 because it had a four week 
outage in 2008 versus a one week outage in 2007 and other outages 
conm'buted $299,000, The remaining $2,696.000 is attributed to costs for 
non-outage maintenance items such as: millslfeeders ($587,000), scrubbers 
($374,000), sludge processing planthickeners ($349,000), limestone 
processing related maintenance ($340,000). primary fuel combustion 
($298,000), ash handling ($1 71 ,OOO), boiler maintenance ($1 37,000), 
service water systems ($126,000), general maintenance ($105,000), barge 
unloader (%85,000), and sunips ($38,000) The remaining $86,000 variance 
is the net of all remaining variances. (All dollar amounts are rounded.) The 
amounts reflected in the test year for this account are normal and recuning 
expenses associated with maintaining I,G&E's system. 

d., Account 513. Maintenance of Electric Plant, had a 36.15% ($2,003,000) 
increase due to Cane Run Unit 5's major turbine overhaul during the spring 
of 2008. The outages related this overhaul were $1,632,000 Major turbine 
overhauls generally occur every 5-7 years for all LG&E steam generating 
units. In addition, $310,000 is atvibuted to non-outage maintenance costs 
for generators at various units, The remaining $61,000 variance is the net of 
all other variances. (All dollar amounts are rounded ) The amounts 
reflected in the test year for this account are normal and recurring expenses 
associated with maintaining LG&E's system. 

e. Account 548, Generation Expenses, had a 175.45% ($589.000) increase. 
This was due to outages $(594,000) for Trimble County 10 Combustion 
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Turbine in spring 2008. These expenses were incorrectly recorded to the 
548 account but were later reclassified by moving them to the 553 account 
(Maintenance of Generating and Electric Equipment) in June 2008. The 
remaining $5,000 variance is the net of all other variances. (All dollar 
amounts are rounded.) The amounts reflected in the test year for this 
account are normal and recurring expenses associated with operating 
LG&E’s system. 

f. Account 560, Operation Supervision and Engineering, had a 14.88% 
($92,000) increase primarily due to compliance consulting and a new 
department developed for reliability compliance in January -. April 2008 
that were not incurred in 2007 for the same period. The compliance 
consulting cost accounted for 82% ($75,000) of the variance and the new 
department costs were $27,000. The remaining $10,000 variance is the net 
of all other variances. (All amounts are rounded.) The amounts reflected in 
the test year for this account are normal and recuning expenses associated 
with operating LG&E’s system. 

g. Account 571, Maintenance of Overhead Lines, had an 11.72% ($83,000) 
increase due to NERC regulation, FAC-003. The regulation FAC-003 
addresses vegetation management around transmission lines. Compliance 
required increased spending on vegetation management of 11% ($81,000). 
The remaining $2,000 variance is the net of all other variances. (All 
amounts are rounded.) The amounts reflected in the test year for this 
account are normal and recurring expenses associated with maintaining 
LG&E’s system. 

h. Account 583, Overhead Line Expense, had a 20.77% ($777,000) due to the 
January and February storms of  2008. The expense attributed to the storms 
accounts for a 20.71% ($732,000) variance. The remaining 6 %  ($46,000) 
variance is the net of all variances. (All amounts are rounded.) Storm 
expense is addressed in Exhibit 1, Schedule 1.18 to the testimony of S. 
Bradford Rives. 

i. Account 584, Underground Line Expenses had a 15.90% ($60,000) increase 
due to inspection work performed January - April 2008 of $63,000. The 
remaining negative $3,000 variance is the net of all variances. (All amounts 
are rounded.) The amounts reflected in the test year for this account are 
normal and recurring expenses associated with operating LG&E’s system. 

j. Account 593, Maintenance of Overhead Lines, had a 22.18% ($2,281,000) 
variance due primarily to storm restoration expense in the first quarter of 
2008. The storm restoration expense accounts for a 20% ($1,992,000) 
variance. The remninincr lff2X9.Onm can he attrihuted tn increaqed tree 
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trimming expense (All amounts are rounded ) Srorm expense is addressed 
in Exhibit 1, Schedule 1 I 8  lo the testimony of S Bradford Rives 
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KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

CASE NO. 2008..00251 
CASE NO. 2007-00565 

Response to Third Data Request of Commission Staff 
Dated September 24,2008 

Question No. 20 

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnes I John J. Spanos 

Q-20. In Case No, 2007-00565, KU requests approval of a depreciation study based on 
the equal life group (“ELG“) method for all plant placed into service as of 
December 31, 2006. The results of the study were summarized in KU’s 
application at Exhibit JJS-KU, JII-4 through 111-10. As shown on page IIJ-10, the 
equal life group method resulted in an annual depreciation expense for KU OF 
$1 11,765,099. 

a,. Refer to KU‘s response to Staffs Second Request, Item 84(c)., It is stated that, 
during the formulation of the depreciation study, the average life group 
method was applied to calculate depreciable lives at the same time that the 
equal life group was used.. Provide the results of the depreciation study using 
the average life group method when applied to plant in service as of 
December 31, 2006. Provide this response in the same format as Exhibit JJS- 
KU, HI-4 through 111-10. 

b. Provide the workpnpen that clearly demonstrate the corehoot differences in 
the equal life group method used to calculate the depreciation shown in K,U’s 
application at Exhibit JJS-KU, III-4 through 111-10 and the depreciation 
calculated in (a) using the average life group 

c. Using the composite depreciation rates provided in (a), recalculate 
depreciation for plant in service as of April 30, 2008. The response to this 
request should be presented in !he same formal used in K,Us response to 
Staffs Second Request, Item 90, pages 2 - 10. 

A-20. a. See attached, as was provided in Case No. 2007-00565, Response to the 
Attorney General’s Initial Requests for Information dated February 4, 2008, 
Question No., 27.. 

b. Other than the testimony referenced in KU’s response to PSC-2 Question No. 
84, there are no workpapers that demonstrate the coreIroot differences in the 
ELG method. The root differences between the average service life and equal 
life group procedures deal with the recovery rates of plant in service. The 
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average service life procedure is based on direct weighting of all plant assets 
regardless of their age The equal life group procedure more appropriately 
matches the level ofrecovery to the usefulness of the asset Therefore, using 
the equal life group procedure is designed to recover each vintage based on its 
attained age. 

c. See attached 
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Charnnt 
Kmlucky Utilities Company 

A n n u n h a  Dcprecinlion 
Deprccmlioa adjuslmenl under 2006 ASL rates VI. proposed 2006 Effi ralcs 

Depreciable 2006 Deprcclnlion 2006 Deprechllon 
B n I n n c e ASL Under ELG Under 

Property Group I 4-30-08 Rat- 2006 ASL Roles Riles 1006 ELG Ruler 
Inlnngible P b l  

301 Orgnniralion 
302 Fmnchires nnd Consenls 
303 Mkc. lnmgible Plant 

Told Intnngible Plan1 

S~com Pmduclion Plant 
310.00Lnnd 
31 I 00 SINClUIer; M d  hnprovemenls 

5603 Tyrone Unil3 
5604 Tyrone Unils I&? 
5613 Green River Uni l3  
5614 Green River Un i l4  
5615 Green River Unils 18% 
5621 Brown Unil I 
5627. Brown Unil 2 
5623 Brown Unit 3 
5643 Pineville Unil3 
5650 Ghenl Unil I Scrubbcr 
5651 GheniUnii I 
5652 Ghcni Unil 2 
5653 O h m  Unil 3 
5654 Ghent Unil4 
5591 Syslern LRb01310Fy 

312.00 Boiler PIMI Equipmenl 
5603 Tyronc Unll3  
5604 Tyrone Unils 1842 
5613 Green River Uni l3  
5614 Green River Un i l4  
5615 Green River Unils I%? 
5621 Brown Unil I 
5622 Brown Unil 2 
5623 Brown Uni l3  
5643 Pincville Unit 3 
5650 Ghent Unil I ScNbber 
5651 Gheni Unit I 
5652 Ghent Unit 2 
5653 Ghem Unit 3 
5654 Gheni Unil4 
5659 Cod Cars 
5660 Ghenl3 ScNbber 

314.00 Turbogenenuor Unils 
5603 Tyrone Unit 3 
5604 iyrone Unils I&2 

44,456 000% 0 00% 
83.453 000% 0.00% 

25336.344 20 00%- 5.107.269 20 00% 5,107,269 
25,664,252 5,107,269 5.107.269 

0 00% 10,874.263 0 00% 

5,540,781 
583,381 

2,818,145 
4.584.599 
2.596.587 
4,703,190 
2,102,892 

20,393.087 
16,204 

24,301,127 
17,401.172 
16.01 1.013 
41,471,559 
29,847.745 

805.716 

0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0.00% 
0 00% 
0.60% 
0.08% 
0 54% 
0 00% 
2 65% 
0 39% 
0 50% 
119% 
i 41% 
154% 

28.219 
1,682 

I10,123 

643,980 
67,865 
80,055 

493,512 
420,853 

1?,408 

0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 59% 
0 06% 
0 55% 
0 00% 
2 69% 
0 40% 
0 51% 
1.19% 
142% 
156% 

27.749 
1.262 

112,162 

653,700 
69,605 
83,257 

493,s I2 
423,838 

12.569 

173.177.798 1,858,696 1,877,653 

12,871,948 3 99% 
421.900 0 14% 

l1,306.456 3 08% 
24,333,224 4 20% 

127.047 218% 
35,820,003 2 98% 
29,419,949 301% 
86,541309 2 80% 

226,832 000% 
86,520,141 3 87% 

163,735,182 3 84% 
89,995,577 2 33% 

259,377,006 2 63% 
231.652.822 L79% 

7647.232 2.41% 

513.591 
591 

348,239 
1,021,995 

2,770 
1,067,436 

885.540 
2.423.157 

3,348,329 
6.287.43 I 
7,096,897 
6,821.6 i 5 
6,463,114 

184.298 

4 30% 
0 00% 
3 39% 
4 50% 
252% 
3 IO% 
3 14% 
2 95% 
0 W% 
4 01% 
4 02% 
245% 
2 76% 
2 94% 
241% 

553.494 

383,289 
1,094.995 

3,202 
l,ll0,420 

923,786 
2.552.969 

3,469,458 
6,582.154 
2,104.892 
7,158,805 
6,810,593 

184.298 
118;758;718 3 87% 4,595;962 401% 4.762;225 

1,158,755,347 36,060,966 37.794.579 

4,717,000 344% 162.265 368% 173.586 
68,206 000% 0 00% 
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Annunl id  Dcprcrirtioo 
Dipreriotion ndjuslmcnt under2006 ASL rnles vs. proposed 2006 ELG rotos 

2006 Deprccintion 
ASL Under 
kites 2006 ASL Rales 
290% 129.627 

. .  3 79% 385.516 
4,833,421 112% 54,134 

11,041,057 2.91% 321.295 
?7.652,377 3 17% 876,580 
25,577290 2 23% 510.374 
29,546661 208% 614,571 
40,076,564 2 03% 813,554 

2006 Depreciation 
ELG Under 
Rnles 2006 ELG Rntcr 
3.14% 140,355 
4 05% 411,963 
116% 56,068 
3 04% 335,648 
3.31% 915,294 
2 36% 603,624 
z 19% G47,072 
2 I f %  845.616 

51.922998. 220%- 1.142.306 230% 1,194,229 
2 10,077,388 5.070.221 5.323.453 

Deprccinble 
Bnlnncc 

Properly croup 450.08 
5613 Green River Unil3 4,469,895 
5614 Grcen River Unil4 iO.171.918 
5621 Brown Unil I 
5622 Brown Unit 2 
5623 Brown Unil3 
5651 Ghcnl Unit I 
5652 Ghent Unit 2 
5653 Ghcnl Unit 3 
5654 Ghcnl Unit4 

3 15 00 Accessory Eleclric Equipment 
5603 Tyrone Unil 3 
5604 TyroncUnlc; la2 
561 3 Green River Unil3 
56140rcenRivcrUnil4 
5621 Brown Unit1 
5622 Brown Unll2 
5623 Bmwn Unil3 
5650 Ghcnt Unil I Scrubber 
5651 GhcnlUnil I 
5652 Ghcnl Unit2 
5653 Ghcnl Unit 3 
5654 GhcnlUnit4 
5660 Ghcnl3 Scrubbcr 

3 16 00 Mirccllnneous PIMI Equipmcnl 
5603 Tyrone Unit3 
5604 Tyrone Unic; I&? 
5613 Grcen Rivcr Unit 3 
5614 GrccnRivcrUnil4 
5615 Green River Unic; 1842 
5621 Bmwn On11 I 
5622 Brown Unit2 
5623 Brown Unit3 
5650 Ghcnl Unil I ScNbbcr 
5651 Ghcnt Unit 1 
5652 Ghcnl Unil2 
5653 Ghcnt Unit3 
5654 Ghcnl Unil4 
5591 Syrrcm Laboralory 

707,890 000% 0.00% 
99,211 000% 0.00% 

781,287 0.00% 0.00% 
1,147,SO2 146% 16,754 1.47% 
3,329,621 2 IO% 69,922 2.,09% 

997,856 0.48% 4.790 0.45% 
6.453.917 0.54% 34,851 0..54% 
3,016,784 2 70% 81,453 273% 
7,703.537 0 55% 42J69 057% 

10,873.596 060% 65,242 0.,63% 
25.991.761 103% 267,715 105% 
21,911,936 122% 267.326 I ,24% 
11.277367 
94,292.263 

2 70% 304.489 
1,154,910 

526,592 
50.127 

153,382 
2.165.959 

84.750 
424,540 
106,658 

4,311,609 
985,410 

1.71 8,709 
1,500,525 
3,150,438 
6,247.981 
2,229.677 

23,662,356 

3 I 7  00 Assct Relircmcnt Ohligclions ~ Slcm 9,249.1 79 

16,868 
69.589 

34,851 
82,358 
43,910 
68,504 

272.913 
271,708 

1.175.064 

4,490 

2.73% 307.872- 

3 12% 16,430 
0 00% 
3 97% 6,089 
271% 58,697 
0 00% 
2 26% 9,595 
071% 757 
2 33% 100.600 
287% 28,281 
138% 23.718 
107% 16,016 
1.4056 44,106 
2 03% 126,834 
2 74% 61.093 

492,257 

3 45% 18,167 
0 00% 
4 28% 6,565 
3 04% 65.845 
0 00% 
241% 10.231 
0 82% 875 
2 41% 106,645 
3 00% 29,562 
151% 25.953 
1.17% 17.556 
141% 44,421 
2 12% 132,457 
2 96% 65.998 

524.276 

Tolal Stem I .680.088.593 44.637,050 46,693,026 
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Chnrnns 
Kentucky Utilities Company 

Annualizld Dcprccintion 
Dcpreclstion ndjustmenl uodcr 2006 ASL rates vs. proposcd 2006 ELC rnlcs 

Depreclnblc 2006 Deprccintion 2006 Dcprccintion 
Balnnce ASL Uodcr ELG Under 

Property Group 4.5048 Roles 2006 ASL Rater Ratcs 2006 ELG Rates 
Hydrnulic Produclion Plwl 

5691 Dix D m  
330 10 LMd Righls 879,311 000% 0 000% 
33 I 00 Slrucmres wd lmpmvcmcnir 453,195 129% 5,846 131% 5,937 

334 00 Accessoly Elecvic Equipmcnl 85.383 083% 709 093% 794 

336 00 Rods, Rniironds and Bridges 46,976 000% 0 000% 

332 00 Rcscrvoirs, Dnms & Wnlerways 9,025,249 072% 64,982 073% 65,884 
333 00 Wnler Whccis, Turbines End Gcnemiors 436,634 066% 2,882 068% 2,969 

335 00 Misc Power Plnnl Equipmcm 101,513 355% 3.604 421% 4,274 

337 00 Asscl Rclircmenl Obligation - Hydro * 4,970 
11,033232 7 8 5  - 79.858 

Qthcr Produelion Piml 
340 10 Lnnd Rights - 5645 Brown CT 9 Gm Pipclinc 176,409 2 97% 5,239 362% 6.386 
340 20 Land 118,514 000% 0 00% 
341 00 Slruclurcs Md lmprovcmcnls 

5697 Paddy's Run Generator 13 
5635 Bioun CT 5 
5636 BrownCT6 
5637 Broun CT 7 
5638 Bmun C1 8 
5639BmwnC19 
5640 8ioun CI 10 
5641 BionnCT I 1  
0470 IrimbleCounty CT 5 
0471 Tiimbic Counly C I  6 
0474 Irimble County CT 7 
0475 Tnrnblc Counly C l  8 
0476 TrimbicCounty CI  9 
0477 TrimbleCounty CT 10 
5696 Hocning IJniLT 1.2.83 

342 00 Fuel Holdcn, Pmduccrs and ACCCSSO~~C~ 
5697 Pddy's Run Gcnemlor I3 
5635 BrounCT 5 
5636 Brown CT 6 
5637BmwnCT7 
5638 BmHn Cl 8 
5639 OrounCT 9 
SMOBrounCT 10 
5641BmwnCl I I  
5645 Omwn CS 9 G x  Pipeline 
0470 Irimblc Counly CT 5 
M71 IrhblcCoun1y (3 6 
M73 TrirnblcCounty CT Pipehnc 
0474 Trimblc Counly CT 7 

1,910,328 
775,082 
192.8 I 4  
544,966 

2,012.655 
4.641.055 
I ,865,718 
1,858,754 
3,740.23 I 
3,588.684 
3,559,155 
3,548,852 
3,655,976 

1,995,NJI 
727,929 
146,515 
145.745 
19,613 

1,932,187 
31.736 
52,430 

8,106,13 I 
239,584 
239246 

4.850.1 I5 
578.059 

3.03% 
3 04% 
3 05% 
2,93% 
2~60% 
2.,60% 
2.61% 
2 12% 
3 i4% 
3 12% 
3 :32% 
3.32% 
3,32% 
3.32% 
6 47%- 

