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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 88
Responding Witness: S. Bradford Rives

(Q-88. Please provide LG&E’s authorized and earned return on common equity for
electric and gas operations over the past ten years. Please show the figures used
in calculating the earned return on common equity for each year, including all
adjustments to net income and/or common equity. Please provide copies of all
associated work papers and source documents. Please provide copies of the
source documents, work papers, and data in both hard copy and electronic
(Microsoft Excel) formats, with all data and formulas intact.

A-88. In the Company’s last rate case (Case No. 2003-00433) the Commission found
that LG&E’s required return on equity falls within a range of 10% and 11% with
a midpoint of 10.5%. Prior to that proceeding, LG&E’s authorized ROE was
11.5% as indicated in the Commission’s Order dated January 7, 2000 in Case No.
98-426.

Please see the Company’s response filed August 12, 2008 to PSC-1 Question No.
38 for the earned return on equity for 2003-2007 and the Company’s response
filed January 16, 2004 to Question No. 38 of the Commission’s First Data
Request dated December 19, 2003 in Case No. 2003-00433 for the earned return
on equity for 1998-2002.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 89
Responding Witness: William E. Avera

(3-89. Please provide copies of the work papers used by Dr. Avera in preparing his
testimony and schedules.

A-89. Copies of Dr. Avera’s work papers are provided on CD.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 90
Responding Witness: William E. Avera
(Q-90. Please provide copies of the publications cited in the testimony.

A-90. Please refer to the response to Question No. 89.






Q-91.

A-91.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 91
Responding Witness: William E. Avera

With reference to page 3, lines 7-10, please indicate (1) whether Dr. Avera’ return
on equity recommendation pertains to the electric ulility operations, the gas utility
operations; (2) if the response to (1) is both, please provide copies of all studies
performed which evaluate the riskiness of electric versus gas utilities; and (3) if
the response to (1) is both, please provide copies of all studies performed which
evaluate the riskiness of electric versus gas operations of LG&E.

Dr. Avera’s recommended ROE for LG&E pertains to both its electric and gas
utility operations. Dr. Avera’s recommendations were not based on studies of the
relative risk of gas versus electric utilities. Rather, as discussed at length in his
testimony, Dr. Avera evaluated a fair ROE for LG&E by reference to a proxy
group of risk-comparable utilities that provide both electric and gas distribution
utility service, as does LG&E. In addition, Dr. Avera also evaluated investors’
required return for firms in the non-utility sector of the economy.






Q-92.

A-92.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NQO. 2007-00564

Response te Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 92
Responding Witness: William E. Avera

With reference to page 24, lines 8-21, please (1) indicate the justification for each
of the screens applied to the electric utilities in the Value Line Investment Survey,
(2) the companies eliminated from the group from each of the screens, and (3) the
reasons that each of the companies were eliminated.

The accepted approach to increase confidence in the results of the DCF model and
other quantitative methods used to estimate the cost of equity is to apply them to a
proxy group of publicly traded companies that investors regard as risk
comparable. The rationale underlying the specific risk indicators referenced by
Dr. Avera was discussed at pages 23 through 25 of his testimony. Please refer to
Dr. Avera’s work papers provided in response to Question No. 89, which includes
the details underlying Dr. Avera’s application of his screening criteria.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 93
Responding Witness: William E. Avera
Q-93. With reference to page 25, lines 1-24, please provide the individual data for the
companies in the proxy group which were used to assess the riskiness of the proxy

group relative to LG&E.

A-93. The requested information is included in Dr. Avera’s work papers provided in
response to Question No. 89.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 94
Responding Witness: William E. Avera
Q-94. Please provide a copy of page 28 of the testimony which is missing.

A-94. A copy of page 28 of Dr. Avera’s direct testimony is attached.
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Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 94
Page t of 1
Avera
securities analysts also routinels examine and assess the impact and continued
relevance {if any) of historical rends
WHAT ARE INVESTORS MOST LIKELY TO CONSIDER IN DEVELOPING
THEIR LONG-TERM GROWTH EXPECTATIONS?
While the DCEF model is technically concerned with growth in dividend cash Tows,
implementation of this DCT model is solely concerned with replicating the forward-
fooking evaiuation of real-workl investors in the case of utilities. dividend growth
rates are not likely to provide a meaningful guide to investors” current growth
expectations  This is beeause utibities have significantly abtered their dividend policies
in response 1o more aceentuated business risks in the industry. ™ As a result of this
trend towards a more conservative payout ratio. dividend growth in the utility industry
has remained largely stagnant as utilities conserve financial resourees Lo provide a
hedge against heightened uncertainties
As payout ratios for firms in the utility industry trended downward. investors’
focus has increastngly shifted from dividends to carnings as a measure of long-term
growth Future trends in carnings. which pros ide the source for future dividends and
ultimately support share prices. play a pivotal roie in determining investors™ long-term
growth expectations  The importance of carnings in evaluating investors™ expectations
and requirements is well accepted i the investmient community  As noted in Finding
Reality in Reported Earnings published by the Association for Investment
Management and Research:

[ Jarmings. presumably. are the basis for the investment benetits that we all
seek “Healthy carnings equal healthy investment benefits™ seems a logical

For example. the payouwt razio tor electtic wilities felf from approsimately 8090 histornically to on the order ol
60% The Value Line Investment Survey (Sep 151008 o 14t Dee 28 7007 at 695

28






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 95
Responding Witness: William E. Avera

Q-95. With reference to page 33, lines 6-18, and Schedule WEA-1, please provide the
methodology used to eliminate the low and high DCF cost of estimates. Please
show all calculations.

A-95. The rationale underlying Dr. Avera’s exclusion of extreme low- and high-end
outliers was fully articulated in his testimony at pages 32 through 34. As
discussed there, Dr. Avera compared the individual cost of equity estimates with
observable bond yields, and against the balance of the DCF results, in order to
screen for extreme low- and high-end results.






Q-96.

A-96.

L.OUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. %6
Responding Witness: William E. Avera

With reference to page 36, lines 1-15, and Schedule WEA-3, please (1} indicate
the justification for each of the screens applied to the companies in the Value Line
Investment Survey in establishing the comparable risk proxy group, (2) the
companies eliminated from the group from each of the screens, and (3) the
reasons that each of the companies were eliminated.

Please refer to the response to Question No. 92. Because Dr. Avera applied his
screening criteria based on Value Line risk indicators interactively using Value
Line’s proprietary stock screening software, he does not have a listing of all firms
in the Value Line universe that did not meet his screening criteria.

The economic and regulatory standards underlying a fair rate of return on equity
hold that the allowed return reflect investors’ expectations for other firms of
comparable risk. Because utilities such as LG&E must compete for capital, not

just with other utilities, but also with firms in the unregulated sector of the

economy, Dr. Avera evaluated cost of equity estimates for the Non-Utility Proxy
Group. Any differences in investment risk attributable to regulation should
already be reflected in objective measures, such as the credit ratings and Value
Line risk indicators referenced by Dr. Avera. Nevertheless, Dr. Avera explicitly
selected a lower-risk group of non-utility firms to address any concern that
differences in regulation would lead investors to conclude that non-utility firms
with comparable risk measures would still be considered more risky.






Q-97.

A-97.

Response te AG-1 Question No. 97
Page 1 of 2
Avera

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 97
Responding Witness: William E. Avera

With reference to page 39, lines 13-25, and Schedule WEA-5, please provide
copies of all source documents, workpapers, and data used in the DCF analysis
applied to the S&P 500. Please provide the data and work papers in both hard
copy and electronic formats (Microseft Excel), with all data and formulas intact.
With reference to pages 41-42 and Schedule WEA-7, please (1) list all regulatory
cases (by name, docket number, and filing date) in which Dr. Avera has provided
rate of return testimony and employed his Expected Earnings Approach to
estimating the cost of equity capital, (2) indicate ail cases (by name, docket
number, and date), other than those cited, in which a regulatory commission has
explicitly adopted Dr. Avera’s Expected Earnings Approach to estimating the cost
of equity capital in arriving at an overall rate of return, and (3) provide copies of
the ‘Rate of Return’ section of the Commission’s decisions for all cases in which
a regulatory commission has adopted the Dr. Avera’s Expected Eamnings
Approach. Please provide copies of all empirical studies performed that compare
the business, financial, and investment risk of LG&E to the companies in the (1)
Utility Proxy Group, and (2} the Non-Utility Proxy Group.

With respect to Schedule WEA-5, the requested information is included in Dr.
Avera’s work papers provided in response to Question No. 89. Please refer to the
Excel spreadsheet provided in response to Question No. 98 for the requested
electronic format of the data and formulas.

With respect to Schedule WEA-7, Dr. Avera has submitted testimony in 270
proceedings and does not maintain a database to identify the specific approaches
and methods applied in each case involving rate of return on equity.
Nevertheless, Dr. Avera has consistently noted that the opportunity to earn returns
comparable with those offered by firms of similar risk is a fundamental economic
and regulatory principle underlying a fair rate of return on equity. In those
instances where Dr. Avera has not presented the expected earnings approach
applied directly to the proxy companies used to estimate the cost of equity, he has
nevertheless considered earned returns on equity as a check of reasonableness in
his evaluation and recommendations.