3 11% 
3.1 I% 
2,92% 
2 92% 
2.63% 
2 65% 
2.63% 
2.74% 
2 57% 
3.21% 
3.21% 
3.23% 
3 42% 

._ 

57,883 
23.562 

5,88i 
15.968 
52.329 

120,667 
48,695 
50,558 

i17.443 
I 11,967 
118,164 
i 17.822 
121.378 
121.281 
28.135 

1,111,734 

62,048 
22,639 

4,278 
4.256 

516 
5 i ,203 

835 
1.437 

208.328 
7.691 
7,680 

156.659 
19.770 

3 33% 
3 34% 
3 40% 
3 24% 
2 87% 
2 87% 
2 87% 
3 00% 
3 47% 
3 44% 
3 69% 
3 69% 
3 69% 
3 69% 
8 89%- 

3 37% 
3 36% 
3 16% 
3 16% 
2 86% 
2 87% 
2 85% 
2 96% 
2 79% 
3 46% 
3 48% 
351% 
3 74% 

63.614 
25.888 

6,556 
17,657 
57.763 

133.198 
53,546 
55.763 

129,786 
123,451 
131.333 
130.953 
134,906 
134,197 
38,658 

1,237,867 

67.235 
24.458 

4,630 
4,606 

561 
55,454 

905 
1,552 

226,161 
8,338 
8,326 

170,239 
21,619 



Annchmenl lo Rcspobse In PSC-3 Question No. LO@) 

Chnmns 
40r9  

Kentuchy UlUltlcs Compnny 
Annuallzed Depreelntlon 

Depreciotion adjustment under 2006 ASL rnles VI. proposed 2006 ELG mles 

Depncioblc 2006 Depreciation ZOO6 Dcprcclntion 
Bnlnnce ASL Under ELC Uoder 

Propcm Group 4-30-08 . Rates 2006ASLRotcs Rntcs 2006 ELC Rntcr 
0475 TrimbleCounty CT8 576,386 342% 19,712 3 74% 21.557 
0476 Trimble County C19  593.786 3 42% 20,307 3 14% 22,208 

622,873 
127.578 

21.085.0l5 

0477 Trimble County CT IO 
5696 Hnefling Units 1.2,&3 I 

343 00 Prime Movers 
5697 Paddy's Run Gerremlor I3 17,42 1.691 
5635 Brown CT 5 13, 182,503 
5636Brown CT 6 10,423,304 
5637 Bmwn CT 7 30,024.907 
5638 Brown CT 8 26,344,009 
5639 Brown CT 9 21,502,647 
5MOBrownCT I O  19.610,6116 
5641 Brown CT I I 34.93 1,891 
0470TrimbleCounly CI 5 30.564.294 
0471 Trimble County CT 6 30.443.723 
0474 Trimble County C 1 7  2,773,708 
0475 TrimbleCounly CT 8 22,568.161 
0476 Trimble County CT 9 
0477 Trimble Counly CT I O  

344 00 Gcnen~ors 
5697 Pnddy'sRun Genenior 13 
5635 Brown CT 5 
5636 Brown CT 6 
5637BrnwnCT 7 
5638 Brown CT 8 
5639 Brown CT 9 
5640 Brown CT I O  
5641 Brown CT I I 
0470 Trimble Counly CT 5 
0471 Trimble County CT6 
01174 Trimblc County CT 7 
0475 Trimble County CT 8 
0476 Trimble Counly CT 9 
0477 TrimbleCounty CT 10 
5696 Hoefling Units l,2,&3 

345 00 Acccssoly Electric Equipment 
5697 Pnddy's Run Genemior 13 
5635 Brown CT 5 
5636 Bmwn CT 6 
5637 Brown CT 7 
5638 Bmwn CT 8 
5639 Brown CT9 
5640 Brown CT IO 
5641 Brown CT I I  

5,185.636 
2,831,528 
3,712,620 
3,122,788 
4,953,961 
5,452.041 
4,944,423 
5,187,040 
3,763,275 
3,757,947 
2,950,282 
2,937,930 
2,957520 
2,954.149 
4,023,002 

5934,142 

2.456320 
1,332,167 
1,354,816 
1,347.700 
li799i4.36 
3,226,186 
1,804,419 

9 16,326 

3 42% 
0.00%- 

3 62% 
3 65% 
3 55% 
3 58% 
3 30% 
3 23% 
3 26% 
3 41% 
3.12% 
3 72% 
391% 
3 91% 

21,302 

608,659 

630,665 
481.161 

I.080.027 
1,074,892 

869.352 
694,536 
641,263 

1,191.177 
1,136,992 
1,132.506 

890,452 
882.415 

294% 152,458 
2 94% 83,247 
2 76% 10?,468 
2 76% 102.749 
2 46% 121,867 
231% 125,942 
2 46% 121,633 
253% 1 3 1 3 2  
3 04% 114.404 
3 04% 114,242 
3 26% 96.1 79 

3 26% 96*4 I5 
3 26% 96.305 

3 26% 95,?77 

0.00% 
1,554,918 

2 88% 70,742 
2 89% 38.500 
271% 36.716 
2.71% 36,523 
2.41% 43,366 

2 44% 44,028 
232% 74,848 

2.48% 22,725 

3 74% 
048%- 

23,295 
1,092 

662,235 

4 49% 782,234 
4 60% 606,395 
4 52% 1.175,133 
4 56% 1,369,136 
4 13% 1,088,008 
4 00% 860.106 
4 04% 794,694 
4 17% 1,456,660 
4 66% 1,424,296 
4 66% 1,418,677 
5 17% i,177.401 
5 16% 1,164,517 
5 16% 1,155,920 
5 16% 1.155.112 

15,828,290 

2 96% 153.495 
2 96% 83,813 
2 78% iO3,ZIl 
2 78% 103.494 
2 49% 123,354 
2 36% 128,668 
2 49% 123,116 
2 56% 132.788 
3 06% 115,156 
3 06% 114,993 
3 26% 96.179 
3 26% 95,777 
3 26% 96.415 
3 26% 96,305 
0 00% 

1,566,764 

3 04% 74.672 

2 86% 38.748 
2 86% 18.544 
2 56% 46,066 
2 49% 80532 
2 58% 46.554 
2 63% 24,099 

3 04% 40,498 



Attachment lo Response lo PSC-3 Qncstion No. 2O[c) 
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Charnas 
Kentucky Ulitilits Complny 

Annuolkd Dcprcclsllon 
Deprcclallon odjuslmcnt under 2006 ASL rates VI. proposed 2006 ELC rnles 

Deprecinbk 1006 Depreclallm 2006 Dcprrrinllon 
Balnnce ASL Under ELC Under 

Property Group 4-30.08 Rnlcr 2006 ASL Ralcs Ralu 2006 ELG Ruler 
0470 Trimblc Counly CT 5 1,677,092 2 98% 49.977 3 14% 52.661 
0471 Trlmble CounG C'r 6 
0474 TrimblcCounly CT 7 
0475 Trimble Counly CT 8 
0476 Trlmble County CT 9 
0477 Trimblc County CT IO 
5696 Hoefling UniIs I ,2,&3 

346.00 Mincelimcous Plml Equipment 
5691 Poddy'r Run Gcncrator 13 
5635 Brown CT 5 
5636 Brown CT 6 
5637 Brown CT 7 
5638 Brown CT 8 
5639 Brown CI 9 
5640 Brown CT 10 
5641 Brown CT I I 
0470 Trlmble County CT 5 
0474 Trimble Counly CT 7 
0475 Trimble County CT 8 
0476 Trlmble County CT 9 
0477 Trimblc County CT IO 

1,674,719 298% 49.907 3 14% 52,586 
3,146,235 3 19% 100,365 315% 105,399 
3,137.127 3 19% 100,074 335% 105.094 
3,231,827 3 19% 101,095 1 35% 108,166 
3,229,213 3.19% 103,012 335% i08,179 
623,419 000%- 0 00% 

30,957,013 873.877 921,698 

1.089.550 
2, I39253 

48,960 
35.647 
230,069 
760.255 
274.391 
548,588 
28.964 
8.889 
8,861 
9,114 
9.106 

3 20% 
3 20% 
333% 
3 23% 
2 77% 
2 71% 
2 85% 
3 22% 
3 71% 
3 50% 
3 50% 
3 50% 
3 49% 

34,866 
68,459 
1.630 
1,151 
6,373 
21.059 
7,820 
11,665 
1,080 

311 
3 IO 
3 19 
318 

3 70% 
371% 
3 91% 
176% 
3 20% 
3 19% 
3 30% 
3 76% 
4 81% 
4 13% 
4 13% 
4 14% 
4 13% 

40,113 
79,370 
1,924 
iJ40 
7.362 
24,252 
9,055 
20,627 
1,393 
167 
166 
317 
376 
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Chamos 
Xcnhrcky UliliIir.5 Company 

Annunliid Deprecinllon 
Dcprecinlion adjuslment under 2006 ASL tales v s  proposed 1006 ELG rnles 

Dcpreclnblc 2006 Deprcclatlon 2006 Depreclation 
Bolancc ASL Under ELG Under 

Propcny Group 4-30-08 Rnlcr 1006 ASL Rnlcs Rates 2006 ELG Rates 
5696 tincning Units 1,2.&3 35.805 0.00% 197% 705 

5.227,550 (61,362 187,829 

347 00 Assct Rctiremcnt Obligntions Othe Pmd * 

Told Other Production 

Transmission Plmt 
350 I L.md Rlghls 
350.2 Lnnd 
352.,1 StmcL md Impr. Non Sys Control 
352.2 Swcl. nnd lmpr Sys Control 
353.1 Slation Equipmcnl 
353 2 Syst ControVMicrowovc Equip 
354 Towers & Fixtures 
355 Polcs & Fixturcs 
356 Ovcrhcnd Conduclon md Devices 
357 Undcrground Conduit 
358 Underground Conducton & Devices 
359 Twmlsdon ARO's' 

Total Transmission P l ~ t  

Diitribulion Plnnt 
36L.I LnndRights 

361 Swclures nod lmpmvcmenls 
362 Scotion Equipment 
364 Poles Towers & Fixturcs 
365 Ovcrhcad Conductors nnd Devices 
366 Underground Conduit 
367 Underground Conductors & Devices 
368 Lint Trnnsrormers 
369 Services 
370 Mclcn 
371 Inrlnllations on CustomcrPremises 
373 SucctLighling&SignnlSystems 
374 Assct Retirement Cost- Distributlon * 

360,2 LMd 

Tocol Distribution Plant 

70,990 

497,590,725 

23,341,455 
1,232,665 
7,228,687 
1.154.520 

175,730,576 
14,749,281 
63,279.46 7 

l!M,687,186 
132,799,950 

448.760 
I ,  I 14,761 

521,778,335 
I 1,027 -. 

1,496,173 
1,998,646 
5,058,913 

103,445,343 
212,851,185 
199,717218 

1,546,234 
86,404.514 

248,482,289 
83,122,059 
653364,852 
18,284,592 
53.771.544 

18.610 
1,081,564,173 

16,772.417 20.41 1.068 

0 98% 
0 00% 
154% 
143% 
198% 
0 46% 
121% 
2 28% 
I 79% 
2 60% 
126% 

228.746 

111,322 
16,510 

3,479,465 
61.847 

765,682 
2,295,668 
2,377,119 

11,668 
14.046 

9,368,072 

0 65% 9,725 
0 00% 
165% 83,472 
2 28% 2,358,554 
2 30% 4,895,623 
270% 5.392.365 
193% 29,842 
2 09% 1,805,854 
3 10% 7.702.951 
199% 1,654,129 
176% I,ISOA2I 
2.38% 435.173 
2 29% 123 I368 

26,749.479 

112% 
0 00% 
1.75% 
163% 
2 46% 
0 56% 
i 30% 
291% 
2 05% 
3 19% 
145% 

261,424 

126,502 
18,819 

4,322,972 
82.596 

822,633 
2,929.997 
2.722J99 

14,315 
16.164 

11,317,822 

0 70% 10,473 
0 00% 
2 00% 101,178 
282% 2,917,159 
3 25% 6,917,729 
4 23% 8,448,038 
2 06% 31,852 
2 86% 2,471,169 
3 83% 9,516,872 
2 57% 2,136,237 
2 79% 1.813.679 
3 05% 557.680 
3 16% 1,699,181 

36,631,247 
-- 



Amcbmcnt l o  Rcrponsc to PSC-3 Quullon No. ZO(c) 
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Chnrnnr 
Kentucky Utilities Compnny 

Annualbed Deprcclnlion 
Deprrcinlion ndjurlmenl under 2006 ASL rntes VI. proposed 2006 ELG m e r  

Property Group 

Cjcneml Plant 
3892Lnnd 
390 I Suuclures & Improvements 
390 2 lmprnvcments Io Leased Property 
391 I Ofice FurniNre & Equipment 
391 2 Non PC Computer Equipment 
391 3 Cnsh Processing Equpment 
391 4 Personal Computer Equipment 
392 Tmpomlion Equipment 
393 Storcs Equipment 
394 Tool. Shop & Gmge Equipment 
395 Lobomtory Equipment 
396 Power Opcmtcd Equipmcnt 
397 IOCommunictuion Equipment - Cnnicr 8,839,076 7 13% 629,941 7 13% 629,941 
397 2OC~mmunicslionEquip -RemoleCanuo 3,913.060 7 95% 311.088 795% 31 1,088 

398 Misc Equipment 
397 30 Communimion Equipment. Mobile 1,087,846 7 30% 371.413 730% 371,413 

Tolal General Pienl 

Depreclnblc 
Bnlnncc 
4-30.08 

I_- 

2006 Dcprecinlioo 
ASL Under 
Roles 2006 ASL R n t u  

2006 Deprecinllon 
ELG Under 
Rntes LOU6 ELC Rntu 

2,575.973 
29,90 1,859 

531,973 
6.548.609 

10.163.473 
448,191 

2.486206 
18.955.798 

735.053 
5,473;498 
3,160,382 

270,942 

0 00% 
166% 496,371 
156% 8,299 
4 19% 274,387 

10 14% 1,030,576 
23 26% 104,249 
is 47% 384,631 
20UO% 3,791,160 

5 25% 38.590 
4 75% 259.991 

27 42% 866.577 
631% 17,259 

0.00% 
2 30% 687,743 
2 04% 10,852 
4 19% 274.387 
IO 14% 1,030,576 
23 26% 104.249 
1 1  10% 524,610 
2000% 3,791,160 

5 25% 38,590 
4 75% 259,991 

27 42% 866,571 
6 62% 17,936 

373.590 2054% 76.735 20.54% 76,735 
9 9 , ~ . 6 z a  8,661,267 8,995.849 

Total Plant in Scrvice 3,917.180.938 

rolnl Annuol Deprccintion excluding ARQ mnOunlS 

Less Amounts not included in Income Slnlcmcnt Depreciolion 
Caul cms 
Brown Gar Pipeline 
I C  Gos Pipeline 
Account 139200 TrmporiQtion Equip. 

Subtotal 

I 11373.576 

184,298 
208,328 
156.659 

3.791.160 --__ 
4,340,445 

Tolal Annunlized Depr less ARO and Amts no1 in Inc SL Depr 107,033,132 

1 . ~ 5 5  ECR Dcprecinlion 12,75 1,570 

Tolnl Amuplized Dcpreclslion excluding ECR and ARO S 94,281,562 

* Represents l i s  01 ARO assets. Plwe note lhac mounts u e  no1 included in Ule cnlculnlion 

-I 

129,236.140 

184,298 
226,161 
170,239 

3.791.160 
4,371,858 

124,864,282 

13,327,714 

$ I i 1,536.507 
-- 
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Annchment lo Response l o  PSC-3 Question No. 20(c) 
B or9 

Chnrnns 
Kenlucky Ulilltles C o m p ~ n y  . ECR April zoo8 

2006 Diprrci~tlon 2006 Deprcrinlion 
ASL Under Pmpoied Under 
b l c a  2006 ASL Rntes ELG Rnlcs 2006 ELC Rnlcs 

11112002 
4.551,149 

(44,31t) 
3/1noo2 

5,224,392 
(41.180) 

llll12OOl 
1,262,166 
(216.581) 
12/1/2004 

87.293 
71112002 

1.358.579 

izinoo4 
(149.233) 

269.265 
1UlROO2 

1.937.045 
(918.41 I) 

776.167 
3/lLZW4 

71.476.281 
(172,301) 
lVl12004 

2.958.1 19 
3/lRW4 

2,971,181 

53,314,763 

I U I ~ O O ~  

4/inow 

(216,248) 
IUIR004 

3.288.376 
4IlRW4 

1,518,957 
51112004 

2,102.228 
(848.647) 
lUl12004 
364,407 
5/IRW 

754 
511ROM 

56.004.868 
(113.614) 
1?/1/2004 

9,617.570 

2 79% 

2 33% 

3 99% 

3 99% 

3 08% 

308% 

301% 

301% 

2 63% 

2 63% 

2 63% 

2 79% 

2 79% 

2 79% 

2 80% 

2 80% 

2 80% 

3 84% 

3 84% 

116.977 06 
(960 00) 

121.72833 
(756 00) 

50.36042 
(4 608 00) 

3.482 99 

41.84423 
(2.892 00) 

8 293 36 

58  305 05 
(26 448 00) 

3 362 62 

1,879,826 19 
(3.828 00) 

77.798 53 

78.14207 

1481,76089 
(4.668 00) 

91.745 70 

98.178 9 I 

58 862 38 
(33.180 00) 

10203 40 

21 I 1  

2 150,586 93 
(3 540 00) 

369,314 69 

2 94% 

2 45% 

4 30% 

4 30% 

3 39% 

3 39% 

3 15% 

3 15% 

2 76% 

2 76% 

2 76% 

2 94% 

2 94% 

2 94% 

2 95% 

2 95% 

2 95% 

4 02% 

4 02% 

133,803 78 
(960 00) 

127.997 60 
056 00) 

54,273 I 4  
(4.608 00) 

3.753 60 

46.055 83 
(2.892 00) 

9 128 08 

61.01692 
(26.448 00) 

24.44925 

1.972.745 36 
(3.828 00) 

81.64408 

82.004 61 

I 567.748 03 
(4.668 00) 

96.67826 

103,457 34 

62.015 73 
(33.180 00) 

10.750 01 

22 24 

2,251,395 69 
0.540 00) 

386 626 31 



Chant 1 Avril200.5 Addillonr 

Annchrncnt 10 Rcsponsc to PSC-3 Queslion No. 20(c) 
9019  

Chornns 
Kcolueky Ulllllltr Cornpony 1 ECR April 2008 

2006 &prWh(ion 2006 DCprtdPllun 
ASL Under Fropied Under 
Role5 2006 ASL &tu ELG Rnln  2006 ELG Rolrr 

5/1/2004 
bvcrlmsnu 3.520.209 
G P n  1?11/2004 
InvcsmcnU 13.192 
GHt SCR Cnlalvd Addition Mnv 2006 
I"YC5MC.U 

2001 Plm Addilions 
2001 PIM Rciiffimcnb 

2003 Plan 
Proircl 18-GhentAsh Pond 

Invcnmcnis 

5/1/2006 
2 112.857 

226739818 
(2,710,546) 

lUlfl003 
16,148295 

2005 Plan 
Prolrtl 19 -Ash tlnndllne SI Ghcnl 1 
Ghml Smllon -&h Plni Renl A d d i l l n ~ ~  
lnvcrhncnls 398.915 

4/1/2006 
- .  