Response to AG-1 Question No. 97
Page 2 of 2
Avera

Dr. Avera does not have in his possession copies of all Commission orders in
each proceeding in which he has testified  Regulators have customarily
considered the results of alternative approaches in determining allowed returns
and it is widely recognized that no single method can be regarded as a panacea;
all approaches having their own advantages and shortcomings. For example,
“Utility Regulatory Policy in the US. and Canada, 1995-1996,” Natjonal
Association of Regulatory Utility Commissioners (December 1996), reported that
19 U.S. regulatory jurisdictions specifically consider earned rates of return, while
26 regulatory jurisdictions ascribe to no specific method for setting allowed
ROEs, with the results of ail approaches being considered. Similarly, “The Cost
of Capital — A Practitioner’s Guide,” prepared for the Society of Utility and
Regulatory Financial Analysts, noted that reference to comparable earned rates of
return was “the granddaddy of cost of equity methods™ and concluded that the
method “is easily understood and is firmly anchored in regulatory tradition (i.e.,
Bluefield and Hope).

Dr. Avera’s testimony, and the Commission decisions in each of the cases in
which he has testified is publicly available from the respective regulatory
jurisdictions. A listing of Dr. Avera’s regulatory testimony, including the utility,
jurisdiction, case number, and date is also attached, attached, along with copies of
the source materials referenced above.



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 97

WILLIAM E. AVERA
SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY BEFORE REGULATORY AGENCIES

Pape 1 0f 23
Avera

No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony

1. El Paso Electric Company Texas PUC 522 Mar-78 Residential Rate Structure

2. Texas Power & Light Company Texas PUC 1517 Mar-78 Rate Design

3. Lower Colorado River Authority  Texas PUC 1521 Mar-78 Rate Design

4, Dallas Power & Light Company Texas PUC 1526 Mar-78 Rate Design

5.  Gulf States Utilities Texas PUC 1528 Apr-78 Rate of Retumn

6. Continental Telephone Texas PUC 1529 Mar-78 Rate of Return

7.  Southwestern Bell Telephone Texas PUC 1704 May-78 Rate of Return
Company

8. Texas Electric Service Co., Texas Texas PUC 1517, 1813, Feb-79 Fuel Cost Refunds and Fuel
Power & Light Co., Dallas Power 1903 Adjustment Clauses
& Light Co.

9. Houston Lighting & Power Texas PUC 2001 Sep-78 Rate of Return
Company

10. Kimble Electric Cooperative Texas PUC 2380 Mar-79 Rate of Return

11. Lower Colorado River Authority  Texas PUC 2503 Jun-79 Rate of Return

12. Southwestern Bell Telephone Texas PUC 3340 Sep-80 Rate of Return
Company

13. Kansas Gas & Electric Company  Kansas CC 128139-U May-81 Rate of Return

14. City of Austin Electric City of Austin - Jun-81 PURPA Rate Design
Department Standards

15. Tarrant County Water Control and Texas Water None Sep-81 Equity Contributions
Improvement District No. 1 Commission

16. Connecticut Light & Power Connecticut 810602 & Sep-81 Rate Structure
Company, Hartford Electric Light DPUC 810604
Company

17. Delmarva Power & Light Delaware PSC 81-12 Oct-81 Relative Customer Class Risk
Company

18. Chemical Express Carriers Texas RRC  024777ZZT Dec-81 Rate Design

19. Owentown Gas Company Texas RRC 2720 Jan-82 Historical Transactions and

Regulatory Policy

20. Guadalupe Valley Electric Texas PUC 4516 Aug-82 Relative Customer Class Risk
Cooperative

21. Kansas Gas & Electric Company  Kansas CC~ 134792-U Aug-82 Rate of Return




Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 97

William E. Avera
Summary of Testimony Before Regulatory Agencies

Page 2 of 23
Avera

(Continued)

No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony

22. Cinncinati Gas & Electric Chio PUC  82-485-EL- Jan-83 CWIP Inclusion in Rate Base
Company AIR

23. Gencom Inc. FCC Various  Dec-83 Rate Comparisons

24. Public Service of Oklahoma Oklahoma CC 28665 Jan-84 Avoided Costs for QFs

25. Public Service of Oklahoma Oklahoma CC 28754  Apr-84 Avoided Costs for QFs

26. Texas-New Mexico Power Texas PUC 5568 Apr-84 Relative Customer Class Risk
Company

27. Kansas Gas & Electric Company  Kansas CC  84-KG&E- Oct-84 Rate of Return and Effects of

197-R;  Jun-85 Regulation on Securities
142098-U

28. Southwestern Bell Telephone FCC 84-800  Nov-84 Risk Premium Cost of Equity
Company Formula

29. Southwestern Public Service Texas PUC 6055 Mar-85 PURA NOI Regulatory
Company Policy

30. Kansas City Power & Light Missouri PSC ER-85-128; Aug-85 Comparative Costs of
Company ER-85-185 Nuclear Plants

31. Southwestern Electric Power Texas PUC 6242 Oct-85 Avoided Energy Costs
Company

32. Westar Transmission Company Texas RRC 5787 Nov-85 Rate Design

33. City of Austin Electric Texas PUC 6560 Tan-86 Cost-Based Rates and
Department Relative Customer Class Risk

34. Southwestern Bell Telephone Missouri PSC TR-86-84 Mar-86 Risk Premium Cost of Equity
Company

35. Enstar Natural Gas Company Alaska PUC U-68-8  Apr-86 Regulatory Treatment of

Settlement Payments
36. Kansas Gas & Electric Company FERC ER-85-461- Apr-86 Regulatory Policy
001, et al. Surrounding Nuclear Plant
Cost

37. Houston Lighting & Power Texas PUC 5994 May-86 Avoided Energy Costs and

Company Jun-86 Capacity Value of Non-firm
Jul-86 QF Energy

38. Southwestern Electric Power Texas PUC 6611 Aug-86 Avoided Energy Costs
Company

39. Celanese Chemical Company, Texas RRC 5848 etal. Aug-86 Regulatory Policy Re: BTU

Inc.

Nov-86 Refunds




Attachment fo Response to AG -1 Question No. 97

William E. Avera
Summary of Testimony Before Regulatory Agencies

Page 3 of 23
Avera

(Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony
40. Houston Lighting & Power Texas PUC 7044 Nov-86 Interim Rate Relief and

Company

Jan-87 Pricing of Firm and Non-firm
Feb-87 Energy

Mar-87
41. Brazos River Authority Texas Water ~ RC-020  Jan-87 Regulatory Policy Re:
Commission Contracts
42. El Paso Electric Company Texas PUC 7460 Jul-87 Nuclear Plant Capacity
Treatment
43. Wesl Texas Utilities Company Texas PUC 7510 Aug-87 Customer Class Risk
44. Lower Colorado River Authority = Texas PUC 8032 Jun-88 Revenue Requirements
45. City of Austin Electric Austin City - Jun-88 Cost-Based Rates and
Department Council Relative Customer Class Risk
46. Southwestern Bell Telephone Missouri PSC  TC-89-14 Nov-88 Risk Premium Cost of Equity
Company and Divisional Cost of
Capital
47. Houston Lighting & Power Texas PUC 8046 Jan-89 Limitation of Liability
Company Oct-89
Mar-%0
48. Southwestern Bell Telephone Texas PUC 8585 May-89 FIT, Risk Premium Cost of
Company Nov-89 Equity, and Stipulation
Mar-90
49, Kansas Gas & Electric Company  Kansas CC  84-KG&E- Oct-89 Financial Impacts of
197-R; Intervenor Proposals
142098-U
50. Southwestern Bell Telephone FCC 89-624  Feb-90 Rate of Return on Equity
Company Apr-90
51. North Carolina Power N. Carolina ~ E-22, Sub May-90 Rate of Return on Equity
Util. Comm. 314 Nov-90
52. Burlington Northern Railroad ICC 40224 Jun-90 Coal Transportation Rates
53. Lower Colorado River Authority ~ Texas PUC 9427 Aug-90 Debt Service Coverage
Sep-90
54. Brazos River Authority Texas Water 8169-M  Aug-90 Contract Rates
Commission Dec-90
55. Texas-New Mexico Power Texas PUC 9491 Sep-90 Avoided Cost Policy and

Company

History




Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 97

Page 4 of 23
William E. Avera Avera
Summary of Testimony Before Regulatory Agencies
(Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony
56. Southemn Bell Telephone S. Carolina 90-626-C  Dec-90 Rate of Return on Equity
Company PSC
57. Public Service Co. of Colorado  Colorado PUC 915-091EG  Jan-91 Rate of Return on Equity
58. Southwestern Bell Telephone Oklahoma CC PUD 00662 Mar-91 Rate of Return and Incentive
Company 000837  Sep-91 Regulation Plans
Sep-91
Sep-91
59. Cincinnati Gas & Electric Ohio PUC  91-410-EL- Apr-91 Rate of Return on Equity
Company AIR
60. City of Fort Worth Water Texas Water  8291-A;  Apr-91 Regulatory Policy
Department Commission 8748-A
61. El Paso Electric Company Texas PUC 9945 May-91 Regulatory History
62. Public Service Co. of Colorado  Colorado PUC  90F-226E May-91 Rate of Return on Equity
63. Southwestern Bell Telephone Texas PUC 10382;  Sep-91 Incentive Regulation Plan
Company 10381 Oct-91
64. Virginia Electric and Power Virginia Corp. PUE-910047 Oct-91 Rate of Return on Equity
Company Comm. Jan-92
65. State Farm Fire and Casualty, and Texas Board of 1845 Nov-91 Regulatory Policy
Automobile Insurance Company Insurance Dec-91
1846
Dec-91
Dec-91
66. Texas-New Mexico Power Texas PUC 10200 Dec-91 Avoided Cost Policy and
Company History
67. Allegheny Generating Company FERC ER92-242- Apr-92 Rate of Return on Equity
000 May-92
68. Southwestern Bell Telephone Arkansas PSC  91-204-U  Apr-92 Incentive Regulation Plans