Rsiircmcnu. Originnl Cost (292 425) 
F'tnIecl21~ FGDs 

6/1/2007 
Invcrmcna-lalnl 136 503.019 
Rctkmcw. Origin4 Cos1 (4.047526) 
&Imw Trninlnc BldenYamhoarc ru in007 
Invumtcnu.TaId 7 334.344 
R c h r m u  .- Oliginal Coil (74 700) 

2005 PIM AddllloN 
2005 PlM Rclkmmu 

2006 P l ~ s  

lnvcrmenu 

InvcSmenu 
G n n  River4 
Invcslmenu 
GEMS Slsrkvirion EDR IIDcrltdp 
lnvertlncnls 
Pmiml27 -ESP 
&gj 
lnvcsmcnu 
Retirsmcnu. Orlgind Cor1 

2006PIm AddilioN 
2006 PIM Rclircmcnu 

144,236,218 
(4,414.651) 

12/31/2006 
18,149 

12/31/2006 
68.158 

12/31/2006 
45,279 

12/31/2006 
18,164 

IOllR007 
115.540 

6/15/2006 
46.715 

(32.691) 

312,005 
(32.691) 

Told Addiliom 387.436395 58 

3 84% 135 I76 02 4 02% 141 51240 

2 33% 30737 245% 323 20 

3 84% 81.133 70 4 03% 84.936 84 

2 79% 450.537 43 294% 474 759 a7 

2 79% 11.12974 2940% 11.728 I I  
(6,312 00) (6,312 00) 

3 87% 5.282.666 84 4 01% 5,413,771 06 
(89220 00) (89.220 00) 

280% 205361 63 295% 216.363 14 
(2 916 00) (2.916 00) 

3 ¶g% 714 13 4 30% 780 39 

2 80% 1.90842 2 95% 2,010 66 

2 79% i 263 29 2 94% I331 21 

4 20% 762 87 4 50% 81736 

20 00% 23,108 00 20 00% 23 108 00 

2 80% 1.308 03 2 95% 1.378 IO 
(1,284 00) (1.284 00) 

TOW 12.75157032~ 13.327.774.21 
17.167.887.87) 

380,268.507.71 
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Charnas 

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

CASE NO. 2008-00252 
CASE NO. 2007-00564 

Response to Third Data Request of Commission Staff 
Dated September 24,2008 

Question No. 21 

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Chornas 

Q-21. Refer to LG&Fs response to Item 75 of Staffs Second Request. 

a. Pages 2-10 of the attachment include a comparison of depreciation under 
"Current rates ASL" and "2006 New ELG'  rates. The Direct Testimony o l  
Shannon L. Chamas in Case No. 2007-00564 indicates that .John Spanos 
"studied the Average Service Life ("ASL") and Equal Life Group ("ELG") 
methodologies for determining depreciation rates . " Clarify that the 
"Current rates ASL" shown in the attachment are not rates developed by Mr. 
Spanos in conjunction with his 2006 depreciation study, which LG&E 
submitted in Case No 2007-00564 

b. If the response lo (a) above indicates that the "Current rates ASL" were not 
developed by Mr.. Spanos in conjunction with Case No. 2007-00564, provide, 
in the format used on pages 2-10 of the attachment, a comparison of 
depreciation under the ASL rafes developed by Mr. Spanos in conjunction 
with his 2006 depreciation study and the ELG rates he has recommended for 
LG&E. 

c. Describe all favorable and unfavorable consequences to LG&E if the 
Commission were lo require reclassification of LG&Es asset removal costs 
from accumulated depreciation to a regulatory liability account for regulatory 
reporting purposes. 

A-21. a. "Current rates ASL" shown in the attachment are the rates approved by the 
Commission in Case No. 2001-00141 

b.. See attached 

c. If the Commission were to require the reclassification of tG&E's costs of 
removal from accumulated depreciation to a regulatory liability account for 
regulatory reporting purposes, a favorable consequence would be that it would 
create consistency between GAAP reporting and regulatory reporting. An 
unfavorable consequence would be the inconsistency that would be created 



Response to PSC-3 Question No. 21 
Page 2 of 2 

Charnas 

with prior years' regulatory reporfing There should be no impact on the 
ratemaking treatment of the costs of removal, regardless of where they are 
recorded, since a basic concept behind including cost of removal as a 
component of deprecalion rates is to prevent generational inequities. No other 
consequences have been identified by LG&E 



ELECrrUC PMNT 
1nmngfi1s Ph*I 

Slum Pmduciloo Plml 
11010 land 
11100 

111 I O  

112w 

4 31 981 
2,102v41 
3.112 MI 
1819.Ol8 
1W.160 

6.165.915 
1.696.415 
19461.711 

19 111.019 
1116.996 

10,816,688 
I391.4M 

14851239 
162 861 

60.488.010 
5310.551 

160.510,115 
111.601 
511309 

118957186 

1 8Wu,85I 

-_I__-- 

1 . 2 6  508 
1.640.450 
2,816,958 

51,549 
1501.111 
I053.,141 

111.831 
711.481 

30.339.016 
11.016.590 
16.914.OW 
28.412993 
48 Ibl.545 
12.WS.669 

611.421 
IS91112 
49 106.181 
42S69.898 
41.s42411 
J4.481i11 
140.162816 
61,198501 

211117 518 
It4.120.481 
241.714 918 

IS.JI0 
64.095JOl 

1.141.189365 

0 W% 
0 W'h 
0 04% 
I 14% 43 311 
095% 7111 
191% 118.186 
116% 26.464 
111% 414.516 
2047- 18.655 
I M?'. 114.405 
165% 28 310 
141% I51S91 
181% 15.Il1 
I 51% 315 154 
141% 5.314 
185% 1.1 19,018 
116% 91.818 
108% 3119011 
108% 1 4 4 6  
1 2 8 5  11.658 

6116919 

111% 26318 
I 85% 10.348 

36686 

2617. 1316 
114% 41 IS6 
0 00% 
OOW& 
OOOY. 
5 88% 1.781.935 
4 91% M1.816 
611% 1255.445 
4 WY. 1.1S6.4W 
519% 2499,688 

29w. 11189 

4 105 1,082,118 
4 50% L91S.645 
4 IO?. 2224.4'3 
418% 1.41S.,811 
181?i 1.424301 
3 85% 2~411.141 
1 85% 9 I36lIS 

4 46% 1 . a ~  ,601 

11lX iiz.aH 

311% 4141290 
161% 8 967 I81  
161L sa I 
161% 2.32O.U7 

50 119101 

0 00% 
0 00% 
0 W% 
I 16% 48 110 

I W% 1213111 
111% a440 

166% 28161 

Ill:& 40160 
111% 121 8 3  
1 1 4 %  29816 
150% 162250 
189% 26315 
I 58% I91 610 
I 51% s 512 
192% 1161370 
I 8HL 91 016 
1lSt i  1451 198 
2 1% 1528 
215%- 12,016 

6349266 

222% 412.011 

2 UY. 11.450 
192% 31.491 

I8 941 

4 19% 2.469 
159% 51914 
0 00% 



314 w 

115 w 

31600 

31100 

luba~.om,nl  uniu 
O11lC.noRunU"ir 1 
0111 CMI Run Uni, 1 
0111 OnCl l l v lU" i l1  
014 lCmcRmUni l4  
oI5lmeRvlrUnil5 
0161 CmcRvn Un i l6  
0211 Mill C w k  Uoi i  I 
0221 Mill C m k  Unil 1 
0111 Mill C w k U n i i l  

58I118 OW% 0 00% 
9 122981 109% 281 Iw 14G% 110 181 
7A15366 222% 161 113 2 42% I l S t 8 4  
ISJ85~129 329% I06 Ill 1477. 511:864 
14110,818 2 15% 311.90 2 10% 1 1 l . l S O  
16.626980 146% 409.021 2 618  411424 
27.IIP.Ll6 2 I S %  181.111 228% 618.431 
42.098 151 2 2 9 %  964.018 245% 1031.401 
21,816.9111 148% 541.060 2 687. 1M.694 - 19.4I5.W 248% 1.411.497 16896 I ,592J28 

214 in.911 1.114 185 5,618,761 

1,891,013 OW% 0 00% 
I177.1U OW96 000% 

161.124 0 W L  0007. 
1.J11310 I 18% 111916 1 4 0 I i  188.091 

987949 082% a IO1 I 12% I 1.w 
6.851341 291% 104 101 111% 111,MI 
2.P1.019 I 4 9 1  13.Wl 161% 11.091 
8,518,498 280% U8.SIB 291% 249 592 
L 114.667 144% 10 155 161% 34101 
lI.4Ll.286 211% 396.691 1 8 4 %  409 618 
5541,695 161% 92.146 I Bot& 99151 
6,428,111 10111 110.101 2 IIY. 116912 
4 501.05J I 69% 16.115 I 81% 81,441 

13.4rn.s~a I SUY. 213,154 166% 221 19.6 
1 U1.lll 156% 19.496 t 617. 41.015 

20.751.915 115% 163.194 185% 181948 
5.864.919 111% 100.29I I B I %  106 156 

111% 1,191.611 

18 146 
I I  164 
11 141 
6464 

80,866 
41259 

27J3914 
11 569 

696 199 
115,811 
118.6l5 

5391,692 

0 00% 
0 W% 

ow(( 
0 Wl. 

6 30% 4.482 
2 83% I0 
5 40% 4167 

112% I416  
4 51% 114102 
2 9 8 %  941 

112% 22.418 
2 'IO?& 1160 
2 5 9 l i  8211 
I MY. I 6 1  968 
2 8lY. I,IW 
2 8S%.- ia.407 

4oe.111 

1ll)i 13,462 
110% 1192 
2 1 9 l i  8 890 
128% 116.911 

Sb91,119 - 
1.914.ll7.461 65.151.615 72.916.106 



9.151 OD I 10)s 10b617 13w.  108,611 
I O  895 211 OS% 11118 0 25% 21.318 
4 581.111 1911'. I14689 1 95% 111 141 

724 JM 219IL I I41  I l l% 1186 

29.612.514 a79125 479828 
28.197 000% 0 ow 

65 196 
7814 
I I14 

l I , l61 
1os.901 

-. 
19.718.481. 

49 159 

68 911 
8 141 

42,865 
t lJ l .698 

BIBSIP 
I05.978 
144356 

I flS.6lS 
I461  914 
1.081698 
245.521 
1111.401 
1.111.190 

14 UO.604 

0 00% 
051% 349 
I61!L 116 
0 W% 

-. 
415 

419.BO 

0 WR 

114% 914 
061% 50 
0 60.:. 111 
1osz 65,140 
I 05V 26 I85  
1 Il!L 1359 
112% 1 JM 
1169; 49.139 
114% 46.091 
1 I4!l 6 9 9 6  
134'.( 69.173 
114% T I  169 
114% n.u5 

477.914 

0 ow. 
OIJY. 152 
168% 111 
0 ow. 
-~ 

491 -- 
480.121 

0007. 

111% 1606 
I SW. 111 
I381'. 677 
I I 5 K  67999 

3 29% 1481 
121% 4,661 
I l l $ ;  5a870 
1 lS% 47.708 
IIS'r( 11,888 
3 451. 71 606 
1 45% 11 740 
1 4 5 5  71.111 

494.w9 

I 15% 21 w 4  

Il8.814 18S% 4111 4 89% 
I2802 OS9!i 76 169!L 
9 118 0 IS'% 54 169% 

12.197 08I% I04 196% 
2155318 I1 308% 69,464 111% 

821581 307% 2 5 3 0  120% 
161.761 19Wi  10.816 3 IIY. 
101,06s 29V!6 3,051 111% 
97.9V1 1 I7V 1,101 1 to.+ 
97b62 117% 1.101 129% 

1998,lVl I 19% 61,749 I 121'. 
3311.421 116% 11171 150% 
317.096 116% 11326 1 I07L 
147.147 116% ll.664 1 50% 
361.861 116% Ills8 I SO%- 

1.275.631 219.911 

5811 
116 
156 
119 

11396 
x.121 
11.111 
1.114 
1.224 
1 no 

66,141 
11,841 
11.198 
l l .150 

240819 
12.661 



19.71IJI2 
I4119961 
I 9  115984 
19.4 lb I4 
11315.160 
12417.684 
I1118878 

Z492.496 
I811 581 
I521116 
2 991 746 
1C59,818 
1219205 
1417991 
2411 079 
I 519 295 
I 537  168 
I 7l6 814 
I111177 
I 128 ow 
I.721.674 

11 n 4 . m  

116627 
40 916 
68.109 

114118 
2778991 
1575,101 

942 589 
WI 792 
685 979 
681011 

1641 915 
I814 731 

384% 
184% 
1 8 5 ? i  
3 8 lB  
188% 
188% 
3 99!i 
3 99% 
199% 
1997.- 

156.938 
550, l l1  
736.715 
119.755 
486,168 
481.806 
511.812 
516.816 
522,412 
511,121 

5814.129 

4 GO!: 
4 G I 5  
4 68% 
4 60% 

5 71% 142,820 5 71!i 
270% 49 341 270% 
174% 4l.711 274% 
2 61!6 78P81 261% 
I w. 171.796 I ow. 
I W% 96571, 100% 
291% 70.364 2 93!i 
291% 10.453 2 91V 
3 lMIi 47.564 109% 
1 mi 47.498 3 09% 
I2D: 56.640 11w 
3 18!$ 56.127 1 mi 
128!1 56.119 129!i 
1 28!i 56504 129%- 

I.IyI6.982 

Z40% 2 799 4 6Mi 
211% 946 4 107. 
4 2 7 n  2008 6 13% 
3 82% 13G8 193Q 
I In: 92161 172% 
112% 85 500 112% 
1 2 6 %  30.118 1 67!& 
116!i 30,768 161% 
118% I1 I86  I78Y. 
13811 l l . l J 4  178% 
3 52Y. 64 837 1 8 9 %  
152% 64583 189% 

906.749 
GhOdl I 
891164 
891 !,I1 
581191 
579.906 
650.419 
644.351 
619.0l4 
617,166 

7 092 549 

142.810 
49 145 
41 711 
78 681 

175 196 
94576 
70.847 
70.918 
47564 
41.498 
56.611 
56.498 
16.651 
56.676 

1.048.619 

5 165 
I BIZ 
4311 
6 780 

101379 
95 801 
14 191 
14,617 
25 910 
15,894 
71.651 
71 371 

I 8 8 9 4 l l  151V 66508 189!i 71499 
1.885354 1 JIL- -E&?- J 89% 73.140 

16.401 I67 558911 G28 195 

9.488 OW% O W ! i  
9,494 000% 000% 
1141 OW% 0 O O I i  

1214,481 281% 15.811 2 81% 1 6 W  
2.195121 ?It% 67 106 283:& 677115 

12.456 286% 642 2 88!& 647 
l l .048 286% 619 189% 666 
i ~ m  iusi 168 124!$ 471 
s a 0 5  Ill?: I 61 1 If!: 161 



Attachment to Response Io  PSC-3 Question No. Zl(b) 
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Chnrnns 

1.880 752 
1301 989 

4,000 
2S1.091.069 

I 9 8 1  7Q7 
617.612 

6 110215 
86.111.151 

11.182 
IW.7U9.095 
1Sl.141.011 
61534 814 
95361.944 
9 1  170.472 
I 1  I07141 
1JZI.786 

21.029 201 
25 560.612 
8828416 

14 651 414 
41382 N 

8 1  146 
17.614 

716 811 219 

9.070.918 
Jn.ll0 

1194144 
1,496,151 
2.285 116 

GASPLANT 
BiTANGDLEPLANT 
UM)UIGROUPm STORAGE 
150 I L M d  

I in 

11 8W 

- 
8.271.4II 

0 Po% 
19211 105.011 
117% 40.2117 
112% 14,617 
I l l %  1.758 I57  
118% 140941 
2 95% 1.118474 
2 52% 411  
1 52v. 970.558 
181% 34 794 
165li 193.196 

4 786 890 

0 OVA 
101% 61 PI5 
I O I Y  876.W 
0 M% 
3 M), 3 101273 

125% 181 686 
176% l.618.44l 
2187. 2 112 676 
2 18% 242 144 
245% 86284 
4 99% 1.049.856 
179% 968.148 
179% 114591 
2 17% 682 845 
1 91:i I 110 284 