Company

69. Virginia Electric and Power Virginia Corp. PUE-920041 May-92 Rate of Return on Equity
Company Comm. Mar-93

70. The Potomac Edison Company  Maryland PSC 8469 Jul-92 Rate of Return on Equity
Dec-92

71. North Carolina Power N. Carolina  E-22,Sub Jul-92 Rate of Return on Equity
Util. Comm. 333 Jan-93

72. West Penn Power Company Pennsylvamia  R-0092-  Aug-92 Rate of Return on Equity

PUC 2378 Dec-92




Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 97

Page 50f 23
William E. Avera Avers
Summary of Testimony Before Regulatory Agencies
(Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony
73. U.S. Telephone Association FCC 92-133  Sep-92 Rate of Return Represcription
Policy
74. Cincinnati Gas & Electric Ohio PUC 92-1463- Sep-92 Rate of Return on Equity
Company GA-AIR;
92-1464-EL-
AIR
75. Southwestern Electric Power Texas PUC 9655 Sep-92 Settlement — Avoided Costs
Company
76. Texas Automobile Insurance Plan Texas Board of 1932 Jan-93 Cost-based Rates
Insurance Feb-93
77. Public Service Co. of Colorade  Colorado PUC 93S-001EG Jan-93 Rate of Return on Equity
Jun-93
78. Southwestern Bell Telephone Missouri PSC  T0-93-192; Feb-93 Incentive Regulation and
Company TC-93-224 May-93 Rate of Return on Equity
Jun-93
79. Entergy/Gulf States Utilities Texas PUC 11292 Feb-93 Reasonableness of Purchase
Price
80. AGT Limited Canadian Apr-93 Rate of Return on Equity
Radio-Tel. & Aupg-93
Tel. Comm.
81. The Potomac Edison Company  Virginia Corp. PUE-930033 Apr-93 Rate of Return on Equity
Comm.
82. Southwestern Bell Telephone Arkansas PSC  92-260-U  Jun-93 Incentive Regulation and
Company Sep-93 Rate of Return on Equity
83. Pond Branch Telephone Company S. Carolina 93-750-C  Feb-94 Rate of Return
PSC
84. West Penn Power Company Pennsylvania ~ R-0094- Mar-94 Rate of Return on Equity
PUC 2986 Aug-94
85. The Potomac Edison Company West Virginia 94-0027-E-T Apr-94 Rate of Return on Equity
PSC Aug-94
86. Monongahela Power Company West Virginia 94-0035-E- Apr-94 Rate of Return on Equity
PSC 42T Aug-94
87. The Potomac Edison Company  Maryland PSC 8652 Apr-94 Rate of Return on Equity
88. Texas Ultilities Electric Company  Texas PUC 13100 Jun-94 Competitive and

Aug-94 Developmental Rates




Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 97
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Avera

William E. Avera

Summary of Testimony Before Regulatory Agencies

{(Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Doclket Date Nature of Testimony
89. El Paso Electric Company Texas PUC 12700 Jun-94 Interruptible Rates

90.

The Potomac Edison Company

Virginia CC  PUE-94005

Jun-94 Rate of Return on Equity
Nov-94

91. Idaho Power Company ldaho PUC  JPC-E-94-5 Jun-94 Rate of Return on Equity
Dec-94
92. Chevron Pipe Line Company ICC 40131 Jun-94 Rate of Return
93. Houston Lighting and Power Texas PUC 12065 Jul-94 Federal Income Tax and
Company Regulatory Policy
94. Allegheny Generating Company FERC E194-24- Sep-94 Rate of Return on Equity
000
95. The Potomac Edison Company FERC EL95-35- Oct-94 Rate of Return on Equity
000
96. AGT Limited Canadian 94-58 Jan-95 Rate of Return on Equity
Radio-Tel. & Policy
Tel. Comm.
97. Southwestern Bell Telephone Texas PUC 13282 Feb-95 CCN Policy
Company
98. Monongahela Power Company Ohio PUC  94-1918-EL- Feb-95 Rate of Return on Equity
AIR
99. Duke Power Company FERC EL95-0  Feb-95 Rate of Return on Equity
100. Farmers Telephone Cooperative, South Carolina 94-024-C  Mar-95 Rate of Return
Inc. PSC
101. Southern Company Services, Inc. FERC EL94-85-0 Mar-95 Rate of Return on Equity
102. Burlington Northern Railroad 1CC 41191  May-95 Market Dominance
(SEALED) Aug-95
103. Burlington Northern and Santa Fe 1CC Finance  Jun-95 Merger Impact on
Railroads 32549 Competition
104. Southern New England Telephone Connecticut ~ 95-03-01  Jun-95 Rate of Return on Equity
DPUC
105. West Texas Utilities Company Texas PUC 13369 Jul-95 Regulatory Policy
106. Calaveras Telephone Company California 95-12-075 Dec-95 Rate of Return
PUC Sep-96
107. California-Oregon Telephone Co.  California 95-12-073 Dec-95 Rate of Return
PUC Sep-96
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William E. Avera Avera
Summary of Testimony Before Regulatory Agencies
(Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony
108. Ducor Telephone Company California 95-12-076 Ilec-95 Rate of Return
PUC Sep-96
109. Foresthill Telephone Co. California 95-12-078 Dec-95 Rate of Return
PUC Sep-96
110. Sierra Telephone Company, Inc. California 95-12-077 Dec-95 Rate of Return
PUC Sep-96
111. Southwestern Bell Telephone Texas PUC 14659 Jan-96 Rate of Return
Company
112. Southern Company Services, Inc. FERC ER95-1468- Jan-96 Rate of Return on Equity
000
113. Duke Power Company FERC ER95-760- Feb-96 Rate of Return on Equity
000
114. Allegheny Power Service Corp. FERC ER96-58- Feb-96 Rate of Return on Equity
000
115. Duke Power Company FERC ELS95-31- Mar-96 Rate of Return on Equity
000 May-96
116. Allegheny Generating Company FERC EL96-33- Apr-96 Rate of Return on Equity
000
117. Southern Company Services, Inc. FERC ER95-1468- Jul-96 Rate of Return on Equity
000
118. Southwestern Bell Telephone Texas PUC 16189, et al. Sep-96 Rate of Return
Company
119. Southwestern Bell Telephone Missouri PSC  T0O-97-40 Sep-96 Rate of Return
Company TO-07-67 Sep-96
120. Southwestern Bell Telephone Arkansas PSC  96-257-U  Sep-96 Rate of Retumn
Company
121. Southwestern Bell Telephone Oklahoma CC  PUD 960 Sep-96 Rate of Retumn
Company 000218  Sep-96
122. General Telephone of the Texas PUC 16300 Oct-96 Rate of Retum
Southwest 16335
123. Southwestern Bell Telephone Kansas CC  97-SCCC- Nov-96 Rate of Return
Company 167-ARB
124. Southern Company Services, Inc. FERC ER96-1794- Nov-96 Rate of Return on Equity

000
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William E. Avera
Summary of Testimony Before Regulatory Agencies
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Avera

(Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony
125. General Telephone of the Texas PUC 16402  Nov-96 Rate of Return
Southwest
126. General Telephone of the Texas PUC 16473  Nov-96 Rate of Return
Southwest 16476
127. Southwestern Bell Telephone Arkansas PSC  96-395-U Dec-96 Rate of Return
Company Jan-97
128. Southwestern Bell Telephone Kansas CC  97-AT&T- Dec-96 Rate of Return
Company 290-ARB  Jan-97
129. El Paso Electric Company New Mexico 2722 Mar-97 Rate of Return
PUC Jun-98
130. Telus Communications, Inc. Canadian PN 97-11  Jun-97 Rate of Return on Equity
Radio-Tel. &
Tel. Comm.
131. West Penn Power Company Pennsylvania  R-0097-  Aug-%7 Rate of Return on Equity and
PUC 3981 Competition
132. Southwestern Bell Telephone Oklahoma CC  PUD 970 Aug-97 Rate of Return
Company 000 213
133. Connecticut Light and Power Connecticut ~ 97-05-12  Sep-97 Rate of Return on Equity
Company DPUC Oct-97
134. Southwestern Bell Telephone Texas PUC 16189, etal. Sep-97 Rate of Return
Company
135. DQE, APS, and AYP Sub, Inc. Pennsylvania ~ A-1101;  Sep-97 Rate of Return on Equity
PUC 50F-0015
136. FirstEnergy Corporation FERC ER97-412- Qct-97 Rate of Return on Equity
000; ER97- Jun-98
413-000
137. Southwestern Bell Telephone Oklahoma CC  PUD 970 Nov-97 Rate of Return
Company 000 442
138. Maui Electric Company Hawaii PUC 97-0346  Dec-97 Diversification and Cost of
Capital
139. Hawaii Electric Light Company Hawaii PUC 97-0420 Mar-98 Diversification and Cost of
Capital
140. Duke Energy Moss Landing, LL.C FERC ER98-2668- Apr-98 Rate of Return on Equity
000
141. Duke Energy Qakland, LLC FERC ER98-2669- Apr-98 Rate of Return on Equity

000
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Summary of Testimony Before Regulatory Agencies

{(Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony
142. Southwestern Bell Telephone Kansas CC  97-SCCC-  Jun-98 Rate of Return
Company 149-GIT
143. The Potomac Edison Company Maryland PSC 8738 Jun-98 Rate of Return on Equity
Mar-99
144. Allegheny Power Service Corp. FERC ER98-2048- Jun-98 Rate of Return on Equity
000
145. Union Pacific Railroad STB 32760 Jul-98 Regulatory Policy
146. The Washington Water Power Idaho PUC  WWP-E-98- Dec-98 Rate of Return
Company 11 May-99
147. Interstate Access Carriers FCC CC Docket Jan-99 Rate of Return Policy
98-166  Mar-99
Apr-99
148. FirstEnergy Corporation FERC ER99-2609- Apr-99 Rate of Return on Equity
000
149, Union Pacific Railroad STB Fin Doc. No. May-99 Regulatory Policy
33726 Jun-99
150. Nevada Bell Telephone Company Nevada PUC ~ 98-6004 May-99 Cost of Capital Study
Jan-00
151. Monongahela Power Company & West Virginia 98-0453-E- Jul-99 Rate of Return on Equity
Potomac Edison Company PSC Gl
152. Avista Corp. Washington UE-99-  Oct-99 Cost of Capital
UTC 1606; UG- May-00
99-1706
153. Hawaii Electric Light Company Hawaii PUC  99-0207  Qct-99 Diversification and Cost of
Jun-99 Capital
154. Dayton Power & Light Company ~ Ohio PUC  99-1687-EL- Dec-99 Rate of Return on Equity
ETP
155. Southern New England Bell Connecticut ~ 00-01-02  Apr-00 Cost of Capital
DPUC
156. El Paso Electric Company New Mexico 3170 Jun-00 Rate of Return on Equity
PUC
157. Wisconsin Bell Telephone Co. Wisconsin 6720-T1- Jun-00 Cost of Capital
PSC 161 Feb-01
158. Ameritech-Illinois {llinois CC 98-0252  Jul-00 Economy and Risk
Dec-00

Jan-01




Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 97

William E. Avera

Page 10 of 23
Avera

Summary of Testimony Before Regulatory Agencies

{Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony
159. American Transmission Co., LLC FERC ERO00-3316- Jul-00 Cost of Capital
000
160. Ameritech-Indiana Indiana URC 40849,  Sep-00 Cost of Capital
40785-51 &
41058
161. Burlington Northern Santa Fe, STB 42054  Mar-01 Implications of Deregulation
Inc. & Coal Plant Utilization
162. Avista Corp. Washington UE-010395 Mar-01 Power Cost Deferral and Cost
UTC of Equity
163. Rural Telephone Co. Kansas CC  01-RRLT- Apr-01 Cost of Capital
083-AUD
164. El Paso Electric Co. New Mexico 3606 Apr-01 Rate of Return on Equity
PRC
165. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co.  Missouri PSC  TO-2001-  Apr-01 Cost of Capital
455
166. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co. Missouri PSC  TO-2001- Jun-0I Cost of Capital
438
Nov-01
167. Commonwealth Edison Co. FERC ER01-2992- Aug-01 Rate of Return on Equity
000
168. Craw-Kan Telephone Cooperative  Kansas CC ~ 01-CRKT- Oct-01 Cost of Capital
713-AUD
169. TransConnect, LLC FERC RT01-15- Nov-01 Rate of Return on Equity
0000
170. Midwest ISO FERC ER02-485- Nov-01 Rate of Return on Equity
000 Mar-02
171. Avista Corp. Washington UE-011595 Dec-01 Cost of Capital
UTC
172. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co.  Missouri PSC =~ TO-2002- Dec-01 Cost of Capital
222
173. Kerman Telephone Company California 0201004  Jan-02 Cost of Capital
PUC Feb-03
174. Florida Power & Light Co. Florida PSC  001148-EI Jan-02 Rate of Return on Equity
175. Ameritech Indiana Indiana URC  40611-S1 Feb-02 Cost of Capital
176. Southwestern Bell Telephone Co.  Texas PUC 25188  Mar-02 Cost of Capital
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(Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony
177. Citizens Communications Co. Arizona CC  E-01032C. Mar-02 Power Cost Deferral and
00-0751  Mar-02 Regulatory Policy
178. Blue Valley Telephone Company  Kansas CC 02-BLVT-  Jul-02 Cost of Capital
377-AUD
179. Florida Power & Light Co. Florida PSC ~ 020262-El, Jul-02 Financial Impact of
. 020263-EI Sep-02 Purchased Power
180. S&T Telephone Cooperative. Kansas CC  02-S&TT- Jul-02 Cost of Capital
390-AUD
181. SBC Pacific Bell California  01-02-024, Oct-02 Cost of Capital
PUC et al. Feb-03
Mar-03
182. Southwestern Bell Telephone Texas PUC 25834  Nov-02 Cost of Capital
183. SBC lilinois 1llinois CC (02-0864 Dec-02 Cost of Capital
Jan-04
Mar-04
184. International Transmission Co. FERC ECO03-40- Dec-02 Rate of Return on Equity
000
185. Kansas Gas Service Kansas CC  03-KGSG- Jan-03 Cost of Capital
602-RTS  Aug-03
186. Westar Energy, Inc. Kansas CC  01-WSRE- Feb-03 Impact of Restructuring Plan
945-GIE on Financial Integrity
187. Avista Corporation Oregon PUC  UG-153  Apr-03 Rate of Return on Equity

188. SBC Michigan

Michigan PSC  U-13531

May-03 Cost of Capital

Mar-04
189. Humboldt Telephone Co. Nevada PUC  03-7011  Jul-03 Cost of Capital
Oct-03
190. SBC Indiana Indiana URC 42393 Jul-03 Cost of Capital
Sep-03
191. E1 Paso Electric Co. New Mexico 03-__ UT  Jul-03 Rate of Return on Equity
PRC
192. Northeast Utilities Service Co. FERC ER03-1247- Aug-03 Rate of Return on Equity
000
193. Sierra Pacific Resources FERC ER03-1328- Sep-03 Rate of Return on Equity
Operating Cos. 000
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(Continued)
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194. Idaho Power Company Idaho PUC  IPC-E-03-13 Oct-03 Rate of Return on Equity
Mar-04
195. Nevada Power Co. Nevada PUC  03-10002  Oct-03 Rate of Return on Equity
Jan-04
196. Sierra Pacific Power Co. Nevada PUC  03-12002 Oct-03 Rate of Return on Equity
Mar-04
197. The Allegheny Power System FERC ER04-156- Oct-03 Rate of Return on Equity and
Operating Companies, ef al. (PJM o0 Cost/Benefit of Incentives
Interconnection Transmission
Owners)
198. Bangor Hydro-Electric Company, FERC ER04-157- Nov-03 Rate of Return on Equity
et al. (New England Transmission 000 Oct-04
Owners) Dec-04
Jan-05
Dec-06
199. SBC Texas Texas PUC 28600  Dec-03 Cost of Capital
Jan-04
200. SBC Communications, Inc. FCC WC 03-173 Jan-04 Cost of Capital Methodology
201. Avista Corp. Idaho PUC  AVU-E-04- Feb-04 Rate of Return on Equity
01; AVU-G- Jul-04
04-01
202. Florida Power & Light Co. Florida PSC  040206-EU Mar-04 Financial Impact of
Purchased Power
203. SBC Wisconsin Wisconsin = 6720-TI-187 Mar-04 Cost of Capital
PSC Jul-04
204. SBC Ohio Ohio PSC  02-1280-TP- Mar-04 Cost of Capital
UNC
205. Avista Corp. Washington UG-041515 Aug-04 Rate of Return on Equity
UIC
206. Sierra Pacific Resource Operating FERC ERO05-14- Sep-04 Rate of Return on Equity
Cos. 000
207. PACIFICORP Utah PSC 04-035-30  Oct-04 Financial Impacts of
Purchased Power
208. Hawaii Electric Company Hawail PUC  04-0113  Nov-04 Diversification and Cost of
Capital
209. SBC Arkansas Arkansas PSC  04-109-U  Nov-04 Cost of Capital

May-05
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(Continued)
No. Utility Case Agency Docket Date Nature of Testimony
210. KanQkla Telephone Association, Kansas CC  05-KOKT- Nov-04 Cost of Capital
Inc. 060-AUD
211. Oklahoma Natural Gas Co. Oklahoma CC PUD Jan-05 Cost of Capital