2 9% 5,282,019 

0 W% 

18.6l8.Ml 

20 wx I 8 1 4  I84 
162% 20 167 
4 1% 140,227 
IOITX 451 631 
2000% 457 m1 

111% 1.619 
2 886.851 

IWLOI.426 

0 W% 

0 W% 

lM6 Dcpndallon 
ELG Uodcr 
bln I 0 0 6 E L G b l n  

311% 161 
I I2Y. 166 
112% 166 

106.2911 

9.61 1.155 

OW% 
4 IOli 114.641 
141% 45,596 
119% 11411 
159% 2111780 
I 58% 19035s 
169% 1.4II.14P 
1 1 4 %  515 
I l l %  I209346 
2 11% 40.060 
4 21% '21.216 

5794.010 

0 00% 
0 UOY. 
116% 71 110 
191% 1656.603 
0 00% 
159Y. 1,830,854 
191Y. 7 119.928 
134% 811,961 
2 24% 2 116.197 
2 90% 2 821 144 
2 90% 322.111 
119% 115,867 
199% I260248 
4 11% l209.018 
4 73% 417184 
3 84% 946,615 
394% I 669 E l i  
0 04% 

24.417 128 

?O w% I 8 1 4  I84 
3 U:1 2I.191 
4 19% 140227 

1012% 451.613 
2000% 411021 
181% 1.956 

2 888.120 

116.128.960 



l117.477 

6.141.763 
141.341 
400,511 

9,648 855 
II1PWO 

12768.801 
11.llO.619 

317 BO9 
9,911.661 
l.067.310 

1.61Z898 

TOTN. GAS PLANl 

5P 121 
74018 

124 PIP 
105 111 

1lP 186416 
11214.311 
3.864 4PI 

117.818 716 
1ZOU 789 
9311 447 
49413v1 
11PB.Ds4 

119361 
51.112 
10.76P 

472 I94 014 

1 912 498 
451391 

1.710 330 
416,183 

1.415.941 
11.321 

9,0l8.471 

118.767.191 

0 91% 11.121 
0 36% 9.441 
3 46% 1 1 2 m  
000% 
0 00% 

88 76s 

uoosi 
0 04% 10 
I M% 1171  
8 1351 4 I I P 7  
I 76% 4910.12t 
1 nc 208.814 
111% 90.041 
I Em: 4 961,611 
I 99% 881 181 
7 UP!C 661 141 
Illti IOP.699 
1 23% I l l 1 4 7  
0 94% I.IP8 
3 48% l77P 

12001285 

107% IdOPT 
0 44% 11141 
4 05% 148 782 
0 00% 
0 OVA 
O P l K  811769 
0 00% 
2 12% 210.699 
I 4 7 l i  l 2 Z 2 7 l  
172% 6.610 
144% 2 4 U 8 I  
181% 19 9Pl 

0 00% 
0 04% 10 
L 11% 2 751 
77191 18 963 
I16S. 6.039.067 
3 6 0 1  10l.71P 
l P 6 %  1l4389 
1 03.11 6911301 
521% l.,l10.6IP 

I 1  17% 1.047.908 
21P% I17.981 
I ll!i I67948 
10791 I 7 0 1  
I 9P% 2PlP 

I~J11,465 

10 ow. I86,SW 
6 SLY. 19.612 
4 68% 111.111 

16 01!1 117319 
10 00% 481.188 
11111 1.671 

1,231,1119 

I8.186.176 
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Chornas 

COPMON uTIL.llV PLAN1 

3012alhrUr 
TOT& INlAHCIBlEPlANI 

83,782 
4 100 

29259.11 
Z9141.110 

0 W% 
0 o w .  
IO 00% 5.851.838 

1851.838 

0 WY. 
195% 5 962 
3 10% 601 913 
310% 48.909 
3 30% 143M 
130% 941.131 
21 91% 1118M 
I 51% 164874 
Ills. 7151 
111% 19164 
601% 111 818 
8 18% 291 467 

21 96% 4041330 
1068% 386161 
b 93% 18R299 

10 Wli  16.896 
263% I 6 6 8  
I W% 61673 
5 17% 117986 

61 24% ll.64S 
2OW% 51 661 
401% 567 

12W% 42188D8 
0 9M$ 51082 

34 6 3 0  205 811 - 
12.4W.l)dl 

18J41.881 

0 00% 
0 00% 

20 WIL 5.851.818 
5 PSI 816 

0 w.5. 
2 95% 1.961 
4 01s. 731.4l5 
4 01% 19.412 
4 01*% I9.101 
4 01% I I50,9lI  

29 19% 115.916 
I 71% 187.104 
146% 7.131 
267% 12.846 
6 06% 7114,350 
8 89% 301.194 

no5% 4.058.395 
26 19% 489.117 

699% 181 864 
3000% 16,896 
150% 1,219 
i 6 0 %  61.611 
5 I?'% 181.986 

61 24% II.MS 
20 (HI% 51.663 

4 MY. 656 
l 2 O r n i  4218.108 
0 9Mb 57 U & l  

3461% 205,837 

13 D09.967 

18.861.805 
~- 

151.177340 



M R L  CREEKKLaCOMOllVE 
MILL CREEK un. CARS 

W.149 
I 814  1811 

411.011 
’. 513 7111 

2006 
ELG 
Rnta 

DrprrrIrHm 
UndW 

2006 ELG n*tm 

1 4 6 9  
51911 
24 18’. 

128.633 
66347 

l.8M 184 
JSlrnl  

2.541316 

186100 
481,188 
869.688 



IW.601 426 
I1 512.992 
12513 145) 

(50 I l l )  
(9.406.243l 

102203 6W 

I4 251 039 I I 4  851.461 
1.768.889 18.341 881 
(869688) 13,381,4331 
(11.81s) (68 5591 

19.406.241~ 
I 8  13241s 120 336 I I I 

111 I28P60 18.186.IIb 
13.9Sl.136 4.9D1.069 
12561,356) (869.638) 

ISD,713) (Il.8lr) 
(10.803,374) 
116.68S.232 2 2 4 0  I12 

11411s SI5 
18.861.801 
(3 117W1) 

(68 I S P I  
110.801.174) 
119088.364 
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Charnas 
L~~uiivI l lc G a  nnd Elcclrlr Compnny . ECR Aprll ZOO8 

6/l/2W2 
34910,939 

(184.425) 
5/1/2005 

1.444358 
12/1/2003 

19 730.477 
IU1/2W3 

21.669.172 

398341 
IUlROO2 

33W.663 
(300,WO) 
411RW3 

3.150.880 
(22.7471 

lOllROO3 
1,963,171 

(44,432) 
IUIRW3 

(993,467) 
3/1/2004 
550,661 
4/1/2004 
598.446 

(222.092) 
511R004 

49365.169 
(701.158) 
9I1R001 

2.525302 
(S21.706) 
5131R006 

1.724.257 
IUlROO5 
463.939 

43,947.181 

(344.487) 

3 62% 

3 62% 

3 87% 

3 85% 

5 19% 

3 62% 

611% 

5 88% 

85Y. 

70% 

24% 

81% 

32% 

3 85% 

3 62% 

1,263.176 
(4.440) 

52.286 

163.569 

834263 

20,674 

115,869 
(7 230) 

192,519 
(MU) 

l15.43f 
(I 308) 

i.69l.990 
(28 020) 

25.881 

25 374 
(5308) 

I 9 1 0 4 3 2  
(21.24f) 

33334 
(10.955) 

66 384 

1 6 j 9 5  
(8 304) 

4 04% 

4 04% 

4 48% 

4 45% 

5 78% 

4 04% 

6'71% 

6 66% 

4 45% 

5 22% 

4 72% 

4 48% 

159% 

4 45% 

4 04% 

1.41 0.402 
(4.440) 

58352 

883 923 

964,278 

23.024 

129.307 
17230) 

211.424 
(M81 

130.148 
(1308) 

1915.676 
(28 020) 

28,745 

28.247 
( 5  308) 

2211 560 
(21.245) 

40,152 
(10956) 

16 729 

18.143 
(8.304) 



Attachment to Response to PSC-3 Question No. 21(b) 
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Chornas 
l.o~irvlllr Gill nnd Elrrlrir Company ~ ECR April 2008 

Pioirrl R - Pn.lDllnl"rl 
Mill C w k  2 -Include In Rate Dorr Fcb I003 
lnvUImCnu 

2006 D~prrriolioo lQO6 n ~ ~ r ~ c i e i o n  
ASL Undcr Proposed Undcr 
Rot- 2006 ASL RnlU ELC RUICI 1Q06 ELG Ritltr 

41lRW6 
2,373,292 

(2.5 I6,45 I) 

1.843.984 

192.860,844 
(5.850.961) 

i i in007 

iiin003 

iiinws 

6,780,427 
1256.099) 

(7,515) 
I-Aug-2W2 
5.446.522 
(593,300) 

I-Jnn.2WS 
203.537 

6.192.799 
siinw4 

l501,511) 
siinom 

(4.221.527) 

19.187 
~iinom 

5.685.853 

I-Jm.2QO5 

6,490,936 
(365346) 

1011ROOI 
2.076.199 
(lQl.069) 
uinwi 

3,484,535 
(284,031) 
siinow 

2.144386 
(1,195,718) 

uinoo4 
4224,013 
VM.918) 
611t2W3 

1,197,310 
(56,OQl) 

3 85% 

3 81% 

4 5Q% 

4 50.6 

4 28% 

4 28% 

3 85% 

3 85% 

3 85% 

3 11% 

4 10% 

3 81% 

3 81% 

6 11% 

311% 

206.872 
(10.968) 

71.362 

305,119 
(9.984) 

1341) 

235251 
(23h76) 

8.11 I 

238,423 
(22,769) 

218905 
(191.652) 

139 

240.814 
119,656) 

91.581 
I 2 3  16) 

134.852 
(8.6W 

82.988 
(36228) 

258,087 
(7.608) 

44.420 
(3,013) 

4 45% 

4 48% 

4 96% 

4 96% 

471% 

4 71% 

4 38% 

4 38% 

4 38% 

4 14% 

5 22% 

4 48% 

4 48% 

6 11% 

4 14% 

239.111 
(10,968) 

g t 6 l l  

336309 
(9.984) 

1376) 

258 886 
(23.616) 

9 581 

271.245 
(22,169) 

249.040 
(191.652) 

840 

268.725 
(19.656) 

108378 
(2.316) 

I 5bl07 
(8.6Q4) 

96.068 
06.228) 

183,431 
(7.608) 

49.569 
(3013) 
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Cbnrnas 
louirvi l lcCni ~ n d  Elecltic Company-ECRAprll2008 

lnvcnmcm 
pill Crrck 4 Include ll) RDIC Dare Feb2003 
InvcI.lmcn1s 

2003 PIM AddilioN 
2003 PIM RcfinmuiU 

1005 Pin" 

2006 Dcprarintion 1006 D~pr~doI lon 

r u l e s  2006 ASL Roles ELC Rp1u 1006 ELC Rplu 
ASL Undw Pmposcd U"dW 

siinooi 

~IIROOI 
1367JIO 

1367,310 

46.722.749 
(7.839520) 

InncMmU 
&&e 14-cn6SDRSTonk RPLC 
CMO Run 6 
InvLtwmcnl( 
Rsiinmcnu - Odgind Cos1 

Cue Run 6 
1"YCSlmC"lS 
Rctinmcnu -0tigind Can 
Proird I4 - CR6 Eromrlnn JMn1 Re~Lrwnm( 
cpn~ nun 6 
lnvcI.lmww 
~ n l n m e r n  - Orislnd Caa 

m 1 4 - C R 6  MndulrMlsr EUntllLS 1 

I""SllmC"1s 

2005 PIM Additions 
2005 Pion RnirnnenU 

IUIROO~ 
855,968 

111no06 
154.841 
(72 799) 

511no06 
1277% 
(89971) 

1z1noo7 
26 373 
(21.578) 

lollno05 
4.281.077 

9llnoo6 
3,080,000 
(4(31,979) 

13,796671 
(672.468) 

3 85% 

371% 

3 85% 

3 71% 

3 85% 

3 85% 

3 62% 

44616 

4 46% 

4 46% 

3 62% 

3 62?4 

52.641 

50 727 

84240 

3 522 
14.476) 

89,447 

25.596 

30.986 

6,906 
(1,584) 

5,677 
0.9%) 

1.176 
(288) 

154 975 

111.496 
w.052) 

4 38% 

4 14% 

4 45% 

4 14% 

4 45% 

445% 

4 10% 

4 97% 

4 97% 

4 97% 

4 10% 

4 10% 

59.888 

56.601 

97.368 

3.930 
(4,476) 

103.387 

29.586 

35,095 

7,696 
(I 584) 

6,126 
11,956) 

1111 
(288) 

175.524 

126.280 
(14.052) 
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Charnas 
Laulsvi l leCai nod Elrclrtr Compnny . ECR April 2008 

2006 D I p R r i i l l o n  ZOO6 D~prrrl~llon 
ASL Undar Propovd Under 
R n l u  . 2006ASL RPIts ELC R n l u  2006 ELG M u  

1 m n o o 6  
27.584 5 19% 1.432 5 l U %  1,594 

12/1/2006 
38,545 3 85% 1.484 4 45% 1.715 

i z i i n w 6  
20.073 3 62% 121 4 04% 811 

1011~001 
11,639 3 62% 2.811 4 04% 3 137 

4 i i n w 6  
12.995 

4 0 ~ 0 0 6  
86,131 

31112006 
87.143 

4 21% 

4 70% 

3 87% 

3.095 

4,077 

3 396 

4 72% 

5 22% 

4 48% 

3.4145 

4 528 

3.931 
i i inoos 
149,615 3 85% 5.762 4 45% 6.661 

560.989 

253.941254 

5 9.406 243 - 5 iO.803.374 





Exhibit-(LK-I 5)  
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Kentucky Utilities Company 
Depreciation Expense Adjustment-Electric Only 

Recommended by KIUC-Based on Recommended Depr Rates of AG Witness Majoros 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

Amount 
70,834,774 
97,546,483 

(2671 1,709) 

Annualized Depreciation Expense under Majoros Proposed Rates-KY Jurisdiction 
Company Proposed Depreciation Expense in Filing 
Total Adjustment Recommended by KllJC 

Less: Company Computed Effect of Using ALG Methodology Instead of ELG-KY Jurisdiction 

Difference Associated with the Majoros Change in Net Negative Salvage 

15.090,657 

( 11,621,052) 



Exhibit-(LK-15) 
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Kentucky Ulilirirs Company 
Annuolhrd Deprerinllon ~ Using Msjorns Roles 

as of April 30,2008 

Source: Majora? MJM-3 in Case No 2007-00565 
Depreciable 2006 Drpreclslian 

Balance Majoror Under 
P r o p c ~  Group 130-08 Rates Majoros Rates 

lntanaiblc Plant . 
301 Orgsniwtion 
302 Franchirca ond Consents 
303 Misc Intangible Plant 

Total lnlnngible Plunt 

Stuam Production Plant 
31000Land 
3 I I 00 S ~ c l w c s  and Improvcmcnts 

5603 ryinnc Unit 3 
5604 lyrons Units I&2 
561 3 Green River Unit 3 
5614 Green River Unit4 
5615 Grew River Units 1&2 
5621 Brown Unit I 
5622 Brawn Unit 2 
5623 Brown Unit 3 
5643 Pincvillc Unit 3 
5650 Ghrnt Unit I Scrubhcr 
5651 Ghcnt Unit I 
5652 Ghent Unit 2 
5653 Ghcnt Unit 3 
5654 Ghrnt Unit 4 
5591 System Laboratory 

3 12 00 Boiler Plont Equipment 
5603 Tyrone Unit 3 
5604 Tyrone Units 1622 
5613 Green River Unit 3 
5614 Grcen River Unit 4 
5615Grcun River Units 1&2 
5621 Brown Unit 1 
5622 Brown Unit 2 
5623 Brown Unit 3 
5643 Pincvillc U n i t 3  
5650 Ghrnt Unit I Scrubber 
5651 Ghcnl Unit I 
5652 Ghrnt Unit 2 
5653 Ghunt Unit 3 
5654 Ghcnt Unil4 
5659 Cad Corr 
5660 Ghrnt3 Scrubber 

314 00 Lurbogcncmtor Unils 
5603 ryronc Unit 3 
5604 1yronrUnib I&2 
5613GrrcnRivrrUnit3 
5614 Grccn River Unit 4 
5621 B r o w  Unit I 
5622 Brown Unit2 
5623 Brown Unit3 
565 I Ghsnt Unit I 
5652 Ghrnt Unit 2 
5653 Ghcnt Unit 3 
5654 Ghenl Unit4 

44.456 0 00% 
83,453 0 00% 

25.536.344 20.00% 5,107,269 
25.664.252 5,107.269 

10,874,263 

5.540.78 I 
583.381 

2,818,745 
4,584,599 
2596,587 
4,703.190 
2.102.892 

20,393,087 
16204 

24901,127 
17.401.1 72 
16,011,013 
41,471,559 
29,847,745 

805,716 

113.177.798 

12.871.948 
421.900 

11306,456 
24.333.224 

127.047 
35,820,003 
29.419.949 
86.541.309 

226,832 
86,520,141 

163.735.182 
89.995.577 

259,317,006 
231,652,822 

7.647.232 
118.758.718 

1.158.755.347 

4,717.000 
68,206 

4.469395 
10.1 71.918 
4,833.421 

I1,041.057 
27.652.377 
25,517,290 
29.546.661 
40,076,564 
51.922.998 

210.077.388 

0 00% 

0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 49% 23.046 

-0 03% (631) 
0 43% 87.690 
0 00% 
2 54% 617,249 
0 27% 46.983 
0 39% 62,443 
108% 447.893 
131% 391,005 
144% 11,602 

1.687.280 

3 50% 450s I8 
-038% (1.603) 
2 57% 290.576 
3 70% 900.329 

- 

167% 2.122 
2 52% 902,664 
2 55% 750.209 
2 34% 2,025,067 
0 00% 
3 42% 2,958.989 
3 40% 5,566,996 
188% I ,69 I ,9 17 
2 23% 5,784,107 
2 39% 5.536.502 
2 98% 227.888 
4 01% 4.762.225 