200400610  Jun-05

212. Baltimore Gas and Electric Co., et FERC ER-05-515- Jan-05 Rate of Return on Equity

al. 000
213. Florida Power & Light Co. Florida PSC  041291-El Mar-05 Storm Cost Recovery and
, Rate of Return on Equity
214. Avista Corp. Washington UE-050482 Mar-05 Rate of Return on Equity
uUTC UG-050483 Sep-05
215. Florida Power & Light Co. Florida PSC  050045-EI Mar-05 Rate of Return on Equity
Jul-05
216. Baltimore Gas and Electric Co.  Maryland PSC %036 May-05 Rate of Return on Equity
Sep-05
Sep-05
217. Westar Energy, Inc. FERC ER05-925- May-05 Rate of Return on Equity
000
218. Westar Energy, Inc. Kansas CC 05-WSE- May-05 Rate of Return on Equity
981-RTS  Oct-05
Oct-05
219. The United Illuminating Co. Connecticut ~ 05-06-04  Jul-05 Rate of Return on Equity
DPUC
220. Idaho Power Co. Idaho PUC IPC-E-05-28 Oct-05 Rate of Return on Equity
221. PACIFICORP Utah PSC 03-035-14 Sep-05 Financial Impacts of
Purchased Power
222. Arizona Public Service Co. Arizona CC  E-01345A- Nov-05 Rate of Return on Equity
(05-0816  Jan-06
Sep-06
223, Idaho Power Co. FERC ER06-787 Mar-06 Rate of Return on Equity
Apr-07
224. CenturyTel Missouri PSC  TO-2006- Mar-06 UNE Cost Studies &
0299 Mar-06 Regulatory Policy
225. MidAmerican Energy Co. FERC ER-96-719 Apr-06 Rate of Return on Equity
ER05-59
226. Kansas Gas Service Kansas CC ~ 06-KGSG-  May-06 Cost of Capital

1209-RTS Qct-06
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227. Hawan Electric Light Company,  Hawaii PUC 05-0315 May-06 Diversification and Cost of
Inc. Capital
228. Duke Power Company LLC FERC ER06-1040 May-06 Rate of Return on Equity

229. Black Hills Power, Inc. South Dakota EL06-019 Jun-06 Rate of Return on Equity
PUC
230. Pacific Gas & Electric Company FERC ER06-1325 Jul-06 Rate of Return on Equity
231. CPL Retail Energy, LP Texas PUC 32758  Aug-06 Customer Credits and
Regulatory Policy
232. Monongahela Power Co. & West Virginia 06-0960-E- Sep-06 Rate of Return on Equity
Potomac Edison Co. PSC 42T Feb-07
233, Hawaii Electric Company, Inc. Hawaii PUC  2006-0386 Dec-06 Diversification and Cost of
Capital
234, State Farm Lloyds Texas Dept. of  454-06-  Jan-07 Cost of Capital and Financial
Insurance 3176.F  Mar-07 Integrity
235, Maui Electric Company, Ltd. Hawaii PUC  2006-0387 Feb-07 Diversification and Cost of
Capital
236. Trans-Allegheny Interstate Line FERC ER07-562 Feb-07 Rate of Return on Equity
Co. Nov-07
237. Baltimore Gas and Electric Co. FERC ER07-576 Feb-07 Rate of Return on Equity
238. Cheyenne Light, Fuel and Power Wyoming PSC  20003-90- Feb-(7 Rate of Return on Equity
Co. ER-7
30005-112-
GR-7
239. Commonwealth Edison Co. FERC ER07-583 Mar-07 Rate of Return on Equity
240. Oncor Electric Delivery Company  Texas PUC 34077 Apr-07 Public Interest Determination
Sep-07 for Merger
Oct-07
Dec-07
241. Avista Corp. Washington UE-070804 Apr-07 Rate of Return on Equity
UTC UG-070805
242 Idaho Power Co. Idaho PUC  TPC-E-07-8 May-07 Rate of Return on Equity
Jan-08
243 . Pacific Gas & Electric Co. California ~ 07-05-008 May-07 Rate of Return on Equity
PUC Sep-07
244. American Electric Power Cos. FERC ER(07-1069 June-07 Rate of Return on Equity
245. Arizona Public Service Co. FERC ER07-1142 Jul-07 Rate of Return on Equity
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(Continued)
246. Pacific Gas & Electric Co. FERC ER07-1213 Jul-07 Rate of Return on Equity
247. Georgia Power Company Georgia PSC ~ 24506U  Jul-07 AFUDC and Rate of Return
on Internal Funds
248. Pepco Holdings, Inc. ef al. FERC ERO8-10  Sep-07 Rate of Return on Equity
249. Avista Corp.. Oregon PUC UG-181  Oct-07 Rate of Return on Equity
250. Florida Power & Light Co. Florida PSC  070001-EI Oct-07 Replacement Power Costs
from Nuclear Outage
251. Oklahoma Gas and Electric Co. FERC ER08-281 Nov-07 Rate of Return on Equity
252. Pacific Gas & Electric Co. FERC ER08-267 Nov-07 Rate of Return on Equity
253. Xcel Energy Services, Inc. FERC ER08-313 Dec-07 Rate of Return on Equity
254. Potomac-Appalachian FERC ERO8-386 Dec-07 Rate of Return on Equity
Transmission Highline, LL.C
255. Westar Energy, Inc. FERC EL08-31 Dec-07 Rate of Return on Equity
256. Indiana Michigan Power Co. IURC 43306  Jan-08 Rate of Return on Equity
257. Public Service Co. of Colorado FERC ERO08-527 Feb-08 Rate of Return on Equity
258. Niagara Mohawk Power FERC ERO08-552 Feb-08 Rate of Return on Equity
Company
259. Avista Corp. Washington UE-080416 Mar-08 Rate of Return on Equity
UTC UG-080417
260. Arizona Public Service Co. Arnizona CC  E-01345A- Mar-08 Rate of Return on Equity
08-0172 May-08
261. Avista Corp. Idaho PUC E-08-01 Mar-08 Rate of Return on Equity
(-08-01
262. Southwestern Public Service Co. FERC ER08-749 Mar-08 Rate of Return on Equity
263. Pepco Holdings, Inc. ef al FERC EROB-686 Mar-08 Rate of Return on Equity
264. Florida Power & Light Co. Florida PSC  080001-EI May-08 Replacement Power Costs
from Nuclear Qutage
265. Aquila, Inc. fowa UB RPU-08-03 May-08 Rate of Return on Equity
266. Idaho Power Co. Idaho PUC IPC-E-08-10 Jun-08 Rate of Return on Equity

267. American Electric Power Cos.

FERC

ER08-1329

Jul-08 Rate of Return on Equity

268. Black Hills/Colorado Gas Utility
Company, LP

Colorado PUC  0858-290G  Jul-08 Rate of Return on Equity

269. Pacific Gas & Electric Co.

FERC

ER08-1318

Jul-08 Rate of Return on Equity
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(Continued)
270. The United Ifluminating Co. Connecticut ~ 08-07-04  Aug-08 Rate of Return on Equity

DPUC
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AGENCY AUTHORITY OVER RATE OF RETURN
FOOTNOTES

Non-utlllty investmenl doltars are altways excluded from rale base  Where non-wiilily Investment s comparatively
smal. capiai rabios are ROl agusted  When non-ublity nvestment s farge we usually remove non-utlity nvestimern
from equity

Commussion favors no smgle mathod il rathee A winch proquces ihe must reasonatle resulls

It may use any method it gesires especially in e case of a smaill company

No Commission regulahon of glecing or gas uhldies

DUF is preferred byt the Depatirment approves other methods which check the DCF reswlt nsk spread analysis prefered
by a slight margin  Financial condition of ulility aiso give consideration

DCF is preferred; other methods are conswdered

No singie mathod, however discounted cash fiow 15 frequenily used

Dlacountad cash fiow 15 used most often but nsk pramium method used alse  Delermined case by case

DCF has been the preferred method bul us results should be checked with other melhods

Never an issue belore this agency

Agency prefers DCF  but any method presented ¢ consitteraa

Commission did not respond 1o request for updale micrmation s data may nel be gurrent

DOF has haen the preferred mathog Dul s resulls are generally Checked wan glher methods such as nisk prenmum
and CAPM

Commission favors no single methad. bul rather that which produces tolts shat are just and reasonable

HARLC Tamphabon of Lty Raguiatory Pohey 1085 - 1886
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THE COST OF CAPITAL —

A PRACTITIONER’S GUIDE
BY

DAVID C. PARCELL

PREPARED FOR THE SOCIETY OF UTILITY
AND REGULATORY FINANCIAL ANALYSTS

1997 EDITION

Author’s Note: This manual has been prepared as an educational
reference on cost of capital concepts. Its purpose is to describe

a broad array of cost of capital models and techniques. No cost

of equity model or other concept is recommended or emphasized, nor
is any procedure for employing any model recommended. Furthermore,
no opinions or preferences are expressed by either the author or the
Society of Utility And Regulatory Financial Analysts,
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CHAPTER 7

COMPARABLE EBRNINGS

The comparable carnings method ism the “grandaddy” of cest of

gquiry metheds. as it is derived from the “corresponding risk®

standard of the Bluefieid and Hope cases. This method is based
upon. the economic concept of "epportunity cost! As noled
previously the cost of capital is an opportunity cost: the

prospactive return avallable to investors from alternabtive
investments of similar risk If, in the opinion of those who save
and commit capital, Lhe propective return from & given investment
ig not equal to that available from cther investments of similar
risk, the available capital will tend Lo be ghiffed to the
alternative investments. Through this mechanism, opportunity-cost-
driven pricing slanals direct capital to its most preoductive uses;
“hus, a free enteiprise system prometes an efficient allocation of

SCarce rascurges.

The established legal standards are consistent with the
opportunity cost principle. The two Supreme Court cases most
frequently oited (Bluefieild and Hope; hold that the return to the
equity owners be sufficient to maintain the c¢rediv of the
enterprige and conlidence in its financial integrity; to permit the
enterprise te attract required additional capital on reasonable
terms; and to provide the enterprise and its investors an earnings
opportunity commensurate with the returns available on investments

in other enterprises having corresponding risks.