31,848505 

3 05% 143.868 
0 00% 
251% 112.194 
3 39% 344.828 
0 77% 37,217 
2 56% 282.65 I 
281% 777.032 
188% 480.853 
173% 511.157 
171% 685,309 
188%- 976.152 

4.35 1.263 

2006 Deprrriutian 
N W  Under 

EI.GRI\rES ELG 

0 00% 
0 00% 

20.00% 5.107.269 
5.107.269 

0 00% 

0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 59% 27.749 
0 06% 1.262 
0 55% 112.162 
0 00% 
2 69% 653,700 
040% 69,605 
0 52% 83.257 
119% 493.512 

156% 12,569 

1.877.653 

4 30% 553.494 
0 00% 
3 39% 383.289 
4 50% 1,094,995 

142% 423,838 

2 52% 3,202 
3 10% 1.1 10.420 
3 14% 923.786 
2 95% 2,552,969 
0 00% 
401% 3.469.458 
4 02% 6.582.154 
2 45% 2.204892 
2 76% 7,158,805 
2 94% 6,810.593 
241% 184.298 
401% 4.762.225 

37,794,519 

3 68% 173,586 
0 00% 
3 14% 140.355 
4 05% 411.963 
I 16% 56.068 
3 04% 335.648 
331% 915.294 
2 36% 603,624 
2 i9% 647.072 
2 1 1 %  845.616 
2 30% 1.194.229 

5,323,453 



Exhibit-(LK- 15) 
Page 3 of 11 

Kentucky Ulililier Company 
Annualized Deprecialion - Using Mojoros Rotrv 

as or April 30,2008 

Source: Mnjoros MJM-I in CaseNo 2007-00565 
Dcnrccinblc 2UU6 Denreclotion 

Proprny Group 
5603 Tyonc Unit1 
5604 Tyrone Units 1&2 

Balance MojorQ5 Under 
4-3048 Ratcs hlajoror Rnlcs 

707.890 0 00% 
99.211 0 00% 

5611 Grcen Rivcr Unil3  
56 14 Grccn River Unil4 
562 I Droivn Unit 1 
5622 Brown [init 2 
5621 Brown h i 1 3  
5650 Ghcnl Unil I Scrubbei 
5651 Ghenl Unil I 
5652 Gbenl Unil2 
5653 Ghcnl Unill 
5654 Ghcnl Unit 4 
5660 Ghenll Scrubber 

116 00 Mirccllnncous Plnnl Equipmcnl 
5603 Tyrone Unit 1 
5604 Tyrone Units I&2 
5611 Grcen Rivcr Unil I 
5614 Grecn River Unit 4 
5615 Grccn Rivcr iinils 184.2 
5621 Brown Unit 1 
5622 Drown Unil2 
5621 D r a w  Unit 3 
5650 Ghcnt Unit I Scrubber 
5651 Ghcnl Unil i 
5652 Ghcnt Unit 2 
5651 Ghcnt Unit 3 
5654 Ghenl Unil4 
5591 SyslemLaborslory 

1 I7 00 Asscl Rctiirmml Obligarianr - Sleam 

Total Stcum 

Hydraulic Production Plant 
5691 Dix Dam 
130 10 Lnnd Righls 
I1 I 00 Structures nnd improvcmcnts 
132 00 Reservoirs. Dims & Wu1cnu;iVi 

781.287 
1,147.502 
3.329.621 

997.856 
6,453.917 
l.Cl6.784 
7.701.537 

10.873.596 
25.991.761 
21,911,936 
11,277,367 
94,292.263 

526,592 
50.127 

151.382 
2,165.959 

84.750 
424.540 
106.658 

4,117,609 
985.410 

1,718,709 
1,500.525 
1.150,438 
6,247,981 
2.229.617 

23,662,356 

9.249.179 

I ,680,088,593 

879.1 I I 
451.195 

9,025.249 
133 00 Wuicr Whcels. Turbines nnd Gmcralors 
314 00 Accessory Electric Equipmcnl 
315 00 Misc Power Plant Equipment 
316 00 Roads. Rnilraadr nnd Bridgcs 
137 00 Asscl Rcliremcnt Obiigalion . Hydro 

416.634 
85.183 

101,513 
46,976 

4.970 
11,031,232 

Other Production Plant 
340 10 Lnnd Righls - 5645 1 3 ~ 0 ~ ~ 1  CT 9 Gns Pipeline 
340 20 Land 
14 I 00 SINClurC5 and lrnprovemcnls 

5697 Paddyk Run Generator 13 
5635 Brorvn CT 5 
5616 Brawn C l  6 
5617 Brown CT 7 
5638 Brown C T 8  
5619 Brawn CT 9 
cfim ram- rr in 

176,409 
118.514 

1.9 10,328 
775.082 
192.814 
544.966 

2.012.655 
4.641.055 
I xfihc 71n 

0 00% 
128% 14,688 
i 94% 64.595 
0 31% 1,293 
0 39% 25.170 
2 55% 76.928 
0 40% 30.814 
045% 48.911 
0 9 i %  236.525 
109% 218.840 
2 71% 107,872. 

1,047,656 

311% 16.377 
0 00% 
197% 6.089 
2 70% 58.481 
0 00% 
2 26% 9,595 
0 71% 757 
2 31% 100.600 
2 87% 28,281 
138% 23,718 
107% 16,056 
140% 44.106 
2 03% 126,834 
2 74%- 61,093 

491.988 

39426.692 

0 00% 
I 18% 5.348 
0 72% 64.982 
0 52% 2,270 
0 81% 709 
3 55% 1.604 
0 00% 

76.912 

2 97% 5.239 
0 00% 

3 01% 57,881 
104% 23.562 
1 05% 5.881 
2 91% 15.968 
2 61% 52.510 
2 61% l21.112 
7 61% ' la  60% 

2006 Depreciation 
New Under 

E L G M T E S  ELG 
0 00% 
0 00% 
0 00% 
147% 16.868 
2 09% 69,589 
0 45% 4.490 
c 54% 14.851 
2 71% 82.158 
0 57% 41,910 
0 61% 68,504 
105% 272,913 
124% 271.708 
2 73% 107.872 

I.171,064 

1 4 5 %  18.167 
0 00% 
4 28% 6.565 
104% 65.845 
0 00% 
241% 10.231 
0 82% 875 
247% 106,645 
100% 29.562 
151% 25.951 
1 1 7 %  17.526 
141% 44.421 
2 12% 112.457 
2 96% 65,998 

524.276 

46.691.026 

0 00% 
131% 5,937 
0 71% 65,884 
0 68% 2.969 
0 91% 794 
421% 4.214 
0 00% 

79.858 

1 62% 6.186 
0 00% 

113% 61.614 
114% 25 888 
1 4 0 %  6.556 
1 24% 17.657 
2 81% 57.761 
2 87% 133.198 
7 R7% 'it ' i4h 



Exhibit-(LK-l5) 
Page 4 of 11 

Kenlucky Utilities Company 
Annuolirrd Depreciation - llsing Majoros Rates 

8s of April 30, ZOO8 

Sourcc: Mnjuros MJM-3 in C u e  No 2007-00565 
Depreciable 2006 Dcpreeialion 2006 Depreciation 

Balsnce Mnjoror Undcr New Undcr 
Propcny Group 4-30-08 Rates Majoros Rslrs ELGRATES ELG 

5641 Brawn CT I I 1,858.754 2 72% 5o.558 3 00% 55.763 
0470 Irimble Counlv CT 5 3.740.231 
0471 Trimblr Counly CT 6 
0174 Trimblz Cuunly 1:1 7 
0475 IrinibleCuunl) C1 8 
0476 lrimble Cuunl) C I  9 
0477 InmhlcCaunlyCI 10 
5696 iloclling Unib 1.2 &3 

312 OU Fuel Iluldas I 'rad~ccir and A C E C J ~ U C ~ C I  
5697 r a u )  itu" tienrr31ur 13 
5635 BiounC1 5 
5636 BronnCT 6 
5637BromCI 7 

5639BrowCI  9 
5640 Broum C1 10 
564 I Brunn C I I I 
5645 U m m  C1 9Gm P i p d m  
0470 Irmbl.:Counly CI 5 
0471 lriniblc Count). CT 6 
0173 Triniblu Counly CI I'iy:lme 
0474 lrimblc Counl) L7 1 
0415 lriniblc Cuunl) C1 8 
0476 irimble Counl) C T  9 
0477 I ~ m b l i  Cuunty C1 IO 
5696 IIauflmg UnNs 1.2.82 

5638 B ~ o ~ ~ ~  CT n 

343 00 Prime Moscn 
5697 I'nddj'r Ilun Gmtmlor I 3  
5635 B r o w  C1 5 
5636BrounCl 6 
5637 BioanCI 7 

5639 Brown C I  9 
5640UrounCl 10 
5641 Brow C I  I I 

0171 IriinblcCounly CI 6 
0.174 1 rlmbk Comly L'l 7 
0475 Trimblc Counl) C I  8 
0476 Ir:mblcCuunlyCI 9 
0477 Irimble County C1 10 

5638 B ~ O W C I  m 

0170 rrmbl: Count) C I  5 

344 00 Ge"cr.lt0,r 
5691 PadJ)', llun Gcccr3lor 13 
5635 Uroan C1 5 
5636 Broem C I  6 
5 6 3 7 ~ r u u n C r  7 
5638 R i o u n  C T  8 
5639 llroun C1 9 
5640 Broun CI  I U  
561 I Drown C1 I I 
0.110 IrimblcCounlyCT 5 
047 I I rimblc Cuunly C I 6 
0474 I rinible Caunly C1 7 
0475 1 rimblc 1:ouniy C I 8 
"171. 1 ..".LI. r,...",. r I " 

. .  
3.588.684 

3,548,852 
3,559,155 

3,655,976 
3.653.030 

434.853 
35,982,154 

1.995. I O  I 
727,929 
146.515 
145.745 

19,613 

31.738 
52.430 

1.932.187 

n.106,131 
239,584 

4,850.1 15 

576,386 
593.786 
622,873 
227.578 

2 I ,085.0 I 5 

239,246 

578.059 

17.42 1.691 
13.182.503 
30.423,304 
30,024,907 
26,344,009 
21.502.647 
19,670.646 

30.564.294 
30,443,723 
22.773.708 

22.401.560 

34931.891 

22,568.161 

22.385.894 
344.638.937 

5,185,636 
2,~31,528 

3.722.7nn 
3,712.620 

4.953.961 
5,452,041 
4.944.423 

3.763.275 
3.751.947 

2.937.930 

5.187.040 

2,950,282 

7 o c ~  o n  

3 14% 
3 12% 
3 32% 
3 32% 
3 32% 
3 32% 
6 43%-- 

3 01% 
3 00% 
2 82% 
2 82% 
2 53% 
2 54% 
2 53% 
2 64% 
2 47% 
3 I f %  
3 11% 
3 13% 
3 33% 
3 33% 
3 33% 
3 33% 
0 00%- 

3 52% 
3 55% 
3 46% 

3 20% 
3 13% 
3 16% 
3 32% 
3 62% 
3 62% 

3 48% 

3 82% 
3 82% 
3 82% 
3 82%- 

2 85% 
2 85% 
2 67% 
2 67% 
2 37% 
2 23% 
2 37% 
2 44% 
2 95% 
2 95% 
3 17% 
3 17% 
1 I,*/. 

I 17,443 
1 11,967 
118.164 
I 17,822 
121,378 
121,281 
27,961 

1.1 12.225 

60.053 
21.838 
4.132 
4.110 

496 
49.078 

803 
1,384 

200,221 
7,451 
7.44 I 

151,809 
19.249 
19,194 
19,773 
20.742 

587.772 

613.244 
467,919 

1.052.646 
1,044,867 

843,008 
673,033 
62 1.592 

1.159.739 
1.106.427 
I.lO2.063 

862.104 
869.956 

855,740 
855.141 

12,127,538 

80,699 

99.398 

121,581 
117,10 

I 10,859 

147.791 

99.127 

117,409 

126,564 
I 11.017 

93,524 
93,132 
91 75-3 

3 47% 
3 44% 
3 69% 
3 69% 
3 69% 
3 69% 
n 89% 

3 37% 
3 36% 
3 16% 
3 16% 
2 86% 
2 87% 
2 85% 

3 48% 
3 48% 

2 96% 
2 79% 

3 51% 
3 74% 
3 74% 
3 74% 
3 74% 
o 48% 

4 49% 
4 60% 
4 52% 
4 56% 
4 13% 
4 00% 
4 04% 
4 17% 
4 66% 
4 66% 
5 17% 
5 16% 
5 16% 
5 16% 

2 96% 
2 96% 
2 78% 
2 78% 
2 49% 
2 36% 
2 49% 
2 56% 
3 06% 
3 06% 
3 26% 
3 26% 
7 7fi% 

129.786 
123.451 
131.333 
130.953 
134.906 
134.797 
38,658 

1 . 2 3 7 . ~  

24,458 
67.235 

4,630 
4.606 

561 
55.454 

905 
1,552 

226.161 

8.326 
170.239 
21.619 
21,557 

23,295 
1.092 

662.235 

8.338 

22.208 

782.234 
606.395 

1.375.133 
1.369.136 
i.oan,oon 

860.106 
794.694 

1,456,660 
1.424.296 

1.177.401 
1.164.517 
1,155,920 
1.155.112 

I .4 I 8.677 

15,828.290 

83,813 
153,495 

103.21 I 
103.494 
123.354 

123.1 16 

115.156 
114.993 
96.179 
95.777 
96415 

128.66~ 

132.788 



Exhibit-(LK-I 5) 
Page 5 of 11  

Kentucky Utilities Company 
Annualized Depreciation ~ Using Majoros &le3 

as of April 30.2008 

Source: Majoros MJM-3 in Cvsc No 2007-00565 
Daprrcinblr 2006 Deprecistion 2006 Depreciation 
B a I D n e c Mejoron Under New Under 

Properly Group 4-30.08 HalCS Majoros Hates ELGRATES ELI3 
0477 Trimblc County CT 10 2,954,149 3 17% 93.647 3 26% 96,305 
5696 Hnefling Units 1.2.&3 4,023.002 

59.334.142 
345 00 A C C C S ~ N  Elculric Equipmcnt 

0 00% 
1,505,683 

0 00% 
1,566,764 

5697 Pcidy's Run Gcic;nlor I 3  
5635 Brorvn CT 5 
5636 Brown cr 6 
5637 B r o w  CT 7 
5638 Brown C l  8 
5639 B ~ O W  cr 9 
5640 Bmwn CT 10 
564 I Brown CT 11  
0470 Trimblr County CT 5 
0471 Trimblc County CT 6 
0474 Trimblc County CT 7 
0475 Trimblc County CI 8 
0476 i r imbl r  County CT 9 
0477 TrimblcCountyCT 10 
5696 lloening Units 1.2.&3 

346 00 Mirccllnneous Plant Equipmcni 
5697 Paddy's Run Gcnrrator 13 
5635 BmrvnCI 5 
5636 Bro,w CT 6 
5637 Brown c r  7 
5638 Brown CT 8 
5639 Brow CT 9 
5640Brown CT 10 
5641 Brown CT I 1  
0470 Trimblc County c r  5 
0474 Trimblc County C T  7 
0475 Trimblc County CT 8 
0476 Trimblc County CT 9 
0477 rrimblrCountyCT Io 
5696 llacfling Units 1.2&3 

347 00 Asrrt Rrtircmcnt Oblioations 

Total Olhcr Production 

lnnsmission Plult 
350 I Land Rights 
350 2 I.nnd 

2.456.320 
1.332.167 
1354.816 
1,347,700 
1.799.436 
3,226.186 
1.804,4 19 

916,326 
1,677,092 
1,674.719 
3,146.235 
3.137.127 
3,231,827 
3229.223 

623.419 
30957.0 I 3  

1.089.550 
2.139.353 

48.960 
35,647 

230,069 
760.255 
274.391 
548.588 
28.964 

8.889 
8,861 
9.114 
9. I06 

35,805 
5.227.550 

Other Produclioi 70.990 

352 I Slmct and lmpi Non Sys Control 
352 2 Struci and lmpr Sys Control 
353 I Srstion Equipment 
353 2 Syrt ControtR*licrowavc Equip 
354 Tomrs & Fixturcr 
355 Polcs & Fixtures 
356 Ovcrhcvd Conductors and Dcviccs 
357 Undcrmound Conduit 

497.590.725 

23,34 1.455 
1,232,665 
7.228.687 
1,154,520 

175.730.576 
14,749.281 
63.279.461 

100.687.186 
132,799,950 

448.760 

2 88% 10.742 
2 88% 38,366 
2 71% 36.716 
271% 36,523 
2 42% 43.546 
231% 74.525 
2 44% 44.028 
2 49% 22.817 
2 99% 50,145 
2 99% 50,074 
3 20% 100,680 
3 20% 100,388 
3 20% 103.418 

3 20% 34,866 
3 20% 68.459 
3 33% 1.630 
3 23% 1.151 
2 77% 6.373 
2 76% 20,983 
2 85% 7.820 
3 23% 17,719 
3 72% 1.077 
3 50% 311 
3 50% 310 
3 50% 319 
3 50% 319 
0 00% 

161.338 

16.375.099 

0 98% 228,746 
0 00% 
110% 79,516 
0 95% 10,968 
161% 2.829.262 

-0 04% (5.900) 
0 82% 518.892 
118% 1.188.109 
0 88% 1.168.640 
2 60% 11,668 
I 26% 14,046 

- 
358 Underground Conductorr & Dcvices 1.114,762 
359 Trilnsmission ARO's 11.027 