Page 20 0f 23
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These tnree nterrelated criteria constitute a succinct
statement of the oppsortunity cost principle. An expected return on
eguity egual to that which can be realized on alternative
invesiments of corresponding risk will, in turn, be sufficient to
assure conidence in the financial integrity of the enterprise, to
maintain its credit, and to permit it to attract new capital on

reasonable terms

The comparable earnings method is designed 1o measure the
recurns expected to be earned on the original cost book value of
similar risk enterprises. Thus, this method provides a direct
measure of the fair return, since 31t translates into practice the

competitive principle upon which regulation rests.

The comparable earnings method normaily examines the
experienced and/or projected returns on bocok common equity. The
logic foy returns on book equity follows from the use of original
cost rate bage regulation for public utilities which uses a
utility's book common equity to determine the cost of capital.
This cost of capitval is, in turn, used as the fair rate of return
which is then applied (multipliied) to the book value of rate base
to e¢stablish the dollar level of capital costs to be recovered by
the utility. This technigue is thus consistent with the rate base

methodology used to set utilivy rates.
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It is ma:intained that the comparable earnings standard is easy
to calculate and the amount of subjective judgment required is
minimal The method avoids several of the subjective factors
invclved in other cost of capital methodelogies. For example, the
DCF  method  reguires the derermination o©of the growrth rate
contemplared by investors, which is a subjective factor. The CAPM
requires the gpecification of several expectrational variables, such
as market return and beta in contrast, the comparable earnings

approach makes use of simple readily available accounting data

In addition, this method is easily understoed and is firmly

anchored in regulatory tradition (i e., Bluefield and Hope). The

methed :1s nect influenced by the regulatory process to the same
extent as market-based methods such as DCF and CAPM. The base to
which the comparable earnings standard is applicable is the
ytility's book common equity, which is much less vulnerable to
regulatory influences than stock price which is the base to which
the market-based standards are applied. Stock price can be

:nfluenced by the actions of regulators

The rationale for the comparable earnings technigue is aptly

stated by Morin (1994, 406):

*Although the Comparable Earnings test does
not sguare well with economic theory, the
approach is pevertheless meritoriocus. If the
basic purpose of comparable earnings is to set
a fair return rather than determine the true
econumic  return, then the argument is

7-3
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i

academiq 1f vegulators consider a fair
return as one that eguals the book rates or
return earned by comparable risk firms rather
than one that is equal Lo the cost of capital
of such firms, the Comparable Earnings test is
relevant. This notion of fairness, yooted in
the traditional legalistic interpretation of
the Hope language, validates the Comparable
Earnings test."

b

Page 23 of 23
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Use of Book Returns

The ratic return on common equity is computed as follows:

where:

NIAC
7. ROE w 280
(7.1} £ =

ROE = return on eguity
NIAC = net income available for common equity lafter
preterred dividends)
CE = common stockholders eguity.

The return on equity ratio is often regarded as the primary

summary measure in traditional ratio analysis {Penman, 1591, 231}

Furthermore,

YReturn

a study by Block (1964, 11&) notes:

on equity appears as a direct

influence on the price-earnings ratic, re-
enmerges as a major cause of growth and is seen
consistent pattern with earnings
stability. Even payout is controlled by
expectations of profitability. ®

a8

a






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 98
Responding Witness: William E. Avera

QQ-98. Please provide copies of the source documents, work papers, and underlying data
used in the development of Schedules WEA-1, WEA-2, WEA-3, WEA-4, WEA-
5, WEA-6, WEA-7, and WEA-8. Please provide the data and work papers in both
hard copy and electronic formats (Microsoft Excel), with all data and formulas
intact.

A-98. Please refer to the response to Question No. 89. An electronic copy of Dr.
Avera’s analyses is provided on CD. Hard copies are not being provided due to
the volume of data requested.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 99
Responding Witness: William E. Avera
Q-99. Please provide electronic copies (Microsoft Excel) of Schedules WEA-1, WEA-2,
WEA-3, WEA-4, WEA-5, WEA-6, WEA-7, WEA-8, and WEA-9. Please leave

all data and formulas intact.

A-99. Please refer to the response to Question No. 98.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 100
Responding Witness: S. Bradford Rives
Q-100. With reference to page 19, line 15, please provide a copy of the S&P document.

A-100. Please see response to PSC-2 Question No. 107(a).






Q-101.

A-101.

Response to AG-1 Question No. 101
Page 1 of 2

Rives
LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No, 101
Responding Witness: S. Bradford Rives

With reference to pages 18-23 and Exhibit 2, please (1) provide copies of the
data, source documents, and work papers used to develop the capital structure
for the electric and gas operations of the company in Exhibit 2; (2) show the
details and magnitude of all adjustments that were made to the capitalization as
of April 30, 2008; (3) provide the monthly amounts of short-term debt used in
arriving at the short-term debt in the capital structure; (4) provide the monthly
cash flow and capitalization amounts, including all actual and pro forma
financings. Please provide copies of the source documents, work papers, and
data in both hard copy and electronic (Microsoft Excel) formats, with all data
and formulas intact.

(1) See attached. The requested information is being provided on CD.

(2) See attached adjustments to capitalization:

a) Reacquired Bonds (item (3) on page 1, Exhibit 2) were reacquired
during March and April 2008. Short term debt was used to finance the
repurchases. The adjustment is to reduce the short term debt and
increase the long term debt to “true-up” the actual long term debt
amount. See attachment (1), page 2 within.

b) Trimble County Inventories (item (3) on page 2, Exhibit 2) is a reduction
of the inventory costs related to Trimble County Unit 1. IMEA and
IMPA own a total of 25% of the facility. The reduction is for their
portion of the inventory.

¢) Investment in OVEC (item (4) on page 2, Exhibit 2) is the 4.9%
investment in OVEC (see Ohio Valley Electric Corporation provided in
attachment (1) page 1 within).

d) JDIC (Job Development Investment Tax Credit) (item (5) on page 2,
Exhibit 2) is the unamortized balance of tax credits preceding 1985

e) Advanced Coal Investment Tax Credit (item (6) on page 2, Exhibit 2) is
a 15% credit received on eligible construction expenditures on Trimble
County 2.
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Item Amount
JDIC (electric) $31,721,091
JDIC (gas) 1,094,255
Advanced Coal Investment
Tax Credit 13,279,626
Total 346,094,972

The adjustments d) and e) above are shown as a single line item on the
balance sheet (see Investment Tax Credit provided in attachment (1), page
I within).

(3) See attachment to response to item (4) within.

(4) See attached for actual financings. There are no pro forma financings.



Assets and Other Debits

Utility Plamt
Ltifity Plant ot Original Cost...
Less Reserves for Dcpm:[zmou and Amomzanon

| DO ST POPP PSPPSR S

Investments - 2t Cost
Chio Vailey Eleeme Corporation...
Wenutility Propery-Less Reserve...

Special Dieposits.
Temporary Cash fnvestments..
Accounts Recaivable-Less Reserve..

Notes Receivable from Associated Compamcs

Accoants Recenvable fram Assocrated Companies......

Materials aid Supplies- AL Average Cost
Fuei...
Plant Mmcmls ané Opcmzmg Suppims
Stores Expense...
Gas Stored Underground..

Allowance Inventory

Prepay ts.

Miscellancous Cusvent and Accmtd Assc;s

Deferred Dehits and Other
Unamortized Debt Expense
Unumortized Loss on Bonds..
Accumulated Deferred Income Taxes..
Deferred Regulatary Asscts -
Other Deferred Debits....eeeeeeee

T O RSP SO PP

Totat Assets and Other Debils. e

This Year

t.ouaisville Gas and Electric Company
Comparative Balance Sheets as of April 30, 2008 and 2007

Last Year

4,378,886,316.60
1.898,781,650.91

4,164,897,022.28
1,803.312,198.04

2,480,104.665.09 2.361.384,874.24
594,286.00 564,286.00
11,679.20 17,337.47
27,638.933.84 2,257,040,94

14,911,226.00

43.166,325,04

2,8068,664.41

{491,264.02
1.338,663.07
36,310.23
144,895,165.08
ERE]

35287

o

416264021533
26,612,701.77

7.257,893.28
22,578,848.72
34,756.19
H8317.297.13

19.366.018.58

49,110,413.91
15,248.361.30

4,486,0600.95 4,525410.41
16,329,064.58 £9,352,922.59
10,618.57 14,616.28
4,060,140.28 3,926,873.03

- 1.983.609.78
244,175,502.7% 372,716.431.20

7.571061.95 9,480,734.69
20,852,676.78 19,763,025.49
52,590,439.57 54,948,0607.57
150,694,189.56 164,824,014.45
38,251,267.75 42,930,295,42

270.059,655.6% 391,968.077.62

34037,506,148.53

1925,137,997.47

Liabilities and Otker Credits

Capisalization

Common Stock.
Common Stock Expense
Paid-1a Capital...ovevrieeneninns
Other Compreliensive Income,
Resmned Eamsngs ..o

Total Common Equily..

Preferred Stock...

Bollution Control Bonds - Net of Reacgused Boads. .
LT Notes Payable 1o Associated Compames.............