Tnlril Tmmmisdnn Plnnl $71 11R ?I$ 6 1143 94fi 

3 04% 14,672 
3 04% 40.498 
2 86% 38.748 
2 86% 38.544 
2 56% 46.066 
2 49% 80.332 
2 58% 46.554 
2 63% 24,099 
3 14% 52.661 
3 14% 52.586 
3 3S% 105.399 
3 35% 105.094 
3 35% 108.266 
3 35% 108.179 
0 00% 

921.698 

3 70% 40.313 
3 71% 79,370 
3 93% 1.924 
3 76% I 3 4 0  
3 20% 7.362 
3 19% 14,252 
3 30% 9.055 
3 76% 20.627 
4 81% 1.393 
4 13% 367 
4 13% 366 
4 14% 371 
4 13% 376 
197% 705 

187.829 

20.41 1.068 

112% 261.424 
0 00% 
175% 126.502 
163% 18.819 
2 46% 4.322.972 
0 56% 82.596 
130% 822.633 
291% 2,929,997 
2 05% 2.722.399 
3 19% 14.315 
145% 16.164 
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Kentucky Ulllltics Compnny 
Annualized Ueprociatlon . Using Msjcros Rntw 

as of April 30,2008 

Source: Majoras MJM-3 in Cose No 2007~00565 
Ueprerinblr 2006 Ueprcriotinn 

Belance Mojoror Under 
rropcny Group 4-30.08 Rates Mojoros Rotcs 

Distribution Plant 
360 I Lnnd Rights 1.496. I73 0 65% 9.725 
3602 Land 1,998,616 0 00% 
361 Structures and lmprovemcnts 5,058,913 149% 75378 
362 Station Equipment 103.445.343 197% 2,037,873 
364 Pales lowers & Fixtures 212,853,185 149% 3.i71.512 
365 Overhead Conductors and Dcviccs 199,717,218 I 88% 3.154.684 
366 Underground Conduit 1,546,234 193% 29.842 
367 Underground Conductors &Devices 86,404,514 2 00% 1,728.090 
368 LineTranslormen 248,482.289 2 67% 6.634.477 
369 Services 83,122,059 138% 1,147,084 
370 Meters 65,364,852 2 12% 1,385,735 
371 lnstallelionr on Cuaomcr Premises 18,284,592 2 12% 381,633 
373 Street Lighting Br Signal Systems 53,771.544 2 16% I , I  61.465 
374 Asset Retiremcnt C o ~ t .  Distribution 

lot01 Distribution Plant 1.081.561.173 21,523.500 
18.611 

General Plant 
389 2 Lnnd 
390 I Struclures & Improvements 
390 2 lmpravcmcnls to L,cosed Propcny 
391 I Ollicc Furniture & Equipmcnt 
391 2 Nan PC Computer Equipment 
391 3 Cash Processing Equpmenl 
391 4 Pcrsonal Computer Equipment 
392 lrnmponation Bquipmcnt 
393 Storcs Equipment 
394 Tool. Shop & Garage Equipment 
395 Lnbomtory Equipment 
396 Power Opcrntcd Equipment 
397 10 Communicolion Equipment - Cwicr 
391 20 Communication Equip -Remote Contro 
397 30 Communication Equipment - Mobiic 
398 Mirc Equipmcnt - 

lots1 Gcncral Plum 

2,575,973 
29.90 1,859 

53 1.973 
6,548.609 

10.1 63,473 
448.191 

2.486.306 
18,955,798 

735,053 
5.473.498 
3,160,382 

270,942 
8,835,076 
3,913.060 
5.087.846 

373.590 
99,461.628 

Iota1 Plant in Scrvice 

lotnl Annual Depreciation excluding ARO nmounls 

3.917.1 80.939 

Lrrs AmounlS not included in lncomc Slatcment Depiecintion 
Cod curs 
Brown Gas Pipclinc 
IC Gns Pipelino 
Acconnl 139200 Tnnsponntion Equip 

Subtotol 

0 00% 
158% 
I 45% 
4 18% 

1000% 
5 54% 

21 31% 
20 00% 
5 24% 
4 76% 

28 03% 
6 39% 
7 16% 
7 99% 
7 29% 

20.00% 

472.449 
7.714 

273.732 
1,016,347 

24,830 
529.832 

3,791,160 
38.517 

260.539 
885,855 

17.313 
632.591 
312.653 
310,904 

74.718 
8.709.154 

97.262,572 

227,888 
200.221 

rota1 Annuvlizcd Dcpr IBS ARD and Amts not in Inc St Dcpr 92891,495 

Lcrs ECR Dcpicciotion 11,897,665 

lotof Annuolizcd Ocpieciation cncluding ECR and ARO 80.993.830 - 

2006 Ucpreriolion 
New Under 

ELGRAIES ELG 

0 70% 10,473 
0 00% 
2 00% 101, I78 
2 82% 2.917.lS9 
3 25% 6.917.729 
4 23% 8,448,038 
2 06% 31.852 
2 86% 2.47 1.169 
3 83% 9.5 16,872 
2 57% 2,136.237 
2 79% 1,823.679 
3 05% 557.680 
3 16% 1.699.181 

36,63 1,247 

0 00% 
2 30% 687,743 
2 04% 10.852 
4 19% 274.387 

10 14% 1.030.576 
23 26% 104.249 
21 10% 524.610 
20 00% 3.791,160 
5 25% 38.590 
4 '75% 259,99 I 

21 42% 866.S17 
6 62% 17.936 
7 13% 629.94 I 
7 95% 311,088 
7 30% 371.413 

20.54% 76,735 
8,995,849 

129236.140 - 

184,298 
226.1 6 I 
170.239 

3,791,160 
4,371.858 

124364.282 

13,327.774 

I I1.536,507 
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Kenlurk) LlIililieo Cornpun) 
Annualized Deprrcialion .Using 3lnjoror Ralm 

US or ~ p n i  IO, m u  

Source M~pros  MJM-I m Case No 200J.00565 
Depreciable 2006 Drprccinlion 2006 Dtprrcislioo 

LInlo"Cc hlojoros Under Ne* L'ndtr 
Prupcrtl. Group 1-30-08 R u m  hlijoran Roles ELCMTUS ELC _ _  

Ky Jurirdiclionnl% 87.457% 

Dcprrcintion Reduction Using Majoros Rntes I KY Jwisdicrion (26.711.70Q 97,546.483 
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Kentucky Utilities Company 
ECR Depreciation a t  April 2008 

Using Majoros Depreciation Rates 

2001 Plan 

Proiect 16 - NOx Chent Plant 
1/3/2002 

Investments 4,551,149 
Retirements, Original Cost (44,311) 

3/1/2002 
Investments 5,224,392 
Retirements, Original Cost (41,180) 
Proiect 17 - SCRs and NOx Modifications 
Tvrone 3 -. Original In-service 

lnvestments 
Retirements, Original Cost 

Tyrone 3 -- December 2004 Additions 
Investments 
Green River 3 Original Investments 
Investments 
Retirements, Original Cost 
Green River 3 December 2004 
Additions 
Investments 
Brown 2 Original Investment 
Investments 
Retirements, Original Cost 
Brown 2 December 2004 Additions 
Investments 
Chent 3 Original Investment 
Investments 
Retirements, Original Cost 
Chent 3 December 2004 Additions 
Investments 
Cbent 3 Anril2005 Additions 
Investments 
Chent 4 Original Investment 
Investments 
Retirements, Original Cost 
Chent 4 December 2004 Additions 
Investments 
Chent 4 Aoril2005 Additions 
Investments 
Brown 3 Orieinal Investment 
lnvestments 

I1/1/2001 
1,262,166 
(216,581) 

12/1/2004 
87,293 

7/1/2002 
1,358,579 
( I  49,2 33) 

12/1/2004 
269,265 

12/1/2002 
1,937,045 
(91 8.43 I )  
12/1/2004 
776, I61 
3/1/2004 

71,476,281 
(172,301) 
I21 I /2004 

2,958,119 
3/1/2004 

2,971 , I  81 
4/1/2004 

53,324,763 
(216,248) 
12/1/2004 

3,288,376 
4/1/2004 

3,518,957 
5/1/2004 

2,102,228 

2006 
Proposed 
Majoros 

Rates 

2.39% 

1.88% 

3.50% 

3.50% 

2.57% 

2.57% 

2.55% 

2.55% 

2.23% 

2.23% 

2.23% 

2.39% 

2.39% 

2.39% 

2.34% 

Majoros 2006 
Annual Proposed 

- Amount ELC Rates 

108,772.46 
(960.00) 

98,218.57 
(756.00) 

44,175 81 
(4,608.00) 

3,055 25 

34,915.48 
(2,892.00) 

6,920.1 1 

49,394.65 
(26,448.00) 

19,792.25 

1,593,921.07 
(3,828.00) 

65,966.05 

66,257.34 

1,274,461 84 
(4,668 00) 

78,592.19 

84.103.08 

49,192.14 

2.94% 

2 45% 

4.30% 

4.30% 

3.39% 

3 39% 

3.15% 

3,15% 

2.76% 

2.76% 

2..76% 

2.94% 

2 94% 

2.94% 

2.95% 

E I G  
Annual 
Amount 

133,803.78 
(960.00) 

127,997.60 
(756.00) 

54,273. I4 
(4,608.00) 

3,753.60 

46,055.83 
(2,892 00) 

9,128 08 

6 1,016 92 
(26,448.00) 

24,449 25 

1,972,745.36 
(3,828 00) 

8 1,644 08 

82,004.61 

1,567,748 03 
(4,668 00) 

96,618 26 

103,457 34 

62.01 5 73 



Retirements, Original Cost 
Brown 3 December 2004 Additions 
Investments 
Brown 3 April 2005 Additions 
Investments 
Ghent 1 Orieinal Investment 
Investments 
Retirements, Original Cost 
Ghent I December 2004 Additions 
Investments 
Ghent 1 Anril2005 Additions 
Investments 
Ghent 2 - December 2004 Addition 
Investments 
GHI SCR Catalvst Addition Mav 

Investments 

2001 Plan Additions 
2001 Plan Retirements 

2003 PIm 
Proiect 18 - Ghent Ash Pond 

2006 

Exhibit-(LK-15) 
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ECR Depreciation at  April 2008 
Using Majoros Depreciation Rates 

(848,647) 
12/1/2004 
364,407 
5/1/2004 

754 
5/1/2004 

56,004,868 
(I 13,614) 
12/1/2004 

9,617,570 
5/1/2004 

3,520,209 
12/1/2004 

13,192 

5/1/2006 
2,112,857 

226,739,818 
(2,720,546) 

12/1/2003 
Investments 16,148,295 

2005 Plan 
Proiect 19 -Ash Handling at  Ghent I and Ghent Station 
Ghent Station - Ash Pine Rep1 Additioi 4/1/2006 
Investments 
Retirements, Original Cost 
Proiect 21 - FGDs 

Investments-Total 

398,915 
(292,425) 

6/1/2007 
136,503,019 

Retirements, Original Cost (4,047,526) 
Brown Training BldePWarehouse 12/1/2007 
Investments-Total 7,334,344 
Retirements -- Original Cost (74,700) 

2005 Plan Additions 
2005 Plan Retirements 

144,236,278 
(4,414,651) 

2006 
Proposed Majoros 2006 ELG 
Majoros Annual Proposed Annual 
- Rates Amount ELG Rates Amount 

(33, I80.00) (33,180 00) 

2.,34% 8,527.13 2.95% 10,750.01 

2.34% 17.64 2 95% 22.24 

3.40% 1,904,165.51 4.02% 2,251,395 69 
(3,540.00) (3,540.00) 

3.40% 326,997.38 4.02% 386,626.31 

3.40% 119,687.10 4.02% l41,512.,40 

I .88% 248.01 2,4570 323.,20 

3.40% 71,837.13 4.02% 84,936.84 

2.39% 385,944.25 2.94% 474,759.87 

2.39% 9,534.07 2.94% 11,728 I I 
(6,3 12.00) (6,3 I2 00) 

4.01% 5,473,771.06 4.01% 5,473,711.06 
(89,220 00) (89,220.00) 

2.34% 171,623.64 2 95% 2 16,363. I4  
(2,916 00) (2,916 00) 

2006 Plan 
Proiect 25 - Mercuw Monitors 
Tvrnne 3 I 713 i 171106 
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lnveslments 

Investments 
Ghent 4 
Investments 
Green River 4 
Investments 
CEMS Stackvision EDR Uwrade 
Investments 
Proiect 27 -ESP 

Investments 
Retirements, Original Cost 

2006 Plan Additions 
2006 Plan Retirements 

fotal Additions 
Total Retirements 

-- 

Blown 

Total Depreciation Expense - ELG 

ECR Depreciation at April 2008 
Using Majoros Depreciation Rates 

- 
18,149 

12/31/2006 
68,158 

I 213 I /2006 
45,279 

1213 112006 
18,164 

IO/l/2007 
115,540 

2006 
Proposed 
Majoros 

- Rates 
3.50% 

2.34% 

2.39% 

3.70% 

20.00% 

Majoros 2006 
Annual Proposed 
Amount ELG Rates 

635.20 4.30% 

1,594.90 2.95% 

I,082.l7 2 94% 

672.06 4 SO% 

23,108.00 20 00% 

6/15/2006 
46,715 2 34% 1,093.14 2.95% 

(32,691) f 1,284 00) 

312,005 
(32,691) 

ELG 
Annual 
Amount 

780.39 

2,010 66 

1,331.21 

81736 

23,108.00 

1.378.10 
(1,284.00) 

387,436,395.58 

380,268,507.7 1 
(7,167,887.87) 

I 1,897,66468 13,327,774.21 
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company 
Depreciation Expense Adjustment-Electric Only 

Recommended by KIUC-Based on Recommended Depr Rates of AG Witness Majoros 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

See response to PSC 2-30b where Company computed effect of Majoros Rates Including Switch to ALG 

Amount 
85,947,873 

116,685,232 
(30,737,359) 

Company Computed Annualized Depreciation Expense under Majoros Proposed Rates 
Company Proposed Depreciation Expense in Filing 
Total Adjustment Recommended by KlUC 

Less: Company Computed Effect of Using ALG Methodology Instead of ELG 

Difference Associated with the Majoros Change in Net Negative Salvage 

14,481.536 

(1 6,255,8231 
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Kentucky Utilities Company 
Summary of Revenue Requirement-Electric Operations-With Updated Sect 199 % 

Recommended by KlUC 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

1 Adjusted Kentucky Jurisdictional Capitalization 

2 Total Cost of Capital 

3 Net Operating income Found Reasonable (Line 1 x Line 2) 

4 Pro-forma Net Operating Income 

5 Net Operating income Deficiency/(Sufficiency) 

5a Net Operating Income Deficiency/(Sufficiency) - KY Coal Tax Credit 
5b Net Operating Income Deficiency/(Sufficiency) - CTSA 
5c Net Operating income Deficiency/(Sufficiency) -All Other 

6 Gross Up Revenue Factor 

7 Overall Revenue Deficiency/(Sufficiency) 

8 Net Change in Overall Revenue Deficiency/(Sufficiency) 

Gross Up Revenue Factor Before Sect 199 Deduction Change to 9% 
Gross Up Revenue Factor After Sect 199 Deduction Change to 9% 

Interest Synchronization Adjustment Before Sect 199 Deduction Change to 9% 
Interest Synchronization Adjustment Before Sect 199 Deduction Change to 9% 
Change in Interest Synchronization Adjustment Made to Net Operating Income 

Change in Income Tax Expense 
Net Operating Income Per Filing 
Federal and State Income Tax Rate 
Net Operating income Before Taxes 
KlUC Operating Income Adjustments Subject to and Before Taxes 
Income Tax Amount 
KIUC Income Tax Effect of KlUC Adjustments 
KlUC Operating Income Adjustments Not Subject to Tax Modifications 
Interest Synchronization Adjustment 
KlUC Net Operating income 

KlUC 
Adjusted 

$2,081,948,662 

7.94% 

$ 165,306,724 

210,886,623 

- 

$ (45,579,899) 

$ (2,394,816) 
$ (5,278,420) 
$ (37,906,863) 

0 62175222 

Updated 
Sect 199 

KlUC 
- Adjusted 

$2,081,948,662 

7.94% 

$ 165,306,724 

213,013,926 

$ (47,707,202) 

$ (2,394,816) 
$ (5,278,420) 
$ (40,033,966) 

0 62825902 
- 

$ (68,640,712) $ (71,395.307) 

$ (2,754,595) 

0 62175222 
0 62825902 

295,092 
289,986 

159,166,162 
37 60280% 36 95212% 

255.085,432 255,085,432 
71,064,597 71,064,597 

(95,919,270) (94,259,477) 
(26,722,280) (26,259,876) 

7,673,236 7.673.236 . .  . .  
(295,092) (289.986) 

210,886,623 213,013,926 
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Kentucky Utilities Company 
Calculation of Revenue Gross Up Factor 

As Filed By Company with Additional KlUC Computations 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

With 
Company Filed Without Adjusted 
Based on Rates B/D & PSC Sect ,199 

1 Assume pre-tax income of 

2 Bad Debt at 2030% 

3 PSC Assessment at 1603% 

4 Manufacturing Deductlon 

5 Taxable income for State income tax 

6 State income tax at 6 00% 

7 Taxable income for Federal income tax 

8 Federal income tax at 35% 

9 Total Bad Debt, PSC Assessment, State and Federal income taxes 
(Line 2 c Line 3 + Line 6 + Line 8) 

10 Assume pre-tax income of 

11 Gross Up Revenue Factor 

In Effect Assessments Using 9% 
@ 4/30/08 @ 4130108 @ 4/30/08 

5 100 000000 5100 000000 5 100 000000 

0 203000 0 203000 

0 160300 0 160300 

3.334700 __ 3.334700 5.007400 

96 302000 96 665300 94 629300 

5.799918 5.677758 

90 523880 90 865382 88 951542 

31.683358 31.802884 31.133040 

-___. 5.778120 

37 824778 37 602802 37 174098 

5 100.000000 5100.000000 $ 100.000000 

62.175222 62.397198 62.825902 

Diff Gross Up Factor Computation of Efffect of Bad Debt and PSC Assess 
Grossed Up Effects of Separate Gross Up Factor 