Totad Capalization. ....eee e oo e sinises e

Current and Accrised Liabilitics

Long-term Drcbt Duen | Year.,
ST Motes Payable to Assoaisled Comp'mscs .............
Notes Payable 1o Associated Compames.....ooooee
Moles Payable
Accounts Payable..
Accounts Payable 1o Asseaiated Ccm;mnu.s

CBSTOMET DEPOSIS. oo ovimsinriar e omr o e
Taxes Accrucd..
Interest Ascrued
Dividends Declared. ..o eeeeceiecns
ST Obligatrens Under Capital Lenses..
Miscellaseous Cusment and Accrued Liabilides....

Defessed Credits and Other

LT Obliganions Under Capiial Leases....
Accumuslated Deferred Incoms Taxes.
investment Tax Credit.
Repulatory Lizbiliies..
Customer Advasces for Cons:ruczlﬁn
Asset Retrement Obliganens........
Other Deferred Credits......on..e.
Miscellaneous Long-term Liwbilitic
Accum Provision for Postretrrament Benefits....

Total Lisbititics and Other Cradits. oo iens

This Year

Last Year

435,170,434.09
(835,888.64)

60,606,000,00
{14,701,983.08)

674.663.383.01

425,170,424.69
{835,888.64)

41,000,060.00
(8,592,040.00)

636,462,608.79

1,144,296.135.38

1,061,804,504.24

468,104,000.00
414.000,060.0¢

574,304,000.00
363.060,000.00

2.022.400,135.38

2,029.108,504.24

138,675,100.00

43.669.891.54
19,666.333.44
20.064.241.24
7.399,525.55
1.649,936.48

27544125
11,902,402.67

11,033.000.00

90,165,684.95
68,170,157.84
18.537,763.30
11.421.802,57
1,846.358.67
(5,000.00}

12,726.844.02

318,602,992.15 225.880.,611.30
394,795,538.80 390.,473,578.71
46,094,972.04 42,346,957.74
54,711,741.54 55,218,308.78
20,132,319.08 23,337.640.53
30.186,557.26 28,696.858.50
20,151,668.85 33,244,448.01
31,609,547.38 6,732,934.37
95,420.676.09 95,078.155.28
696,503,021.00 674.148,881.93

3.037.506,148.53

2,929,137,997.47
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPARY
ANALY SIS OF THE EMBEDDED COST OF CAPITAL AT
April 30. 2008
LONG-TERM DEBT
Annualized Cost
Amortized Debl Amortized Loss- Embedded
Due Rate Frincinal Infurest Issupnep Expense Premm  Reamdred Dobt Iolal Cosl
Pollulinn Conlrel Bonds -
Seres Y- 2000 A JC a5 27 Farsodis - 25.000.000 1960 750 23.904 - 81024 2.073.678 829
Sares Z - 2000 AC VB0 2 83800% 03.335.000 2 365.861 38.260 . 143,760 2.547.66% aog
Secries AA - 2001 A JC 09101727 262600% ° 10 104,000 265.331 19,835 - 285167 282
Sedns BB - 2001 A JC 09/01/26 322080% ° 22.500.000 124 500 9.878 - TT.424 B11.800 3.6
Sedes CC- 2001 ATC 69/01/26 322000% * 27 506000 A85 500 10.740 - 5,400 961.640 350
Series DD - 2001 B JC U0 3.24000% 35000000 $ 134.000 10.944 - 49.058 1.194.000 341
Seras EE - 2001 B TC 1404027 3 24000% © 35400000 £.134.060 10,844 - 46,864 1.183,808 ]
Seras FF - 2002 A TC 1001732 3 62300% " 41.665,000 $.500.523 36.840 - 55.812 1802175 385
Serlps GG - 2003 A JC 1001733 5.41600% ° 128,900,000 B 311200 117.11% - 180308 850,618 666
Serdps HH - 2005 A JC o201/35 2 55000% * 40.080.060 2 1620000 4 - 53413 1103473 276
JC2007A $31M G613 2.530600% 31.000.000 a1 TB84.300 - . 26671 /1361 263
JC20078 $35.2M 0613 2 53000% 15200000 2 890.560 - - 26,080 518,610 280
JC200TASECM 06/01733 4 60G00% 60 GO0 600 2760 006G 47182 - 6,567 2.813,760 469
Callnc Bands - - - - 263,186 7 263,186 -
Total Externat Dabt 574,304.000 23,653,545 325,667 - 1,120,545 25,088,757 ! 2.55%[
interest Rate Swaps:
JP Morgan Chase Bank 1101420 1 2886331 - - 2.886.331
Mosgan Stanley Capital Services WI0133 ' 580.816 - . 580816
Morgan Stanley Capltat Sarvices $10i1733 t 576,976 - 576,076
Bank of America 10/04/33 L] 592 678 - - - 592,076
Wachovia 10/03/33 l 877.930 - - - 577,036
Interost Rate Swaps Extomal Debt 5,.215.03% - - - 5.215,035 | U.53%]
Notes Payable to Fidetia Comp. 04730/53 4 65% 100086000 4 550.000 - ~ - 4.550.000 4 550
Hotes Paysble to Fidelia Comp 0BM5/13 531% 104.000.000 5310000 - - $.310 000 5310
Noins Payabie ta Fidelia Comp 016112 4 33% 25000.000 1082500 - - - 1 0B2 500 4330
Notes Payabile to Fidell Comp. 04713737 5 88% 70000000 4.186.000 - - - 4.186,000 5080
Notes Payable io Fidelia Com. a4/13r0 593% 68.060.000 4 032.400 - - - 4.032.400 5830
Notes Payable to Fidelia Corp. 14/26/22 572% 47 000060 Z 608,400 " 2608400 5720
Mangatorly Redesmable Proforred Slock:
55875 Series HTNENB 5.B750% - - « - 4,437 4437 0
Toln! Intarnal Dobt 410,000,000 21,849,300 - - 4,437 2%.853,737 I 2.2!'%]
Tolal 204,304,600 50,717,600 325,607 G, 124002 52.168.520
SHORT TERM DEBT
Annualized Cosl
Embeddet
Ratge Principal inlees) Exponsg Promium 1055 Tolat Cost
Noles Payable to Assoclaled Company 26305 15B.075 200 4 157 378 - 4.157.378 263
Reacguired Bonds 2630% " __ (106,200,000 1 (2.793.060) - - . 42.793,060) 263
Total 51,875.200 1,364,318 -~ o - 1,364,318 I 2.83'?“
gmbadded Cos! of Tolal Debt 53.632 847 ; 5.17%'
* Compaosila rate at end of currant monih.
1 Addllionat intarest due 1o Swap Agreemanls: Fixed Varisble
LG3E Swap Counterparty
Lindanying Debi Being Hedged Notianal Amgunl Expiration of Swap Agreement Position Swap Position
Series Z - PCH B3335000 44136 Ta 005485 BMA index
Seriss GG - PCB 32000000 +1863 o 063657 68%al 1 moLIBOR
Seres GG -PEB 3200000 1963 o 003845 68% of 1 mp LIBOR
Senes GG - PCB 24000400 $1963 Jo 003665 B68% cof 1 mo LIBOR
Senas GG - PCB 32000000 1963 Te 003648 6B6% of 1 mo LIBOR
211335000

2 Cail premium and debt oxpense i3 belng amorgzed over be remaining dle of bonds due 1018 671415 77813 ang 87117

3 Raacquired bonds




Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)
Page 1 of 32
Rives

LOUSVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
Common Equity Cash Flow

Test Year
Total Common
Equity Cash Flow
Dividends Paid - 06/2007 5 (30,000,000)
Equity Contributions - 12/2007 20,000,000
Dividends Paid - 03/2008 (40,000,000)

Total $ (50,000,000)
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ACTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF
LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
TAKEN BY WRITTEN CONSENT

June 7, 2007
Pursuant to the provisions of Seclion 2718.8-210 of the Kentucky Business Corporation
Act, the Board of Directors of Louisville Gas and Electric Company, a Kentucky corporation (the

“Company"}, hereby adopt the foilowing resolutions by unanimous written consent in liev of a
special meeling and consent to the aclions contemplated thereby:

REVISED BILATERAL LINES OF CREDIT STRUCTURE

WHEREAS, on January 11, 2007, this Board previously granted authorily to
extend or renew bilateral revolving lines of credit facilities in a total amount not to
exceed $185 million with various external financial instiiutions o be used for
general corporate purposes, which bilateral lines of credit have been the subject
of successive annual Board approvals since approximately May, 2004; and

WHEREAS, discussions with financial markets representatives and financial
institutions indicale that a modified structure is approgpriate for the facililies,
including (i) reducing the aggregate Company total authorized amount to $125
million, (i) establishing facilities in tolal authorized amount of $35 million at
Kentucky Utllities Company, an affiliate, and (ili) structuring the facilities for an
approximate 5 year term, with individual borrowings having borrowings of less
than 1 year {coliectively, the "Modified Bilateral Lines of Credit™); and

WHEREAS, the Company desires to implement the Modified Bilateral Lines of
Credit during June 2007, which will become effective on or about the expiration
of the current faciiities, and

WHEREAS, it is deemed advisable and in the bes! interest of the Company to
grant approval authority regarding the Modified Bilaleral Lines of Credit.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Company is hereby authorized
to establish appropriate Modified Bilateral Lines of Credit facilities, in an amount
not 1o exceed $125 million; and

FURTHER RESOLVED, that the appropriate officers of the Company be, and
each of them hereby is, authorized and directed, for and on behalf of the
Company to take such actions to enter into the Modified Bilateral Lines of Credit
and execute and deliver loan agreements, credit agreements, notes, guarantees
and such other agreements and documents, as the Chief Executive Officer,
President, Chief Financial Officer, any Vice President, Treasurer and Controlier
of the Company, shall, in their discretion, deem necessary, appropriate or
advisable 1o consummale the transactions contemplaled by these resolutions,
with the taking of such actions and the execution of such agreements or
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documents conclusively to evidence the authorization (nereofl by the Board of
Directors, and

FURTHER RESOLVED, thal the appropriate officers of the Company be, and
gach of them hereby is, authorized and directed to prepare, execule and deliver
such appiications, filings, or notices lo governmental, commaercial or financial
enlities as they may deem necessary or advisable in connection with the
Modified Bilateral Lines of Credit, including but naot limited to, submissions 1o
federal and state regulatory agencies; and

FURTHER RESOLVED, that all actions heretofore or hereafter taken by any
officer of the Company in connection with the transactions contemplated by these
resolutions be, and they hereby are, approved, ralified and confirmed in all
respecis.