0.221976 
0.0035702 
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Kentucky Utilities Company 
Calculation of Composite Income Tax Rate 

A s  Filed By Company with Additional KlUC Computations 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

1 Assume pre-tax income of 

2 State income tax at 6 00% 

3 Taxable income for Federal income tax before production credit 
Manufacturing Deduction Rate 
Allocation to Production Inc 
Allocated Manaufacturing Deduction Rate 

4 Less: Manufacturing Deduction 

5 Taxable income for Federal income tax (Line 3 - Line 4) 

6 Federal income tax at 35% (Line 5 x 35%) 

7 Total State and Federal income taxes (Line 2 + Line 6) 

____ State Income Tax Calculation 
1 Assume pre-tax income of 

2 Less Manufacturtng Deduction 

3 Taxable income for State income tax 

4 State l a x  Rate 

5 State Income Tax 

As 
Filed 

By Company 
5 100000000 

5 5.799918 

5 94200082 
6 00% 

0 59 
3 54% 

3.334700 

90 865382 

31.802884 

37.602802 

- 

Using 9% 
Sect 199 

As 
Adjusted 
By KlUC 

5 100000000 

$ 5.699556 

5 94300444 
9 00% 

0 59 
5 31% 

5.007400 

89 293044 

31.252565 

36.952121 

5 100000000 5 100000000 

5 3.334700 5 5.007400 

5 96665300 $ 94992600 

5 0.060000 $ 0.060000 

$ 5.799918 5 5.699556 
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Kentucky Utilities Company 
Interest Synchronization -Current Tax Adjustment 

As Filed By Company with Additional KlUC Adjustments and Computations 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

Amounts Based Upon KlUC Recommendations 
Adjusted KlUC Jurisdictional Capitalization 

Weighted Cost of Debt - CQC Recommended 

"Interest Synchronization" 

Composite Federal and State Tax Rate 

Current Tax Amount from "Interest Synchronization" 

Current Tax Expense Increase Due to "Interest Synchronization" 

Adjustment Required for Just Cost of Debt Changes 
Gross Up Revenue Factor 

With KlUC With Cost of With 
Capitalization Debt Changes Adjusted 
Adjustments Amounfs Sect 199 % 

$2,081,948,662 $2,081,948,662 $2,081,948,662 

2.38% 2.37% 2.37% 

S 49,550.378 $ 49,342,183 5 49,342,183 

37.602802% 37.602802% 36.952121% 

$ 18,632,331 $ 18,554,043 $ 18232,983 

$ 216,805 $ 295,092 5 289,986 

Amounts Included In Company's Filing 
Kentucky Jurisdictional Interest per Filing (excluding other interest) 

Kentucky Jurisdictional Interest per Filing With Company Correction 

Composite Federal and State Tax Rate Per Filing 

Current tax adjustment from "Interest Synchronization" Per Filing 

$ 49,763,118 $ 49,763,118 $ 49,763,118 

$ 50,126,944 $ 50,126,944 $ 50,126,944 

37.602802% 36.952121% - 37.602802% 

$ 18,849,135 $ 18,849,135 $ 18,522.969 
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company 
Summary of Revenue Requirement-Electric Operations-With Updated Sect 199 % 

Recommended by KlUC 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

1 Adjusted Kentucky Jurisdictional Capitalization 

Updated 
Sect 199 

KIUC KlUC 
Adjusted Adjusted 

$1,776,821,740 $1,776,821,740 

2 Total Cost of Capital 7.57% 7.57% 

3 Net Operating Income Found Reasonable (Line 1 x Line 2) $ 134,505,406 $ 134,505,406 

4 Pro-forma Net Operating Income 

5 Net Operating Income Deficiency/(Sufficiency) 

168,244,697 - 169,955,685 

$ (33,739,291) $ (35,450,279) 

5a Net Operating Income Deficiency/(Sufficiency) - KY Coal Tax Credit $ (1,665,616) $ (1,665,616) 
5b Net Operating Income Deficiency/(SuFficiency) - CTSA $ (3,940,690) $ (3,940,690) 
5c Net Operating Income Deficiency/(Sufficiency) -All Other $ (28,132,985) $ (29,843,973) 

6 Gross Up Revenue Factor 0 62143063 0 62771570 

7 Overall Revenue Deficiency/(Sufficiency) $ (50,877,626) $ (53,150,079) 

8 Net Change in Overall Revenue Deficiency/(Sufficiency) $ (2,272,453) 

Gross Up Revenue Factor Before Sect 199 Deduction Change to 9% 
Gross Up Revenue Factor After Sect 199 Deduction Change to 9% 

0.62143063 
0 6277157 

interest Synchronization Adjustment Before Sect 199 Deduction Change lo 9% 
Interest Synchronization Adjustment Before Sect 199 Deduction Change to 9% 
Change in Interest Synchronization Adjustment Made to Net Operating Income 

2,675,137 
2,630,476 

Change in Income Tax Expense 
Net Operating Income Per Filing 
Federal and State Income Tax Rate 
Net Operating Income Before Taxes 
KIUC Operating Income Adjustments Subject to and Before Taxes 
Income Tax Amount 
KIUC Income Tax Effect of KIUC Adjustments 
KlUC Operating income Adjustments Not Subject to Tax Modifications 
Interest Synchronization Adjustment 
KlUC Net Operating Income 

140,147,476 
37 64688% 37.01837% 

224,764,157 224,764,157 
40,360,529 40,360,529 

(84,616,681) (83,204,023) 
( 15,194,478) (14,940,809) 

5,606,306 5,606,306 
- (2,675,137) (2,630,476) 

168,244,697 169,955,685 
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company 
Calculation of Revenue Gross Up Factor 

As Filed By Company with Additional KIUC Computations 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

With 
Company Filed Without Adjusted 
Based on Rates BlD & PSC Sect 199 

In Effect Assessments Using 9% 
@ 4/30/08 @ 4/30/08 @ 4/30/08 

1 Assume pre-tax income of $ 100 000000 $ 100 000000 5100 000000 

2 Bad Debt at 1835% 0 183500 0 183500 

3 PSC Assessment at 1603% 0 160300 0 160300 

4 Manufacturing Deduction 

5 Taxable income for State income tax 

6 State income tax at 6 00% 

7 Taxable income for Federal income tax 

- 3.221400 3.221400 4.837100 

96 434800 96 778600 94 819100 

5.786088 5.806716 5.689146 

90 648712 90971884 89 129954 

- 

8 Federal income tax at 35% 31.727049 31,840159 31.195484 

9 Total Bad Debt, PSC Assessment, Stafe and Federal income taxes 
(Line 2 + Line 3 t Line 6 + Line 8) 37 856937 37646875 37228430 

10 Assume pre-tax income of 

11 Gross Up Revenue Factor 

$ 100.000000 5 100.000000 5100.000000 I 

62.143063 62.353125 62.771570 

Diff Gross Up Factor Computation of Efffect of Bad Debt and PSC Assess 
Grossed Up Effects of Separate Gross tJp Factor 

0.210062 
0.0033803 

(62.771570) 
-1 .ooooooo 



Exhibit-( LK-16) 
Page 7 of 8 

Louisville Gas and Electric Company 
Calculation of Composite Income Tax Rate 

As Filed By Company with Additional KIUC Computations 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

1 Assume pre-tax income of 

2 State income tax at 6 00% 

3 Taxable income for Federal income tax before production credit 
Manufacturing Deduction Rate 
Allocation to Production Inc 
Allocated Manaufacturing Deduction Rate 

4 Less: Manufacturing Deduction 

5 Taxable income for Federal income tax (Line 3 - Line 4) 

6 Federal income tax at 35% (Line 5 x 35%) 

7 Total State and Federal income taxes (Line 2 + Line 6) 

State Income Tax Calculation 
1 Assume pre-tax income of 

2 Less: Manufacturing Deduction 

3 Taxable income for State income tax 

4 State Tax Rate 

5 State Income Tax 

As 
Filed 

By Company 
$ 100000000 

$ 5.8067.16 

$ 94 193284 
6 00% 

0 57 
3 42% 

3.221400 

90 971884 

31.840 159 

37.646875 

Using 9% 
Sect 199 

AS 
Adjusted 
By KIUC 

$ 100000000 

$ 5.709774 

$ 94290228 
9 00% 

0 57 
5.13% 

4.837100 

89 453126 

31.308594 - 
37.0.18368 

$ 100000000 $ 100000000 

$ 3.221400 $ 4.837100 

$ 96778600 $ 95 162900 

$ 0.060000 $ 0.060000 

$ 5.806716 $ 5.709774 



Exhibit-(LK-16) 
Page 8 of 8 

Louisville Gas and Electric Company 
Interest Synchronization - Current Tax Adjustment 

As Filed By Company with Additional KlUC Adjustments and Computations 
For the Test Year Ended April 30,2008 

Amounts Based Upon KlUC Recommendations 
Adjusted KlUC Jurisdictional Capitalization 

Weighted Cost of Debt - COC Recommended 

"Interest Synchronization" 

Composite Federal and State Tax Rate 

Current Tax Amount from "Interest Synchronization" 

Current Tax Expense Increase Due to "Interest Synchronization" 

Adjustment Required for Just Cost of Debt Changes 
Gross Up Revenue Factor 

With KIUC With Cost of With 
Capitalization Debt Changes Adjusted 
Adjustments Amounts Sect 199 % 

$1,776,821,740 $1,776,821,740 $ 1,776,821,740 

2.45% 2.06% 2.06% 

-, 

$ 43,532,133 $ 36,602,528 $ 36,602,528 

37.646875% 37.646875% 37.018368% 

$ 16,388,488 $ 13,779.708 $ 13,549,659 

$ 66,357 $ 2,675,137 $ 2,630,476 

Amounts Included In Company's Filing 
Kentucky Jurisdictional Interest per Filing (excluding other interest) 

Kentucky Jurisdictional Interest per Filing With Company Correction 

Composite Federal and State Tax Rate Per Filing 

Current tax adjustment from "interest Synchronization" Per Filing 

$ 43,708,685 $ 43,708.685 $ 43,708,685 

43,708,394 $ 43,708,394 $ 43,708.394 

37.646875% 37.646875% 37.018368% 

$ 16,454,844 $ 16.454.844 $ 16,180,134 
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This Report includes proprietary information. 
Please do not use this report, or information 
contained herein, outside the context of this 
proceeding. 



Regulatory Research Associates 

REGULATORY FOCUS 
Special Study October 3, 2008 

MAYOR RATE CASE DECISIONS--.JANUARY-SEPTEMBER 2008 

For the first nine months of 2008, the average of equity return authorizations by 
state commissions was 10.51% (29 determinations) versus the 10.36% average for 
calendar-2007. The average gjs equity return authorization for the first three quarters of 2008 
was 10.39% (17 determinations), compared with the 10.24% average for calendar-2007. I n  
addition, we note that on Sept. 17, 2008, the New York Public Service Commission adopted a 
settlement that incorporates a 9.3% equity return for Consolidated Edison of New York's steam 
operations (see FN 9/19/08 for additional information). 

After reaching a low in the late-1990's and early-2000'5, the number of rate case decisions 
for energy companies has generally increased over the last several years. I n  fact, the total 
number of electric and gas rate decisions in 2007 (94) was more than double the number in 2003 
(42). Increased costs, including environmental compliance expenditures, and the need for 
generation and delivery infrastructure upgrades and expansion at many companies argue for a 
continuation of the increased level of rate case activity over the next several years. However, 
relatively iow interest rates, cost efficiencies from technological advancements, the use OF multi- 
year settlements that do not specify return parameters, and a reduced number of companies due 
to mergers, may prevent the number of rate cases and equity return determinations from 
significantly increasing Further. We note that electric industry restructuring in many states led to 
the unbundling of rates, with some state commissions authorizing revenue requirement and 
return parameters for delivery operations only (which we footnote in our chronology), thus 
complicating historical data comparability. The tables included in this study are extensions of 
those contained in the January 8, 2008 Reaulatorv Study entitled Major Rate Case Decisions- 
January 2006-December 2007--Supplernenta/ Study. Refer to that report for information 
concerning individual rate case decisions that were rendered in 2006 and 2007. 

The table on page 2 shows annual average equity returns authorized since 1990, and by 
quarter since 2002, in major electric and gas rate decisions, followed by the number of 
determinations during each period. The tables on page 3 present the composite industry data for 
items in the chronology of this and earlier reports, summarized annually since 1995, and 
quarterly for the most recent seven quarters. The individual electric and gas cases decided in the 
first nine months of 2007 are iisted on pages 4 through 6, with the decision date shown first, 
followed by the company name, the abbreviation for the state issuing the decision, the authorized 
rate of return (ROR), return on equity (ROE), and percentage of common equity in the capital 
structure. Next we show the month and year in which the adopted test year ended, whether the 
commission utiiized an average or a year-end rate base, and the amount of the permanent rate 
change authorized. The dollar amounts represent the permanent rate change ordered a t  the time 
decisions were rendered. Fuel adjustment clause rate changes are not reflected in this study. 

:@zOoB, Regulatory Research A ~ ~ o c i a t e s ,  Inc All Rights Reserved Confidentlet Subject Matter WARNING1 This report contains copyrighted subjea mattel 
and mnfidentlal information Owned 501ely by Regulatory Research A510Clate6. Inc ("MA") Reproduction, distilbution or use Of this report in violation of 
this license constitutes copyright Infringement in viO1atIl)n of federal and stale law RRA hcreby provides consent to U L ~  the "emall this story" feature to 
redistribute articles within the ~ u b ~ c r l b e r ' ~  mmpany Al lhwgh the Informallon In thir repolf has been obtalned fmm IOWCeL that RRA believes LO be 
reliJblc. RRA does not guarantee ib X C U r a q  

30 Montgoniory Stfeel. Jersey City. NJ 07302 * Phone 201 433 5507. Fax 201 433 6138 - rra@snl corn 



Averaae Eauitv Retu m s  AuthpVlrpP Januarv 1990 -September ZOO@ 

Electric Utilltles Gas Utllltles 
Year Period ROE % (# Cases) ROE % (# Cases) 
1990 Full Year 12.70 (44) 1 2 6 7  (31) 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

2002 

2003 

2004 

2005 

2006 

2007 

2008 

Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 

1st Quarter 
2nd Quarter 
3rd Quarter 
4th Quarter 
Full Year 

1st Quarter 
2nd Quarter 
3rd Quarter 
4th Quarter 
Full Year 

1st Quarter 
2nd Quarter 
3rd Quarter 
4th Quarter 
Full Year 

1st Quarter 
2nd Quarter 
3rd Quarter 
4th Quarter 
Full Year 

1st Quarter 
2nd Quarter 
3rd Quarter 
4th Quarter 
Full Year 

1st Quarter 
2nd Quarter 
3rd Quarter 
4th Quarter 
Full Year 

1st Quarter 
2nd Quarter 
3rd Quarter 

12 55 
12 09 
11 41 
11 34 
11 55 
11 39 
11 40 
11 66 
IO 77 
11 43 
11 09 

12 46 
12 01 
11 35 
11 35 
11.43 
11 19 
11 29 
11 51 
10 66 
11 39 
10 95 

1087  (5) 1067 (3) 
1 1 4 1  ( 6 )  11 64 (4) 
11 06 (41 11 50 (3) 
11.20 (7) 10.78 (11) 
11.16 (22) 11.03 (21) 

I t  47 (7) 11 38 (5) 
11 16 (4) 11.36 (4) 
9 9 5  (5) 1061 (5) 

11.09 (6) 10.84 (11) - 
10.97 (22) 10.99 (25) 

1100 (3) 11 10 (4) 

1033 (2) 10 37 ( 8 )  
10 54 ( 6 )  1025  (2) 

10.91 (8) 10.66 ( 6 )  
10.75 (19) 10.59 (20) 

1 0 5 1  (7) 10 65 (2) 
1005 (7) 10 54 (5) 
1084 (4) 1047  (5) 
10.75 (11) 10.40 (14) 
10.54 (29) 10.46 (26) 

1038 (3) 1063 ( 6 )  
1068 (6) 1050  (2) 
10 06 (7) 1045 (3) 
10.39 (10) 10.14 (5) 
10.36 (26) 10.43 (16) 

1027 (8) 1044 (IO) 

1003 (8) 
10.56 (16) 10.27 (15) 
10.36 (39) 10.24 (37) 

1027 (11) 10 12 (4) 

10 02 (4) 

IO50 (10) 1038 (7) 
10 57 (81 10 17 (3) 

10.47 (11) 10.49 (7) 
Year-To-Date 10.51 (29) 10.39 (17) 
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1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 

2007 

2008 

1995 
1996 
1997 

1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 

1998 

2007 

2008 

J!.&Q.d 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 

1st Quarter 
2nd Quartel 
3rd Quarter 

p 
Eq. as % 

EQii.?&- E . Q E A l # c a s e s l r u l e m m  

9.21 (20) 11 39 (22) 44 34 (20) 
9,16 (12) 1 1 4 0  (11) 4879  (11) 
9 4 4  (91 11 66 (10) 46 14 ( 8 )  
8 8 1  ( la)  1077  (20) 45 oa (17) 
9.20 (12) 11.43 (12) 48 85 (12) 

9.44 (30) 11 55 (33) 4590 (30) 

8.93 (15) 11.09 (18) 4720  (13) 
8.72 (20) 11.16 (22) 4627  (19) 

8.44 (18) 10.75 (19) 46.84 (17) 
8.30 (26 )  10.54 (29) 4673  (27) 
a.24 (24) 1 0 3 6  (26) 4 8 6 7  (23) 

8.86 (20) 1 0 9 7  (22)  1911 (19) 

8 4 4  (a) 1027  (8) 4780  (a) 

7.90 (41 10,02 (4) 4 8 3 4  (41 
7 9 4  (11) 10.27 (11) 4602 (11) 

Amt. 

s . . m L ~  
455 7 (43) 

-56 (38) 
-5533 (33) 
-4293  (31) 

-1683 a (30) 
-291 4 (34) 

14 2 (21) 
-4754 (24) 

10915 (30) 
1373 7 (36) 
1465 0 (42) 

3 1 3 8  (12) 

403 5 (9) 
7186 (12) 
119 1 (6) 

4th Quarter 8.38 (15) 10.56 (16) 49.59 (14) 160.7 (19) 
Full Year 8 22 (38) 1036 (39) 4 8 0 1  (37) 1401 9 (46) 

1st Quarter 8 3 6  (9) 10 50 (10) 4925  ( 8 )  a03 o (9) 
2nd Quarter a z i  (7) 10 57 ( 8 )  4764  (7) 510 5 (a) 
3rd Quarter 8.32 (10) 10.47 (11) 48.96 (10) 734.3 (13) 
Year-To-Date 8.30 (26 )  10.51 (29) 48.68 ( 2 5 )  2047.8 (30)  

EaiQa 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 
Full Year 

Eq. a6 % 

EQii.?&l#casesl R Q E . 3 k m - m  
9 €4 (161 1143 (16) 4 9 9 a  (15) 

9 13 (13) 1 1 2 9  (13) 47.78 (11) 
9 25 (23) 11 19 ( 2 0 )  4769  (19) 

9 4 6  (10) 11 51 10) 4950 (10) 
a 8 6  (9) 1066 (9) 4906 (9) 

a 51 (6) 1095  (7) 4396  (5) 
9 33 (13) I1 39 (12) 4a  59 (12) 

8 80 (201 11 03 (21) 4 8 2 9  ( l a )  
8 75 (22) 1099 (25) 4993  (22) 
a 34 (211 10 59 (20) 4590  (201 
8 25 (29) 1 0 4 6  (26) 4866  (24) 
a si (161 10 43 (16) 4743  (16) 

Amt. 

kMiL L- 
-61 5 (31) 
1934 (34) 
-82 5 (21) 
93 9 (20) 
51 0 (14) 

1359  (20) 
1140 (11) 
3036  (26) 
260 1 (30) 
303 5 (31) 
4 5 8 4  (34) 
4440  (25) 

1st  Quarter 8.40 ( i o )  1044  (10) 48 33 (9) 1584  (13) 
2nd Quarter 8 32 (3) 10 12 (4) 4 9 6 7  (4) 3 7 3  (5) 
3rd Quarter 7 8 8  (7) 10 03 (8) 4870  (6) 4020 (12) 

Full Year 8 12 (32) 1024  (37) 48 37 (30) 8134 (48)  

4th Quarter 7.97 (12) 10.27 (15) 47.74 (11) 215.7 (18) 

1st Quarter 8 78 (7) 1038 (7) 52 07 (71 1296 (7) 
2nd Quarter 8 28 (3) 10 17 (3) 51 ao (31 5 2 0  (4 )  

Year-To-Date 8.51 (17) 10.39 (17) 51.41 (17) 4944  (21) 
3rd Quarter 8.33 (7) 10.49 (7) 50.58 (7) 312.8 ( l o )  

3 

* Number 01 ObSewatlonS In each period lndlcated in parentheses 
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ELECTRIC UTILITY OECISIONS __ 

eats- 

1/8/08 Northern States Power-Wisconsin (WI) 
1/17/08 Wisconsin Electric Power (WI) 
1/28/08 Connecticut Light E Power (CT) 
1/30/08 Potornac Electn’c Power (DC) 
1/31/08 Central Vermont Public SeNlCe (VT) 

2/6/08 Interstate Power E Light ( In)  
2/28/08 Idaho Power (ID) 
2/29/08 Fltchburg Gas E Electric (MA) 
3/12/08 PaciflCorp (WY) 
3/25/08 Consolidated Edison af New York (NY) 
3/31/08 Virglnia Electric Power (VA) 

2008 1ST QUARTER: AVERAGES/TOTAL 
MEDIAN 
OBSERVATIONS 

4/22/08 MDU Resources (MT) 
4/24/00 Public Service Company of New Mexico (NM) 

5/1/08 Hawailan Electric Company (HI1 
5/27/08 UNS Electric (AZ) 
5/30/08 Idaho Power (ID) 

6/10/08 Consumers Energy (MI) 
6/16/08 MldArnerlcan Energy ( In)  
6/27/08 Appalachian Power (WVI 
6/27/08 Slerra Pacific Power (NV) 

2008 2ND QUARTER: AVERAGES/TOTAL 
MEDIAN 
ORSERVATIONS 

7/1/08 Central Maine Power (ME) 
7/1/08 Northwestern Corporation (MT) 

7/10/08 Otter Tail Corporation (MN) 
7/15/08 Orange and Rackland Utllitle5 (NY) 
7/30/08 Empire District Electric (MDI 
7/31/08 San Diego Gas E Electric (CAI 

8/11/08 PaciflCorp (UT) 
8/26/00 Southwestern Public Service (NM) 
8/27/08 MldAmeilcan Energy (In) 

9/10/08 Commonwealth Edlron (IL) 
9/24/08 central Illlnols Light ( IL)  
9/24/08 Central llllnols Public Service ( I L )  
9/24/08 lllinals Power (IL) 
9/30/08 Avista Corp. (ID) 

2008 3 R 0  QUARTER: AVERAGES/TOTAL 
MEDIAN 
ORSERVATIONS 

ROR 
2lL 

9 67 
9 26 
7 72 
7 96 
8 50 

... 
8 10 
8 38 
8 29 
7 34 
.._ 

8.36 
8.29 

9 

8 58 
8 24 

8 66 
9 0 2  
--. (5) 

6 93 

7 65 
8 4 1  

8.21 
8.41 

7 

... 

... 
--. (9) 

8 33 
7 69 
8 92 

--- (IO) 

8 29 
8 27 
.._ 

8 36 
8 01 
8 20 
8 68 
8 45  

8.32 
8.31 

10 

Common Test Yeel 
ROE Eq. as % a Amt. 
2lL !zl&sLL I w h B a s S m  

10 75 52 5 1  
10 75 54 36 
9 40 48 99 
10 00 46  55 
10 7 1  50 02 

11 70 ( 2 )  .._ 
... ._. 

10 25 42  80 
10 25 50 80 
9 10 47 98 

12 12 (4) .._ 

10.50 49.25 
10.48 49.51 

10 8 

10 25 50 67 
10 10  5 1  37 

10 70 55 79 
10 00 48 85 
... ... 

10 70 41.75 * 
11 70 (8,6) ..- 

10 60 (7) 43 49 
10 50 4 1  54 

10.57 47.64 
10.55 48.85 

8 7 

... ... 

... ... 
10 43 50 00 
9 40 48 00 

10 80 50 78 
--- (IO) --- (101 

10 25 50 40  
10 18  5 1  23 
11 70 (8.11) ._. 

10 30 45  04 
10 65 46  50 
10 65 47 9 1  
10 65 5 1  76 
10 20 47 94 

10.47 48.96 
10.43 49.00 

11 10 

12/08-A 39 4 

12/08-A/P 148 4 ( 2 )  
12/06-YE 98 0 (D,Z) 

2/07 A 28 3 (D.1) 
12/06-A 6 4 (81 

._. .. 

._. 32 l ( 8 )  
12/06-YE 2 1 ( D l  

8/08 23 0 (8.3) 
3109.A 425 3 (D) 

... ... 

803.0 

9 

_ _ _  

12/06-A 4 1 (B,Z) 
9/06-YE 34 4 

12/05-A 44 9 (Bp,I) 
6/06-YE 4 0  

8 9  ..- 

12108-A 221 0 ( I )  

12/07-YE 106 1 ( 8 )  

-.. .._ 

6/07-YE 87 I 

510.5 

8 

-__ 

... -20 3 (B,D,8) 

... 10 0 (BJ) 

12/06-A 3 8 (1) 
6109-A 15 6 (B,D) 

6/07-YE 22 0 
12108-A 234 0 (8.2) 

12IO8-A 36 2 (R) 
IZIOB-YE 13 1 

... ._. 

lZ/OB-YE 273 6 (D) 
12/06-YE - 2 8  
12/06-YE 22 0 
12/06-YE 103 9 

12/06-A 23 2 (0) 

734.3 

13 

_ _ _  
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ELECTRIC U T l L I N  DECISIONS (continued) 

2 0 0 8  YEAR-TO-DATE: AVERAGES/TOTAL 8.30 10.51 48.68 2047.8 
MEDIAN 8.31 10.50 48.99 -_- 
OBSERVATIONS 26 29 25 30 

GAS U T I W  DECISIONS 

&?&e W a n v  (statel 

1/8/08 Northern 5tates Power-Wlsconsln (WI) 
1/17/08 Wlsconsln Electric Power (WI) 
1/17/08 Wlscansln Gas (Wi) 

2/5/08 North shore Ga5 (IL) 
2/5/08 

2/13/08 Indlana Gas (IN) 

3/31/08 Avista Carp (OR) 

2 0 0 8  1ST QUARTER: AVERAGES/TOTAL 

Peoples Gas Light E Coke (IL) 

MEDIAN 
08SERVATIONS 

4/23/08 Atrnos Energy (K5) 

5/28/08 Duke Energy (OH) 

6/24/08 Atrnos Energy (TX) 
6/27/08 Questar Gas (UT) 

2008 2ND QUARTER: AVERAGES/TOTAL 
MEDIAN 
OBSERVATIONS 

ROR 

24.- 

9 67 
9 15 

10.91 

7 96 
7 76 
7 80 

8 2 1  

8.78 
8.21 

7 

... 

8 45 

7 98 
8 4 1  

8.28 
8.41 

3 

ROE 

2%- 

10 75 
10 75 
10 75 

9 99 
10 19 
10 20 

10 00 

10.38 
10.20 

7 

._. 

10 50 

10 00 
10  00 

10.17 
10.00 

3 

... 7/1/08 Northwestern Corporetlon (MT) -.- (12) 
7/31/08 San Diego Gas E Electric (CA) 
7/31/08 southern Callfarnla Gas (CA) 

8/27/08 50urceGas OlStrlbUtlon (CO) 

9/2/08 Chesapeake Utllltles (DE) 
9/17/08 Atmos Energy (GA) 
9/24/08 Central Illln015 Llght (IL) 
9/24/08 central ll1lno1s Public Service (IL) 
9/24/08 Illlnois Power (IL) 
9/30/08 Avlsta Carp (ID) 

2008 3RD QUARTER: AVERAGES/TOTAL 
MEDIAN 
OBSERVATIONS 

--- (10) 
--- (13) 

8 26 

8 91 
7 75 
8 03 
8.22 
8 70 
8 45 

8.33 
8.26 

7 

--- (10) 
--- (13) 

10 25 

10 25 
10 70 
10.68 
10 68 
10 68 
10 20 

10.49 
10.68 

7 

Common Test Year 
Eq. as % & Amt. 
GBkLstL &&J&Q lEuL 

52 5 1  
54 36 
46 64 

56 00 
56 00 
48 99 * 

50 00 

52.07 
52.51 

7 

.._ 

55 76 

48  27 
5 1  38 

5 1  80 
51.38 

3 

... 
--- (10) 
--. (13) 

53 13 

6 1  8 1  
45 00 
46 50 
47 91 
5 1  76 
47 94 

50.58 
47.94 

7 

12108-A 5 3  
12/08-A/P 4 0  
12/08-A/P 20 1 

9/06-YE -0 2 
9106-YE 7 1  2 

12106-YE 26 9 (e) 

12106-A 2 3 ( L a )  

129.6 

7 

-_- 

2 1 (8) ... 

12/07 t 8 2 ( B )  

GI07-YE 1 9 7  
12108-A 1 2 0  

52  0 _ _ _  
4 

5 0 (8.1) 
12108-A 33 0 (B.2) 
12108-A 214 0 (8,Z) 

8107-A 14 9 (8) 

-.. 

3/07 0 3 (1.8) 
3109-A 3 4  

12IOG YE -9 2 
12/06-YE 7 7  
12/06-YE 3 9 8  

12106-A 3 9 (8) 

312.8 

10 

___  

2008 YEAR-TO-DATE: AVERAGES/TOTAL 8.51 10.39 51.41 494.4 

2 1  
_ _ _  MEDIAN 8.26 10.25 51.38 

OBSERVATIONS 17 17 17 - 
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FOOTNOTES 
A- Average 
E- Order followed stipulation or settlement by the partles. Declsion partlculars not necessarily precedent-settlng or specifically 

adopted by the regulatory body. 

adopted by the regulatory body. 
8p- order followed partial stipulation or settlement by the partles. Decision particulars not necessarily precedent-settlng or  specincally 

0- Applles to electric delivery only 
P- Partlal lndusion of CWlP in rate base wlthout AFUDC oHset to income 

2- Rate change Implemented in multiple steps. 
YE- Year-end 

* Capital structure includes cost-free items or tax credlt balances at  the overall rate of return. 

(1) Rate Increase eHectlve 2/20/08. 
( 2 )  ROE applles only to a proposed 200-MW wlnd generation faclllty, and Is applicable ever the 25-year depreclable life of the project. 
(3) Rate increase eHective 5/1/08 
(4) ROE applies only to a proposed 585-MW coal generation faacillty, Is applicable for AFUDC and CWlP purposes and aver the first 12 

(5) The 8 1% ROR utlllzed In the company's case decided on 2/28/08, was incorporated into this proceeding 
(6) ROE applies only to a proposed 108-MW wlnd generatlon faacllity, and Is applicable over the 20-year depreclable llfe of the project. 
(7) Commission also authorized a 150-basls-polnt ROE premium for the new, 514-MW, combined-cycle Tracy generating plant, and B 

500-basis-point premium for demand-side management Investments 
(8) Rate reductlan ordered In conjunctlon wlth the authorization of a new five-year alternative regulation plan 
(9) Order noted that an ROR of 7 04% 15 Implied in the approved settement. 

years o f  the plmt 's commercial operation, and includes a loo-basis-point Incentive premium 

(IO) Rate of return was not an iswe In thls proceeding The authorlied rate change Incorporated the 10.7% return on equlty (49% of 

(11) ROE applies only to a proposed 52  5-MW wind generation faclllty. and Is appllcable over the 20-year depreclable life of the project 
(12) Order noted that an ROR of 7 59% 15 Implied in the approved settement. 
(13) Rate of return was not an Issue in thls proceedlng. The rate change lncorpated the 10 B2% return on equity (48% of capital) and 

capltai) and the 8 23% return on rate base previously authoilzed the company for 2007 

8 68% return on rate bare authorized the company in Its automatic cost of  capita( adjustment mechanism 

Dennis Sperduto 
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1/8/08 
1/17/08 
1/28/08 
1/30/08 
1/31/08 

2/8/08 
2/28/08 
2/29/08 
3/12/08 
3/25/08 
3/31/08 

2008 

4/22/08 
4/24/08 

5/1/08 
5/27/08 
5/30/08 

6/10/08 
6/16/08 
6/27/08 
6/27/08 

2008 

7/1/08 
7/1/08 

7/10/08 
7/16/08 
7/30/08 
7/31/08 

811 1/08 
8/26/08 
8/27/08 

9/10/08 
9/24/08 
9/24/08 
9/24/08 
9/30/08 

2008 

2008 

Regulatory Research Associates Data 
Average ROE Data as of October 3, 2008 for the First Three Quarters of 2008 

Averages Computed by KlUC aRer KIUC Exclusions As Detailed 

Cornmnv Istatel 

Northern States Power-Wisconsin (Wl) 
Wisconsin Electric Power (WI) 
Connecticut Light 8 Power (CT) 
Potomac Electic Power (DC) 
Central Vermont Public Service 0 

Interstate Power 8 Light (IA) 
Idaho Power (ID) 
Fitchburg Gas 8 Electric (MA) 
PacifiCorp (W) 
Consolidated Edison of New York (NY) 
Virginia Electric Power (VA) 

IST QUARTER: AMRAGESKOTAL 

MDLI Resources (MT) 
Public Service Company of New Mexim (NM) 

Hawaiian Electric Company (HI) 
LJNS Electric (AZ) 
Idaho Power (ID) 

Consumers Energy (MI) 
MidAmerican Energy (IA) 
Appalachian Power 0 
Sierra Pacific Power (NV) 

ZND QUARTER: AVERAGEWOTAL 

Central Maine Power (ME) 
NorthWestem Corporation (MT) 
Otter Tail Corporation (MN) 
Orange and Rockland Utilities (NY) 
Empire District Electric (Ma) 
San Diego Gas 8 Electric (CA) 

PacifiCorp (UT) 
Southwestern Public Service (NM) 
MidAmerican Energy (IA) 

Commonwealth Edison (IL) 
Central Illinois Light (IL) 
Central Illinois Public Service (IL) 
Illinois Power (IL) 
Avista Corp (ID) 

3RD QUARTER: AMRAGESKOTAL 

YEAR-TO-DATE: AMRAGES/TOTAL 

ROE % as 
Presented 
in RRA 

Data 

10 75 
10 75 
9 40 
10 00 
10 71 

11 70 

10 25 
10 25 
9 10 
12 12 

10.50 

10 25 
10 10 

1070 
10 00 

10 70 
11 70 
10 50 
1060 

10.57 

1043 
9 40 
10 80 

10 25 
10 18 
11 70 

10 30 
1065 
10 65 
10 65 
10 20 

10.47 

10.51 

ROE% 
After 

Exclusions 
Exclusions 

10 75 
10 75 
9 40 
10 00 
10 71 

Excluded 

10 25 
1025 
9 10 

Excluded 

10.15 

10 25 
10 10 

10 70 
10 00 

10 70 

10 50 
10 60 

Excluded 

10.41 

1043 
9 40 
10 80 

10 25 
IO 18 

Excluded 

10 30 
10 65 
1065 
10 65 
10 20 

10..35 

10.30 
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