DECLARATION OF COMMON STOCK DIVIDEND

RESOLVED, that a dividend is hereby declared on the Common Slock of the
Company equal to $30 million, payable on June 20, 2007 out of the Company's
retained income to E.ON U.S. LLC, the holder of record of such Common Stock
as of the close of business on June 20, 2007.

WITNESS the signatures of the undersigned, who are all of the directors of
Louisville Gas and Electric Company as of the date first written above

Victor A. Staffieri

Chris Hermann

John R. McCall

S. Bradford Rives

Paut W Thompson
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Common Stock Dividend - Declared June, Payable June 20, 2007

Tolal
Class Shares Dividend!Sh Dividend
Common Stock - $30 million declared
Account 438003 - Common Stock Div Declared 30,000,000.0D

Actount 238200 - CS Div Payable 30,000,000 00
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Bank of America, Customer

Alluchmient to Response o AG Question 101{d)
Page 3 of 32

Bank of America
EON S L€~

(/' WIRES IN - LGE >

T ———— s

Conncction ABA: 111000012, U8 Dallar (USD) Accouny

;3?52099133 Louisville Gus

ahid Flectric Funding Last Updated: 122472007 11:5] CS7

Detatl Credits

T Ao Customer Hank lestnediate  Day Floas 2+ Day Float
Reference Reference Avuilabiliny
INCOMING INTERBL DMONEY THNSFR
- 29,000,000 (JU‘WP 1221160785 DF1221H60785 20,000,U00 Q0 000 002
mmmmm RE TYPE BOOKIN DATEN22307 TIME 1132 ET

TRN:2607122100160785 SNDR REF 807850043

BERVICE REF,

RELATED REF

CRIGE ON U § SERVICES ING 220 W MAIN STREET LOUISVILLE
KY 40202 USA 1O

ORG BK. 1D

INS BKECS-ELECTRONIC COMMERGE SYST IDECSA

SR BK 0

BNF LOUISVILLE GAS & ELECTRIC CO FINANGCIAL ACCOUNTING &
REFORTING P O BOX 32030 220 W MAIN ST 9TH FL LOUISVILLE KY
L2372 1D GO3T52056133
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ENF BK: 1D
PAYRMENT DETAILS:
TOTAL 20 Q05 Q00 00 # of lems: 20000 000 g0
TOTAL CREDITS
20 000 000,00 # of fiermns: i 20.060.000 Q0
TOTAL Bank uf Awmerice, Customer Connection ABA: HIG00012 40118 Dollar (USDy»*
Description Amount # of limediate i By Float 2+ Dav Float
[1enis Availabibicy i
TOTAL CREDITS
20 Q0L O ] 20.006.000.00
TOTAL DEBITS
000
TOTAL US Dotlar (USD) Acconnts as af 12/2172007 :
Descriplion Amaunt & of Immaediate | Day Floal 24 Day Fioar;
frems Availabllity i
]
TOTAL CREDITS
20,506,000 O i 26,000.000 ()
TOTAL DEBIIS
006

Report Croaled By Tina Sizemare Page 1 Report Created: 12/242007 12 44 C8T
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Sizemore, Tina

From: Callahar <aren

Sent: Tuesday. Decemper 18, 2007 411 P

To: Dicksan, Glor a; Schmid:. Sandy, Sizemore, ‘i‘zna Meuter. Fred

Cc: Metts Heather, Bush, Tom; Keliy. Mimi;

Subject: Subriem/Product Code Carrections an December Entries for EQUIly Cantributionrs “‘3

__._M

In my meeting with Healner this aflernoon. we discussed some of the unusual fransactions thal will be coming
through in November, including the equity contributions from EUS 10 LG&E and KU for $20M each  Heather
brought to my attention (nat the ast $55M KU equily contribution, in Seplember, was made using an incorrect
aroduct coge, which caused it to map to SAP insorrectly

“Additions in Scope” {(X10) was used, rather than “Increase in Capital” [X36) Piease nole that
“agditions/disposals in scope” product codes are very particular lp mergers. acquisitions. and sales of business
antilies and should not be used for normal day 1o day trensaclions

Gioria or Sandy (please cooromnate) - From J128-0110-0907, piease make the following correcling journal entry in
December:

DR 0114 710 015580 ¢1558G.2 11001 0000 0693 Q000 55,000,0600.00
CR G110 336 015530 015580 211001 0000 0699.0000 55,000,000 00

=
Sandy aid T@or the new equily contributions in December. please make the follpwing entries for your
company (LGAE and KUY —"3

i ! o,

DR 0100 703 006250 906250 131092 0000 0699 G000 20,060,000 00 SE /@
\CR 0100 736 006250 .006250.211001 0000 0689.0000 20,000,000 00

—— I
OR 0110 703.0* 5590 015580 131092 0000 0699.0000 20.000,000 6O
CR 0110 336.0°5580 015590.211001 D000 0699.0000 20.000,000 03

Frad - The correctior needed above. caused me o look into how we bocked the ENGT eguity contribution back in
June A correcting entryis needed in - December on ENGT as foliows:

OR 0537.710.004537 000537 211001 0600 (66953.0000 2,000,000.00
CR 0537.736 000537 £00537.211001 0OD0 0689 GO0 2.000,000.00

Please make lhe above entnes prior to the end of Day 1. January 2, 2008, 50 thal we won't have any discrepancies when |
do the SAP-SEM IS Reconailiation at the end of Day 1, for year-end. If you would shoo! me an email when your enires
are posied, | would appreciate it et me know if you have any questions.

Have a good evening!

Karen Callalian

Senior Accounting Analyst
(502} 627-4327
Karen Calanani@ecn-us com
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Wiedmar, John

From: Arbough. Dan
Sent: Tuesday. December 17 2007 12.45 P
To: Wiedmar. John

Subject: RE' Equity Contribulions - 12-271-C7
Sighed By: dan ashough@eon-us com

£20 million to each of KU and LG&E 15 carect

Dan

. e e

From: Wedmor, John

Sent: Tuescay, December 11, 3007 17:70 PH
To:  Arbough Den

Subject: Eguity Conributions - 12-21-07

[Dan,

For supporting documentation to tne disbursement reqaest we &re preépering. please confirm thal we need to make equity
contributions from E ON U.S of $20 million to LG&E and $20 milion to KU

Thanks

12/11/2007
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EQUITY CONTRIBUTIONS
TO
LOUISYILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
AND
KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY

WHEREAS, the Company is the sola shareholder of Louisville Gas and Elsctric
Company {"LG&E") and Kentucky Utilities Company {KU") and deems il
advisable and in the best interests of the Company, LG&E and KLU} that it
contribute up 10 approximalely 320 million and $155 million as equity 16 LGAE
ang KU, respactively, in connection with the capital, financial or operating needs
of LG&E and KU during 2007 (ine “Contributions”}.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED. that the Board of Direclors hereby
authorizes the Conlribwtions, which conlributions may be made in the amounts
and al the times determined by appropriate officers of the Company consistent
with these resolutions and roay be in such forms as determined by the officers of
the Company. consistent with sound business praclice; and

FURTHER RESODLVED, that the appropriate officers be, and each of them
neraby is, authorized in the name and on behalf of the Company and under its
seal or otherwise, to take or cause to be taken af such actions and lo execute
and deliver or cause o be execuled and delivered all such documents,
cerlificates and agreements as such officers may deem necessary, advisable or
appropriate in conneclion with the Contributions and the (ransaclions
contemplated hersby. and to incur all such fees and expenses as shall be
necessary, agvisable or appropriate in their judgment In order the carry into effect
the purpose and intent of any and all of the {oregoing resolulions; and

FURTHER RESCLVED, thal any acts of the officers of this Company and of any
person or persons designated and authorized to so act by an officer of this
Company, which acts would have been authorized by the foregoing resolutions
except that such ac's were taken prior to the adopton of such resolutions, are
hereby severally ratified, confirmed, approved and adopled as acts in the name
of and on behalf of this Company

PENSION PLAN CONTRIBUTIONS

WHEREAS, the Company, LG&E anc KU propase 1o make up to approximately
$112 wmiliion in contributions lo pension plans relaling to employees of the
Company cr its subs:diaries during 2007, in the following approximate amounts
raspeclively; the Company $43 mition. LG&E $56 million and Kt $13 million
{coleclively, the "Pension Contribytions"Y, and

WHEREAS. the Pension Centobutions may take the form of cash, noles,
securilies o olher assels and will ircrease the funding status of the varicus
pension plans o levels which promote cenain acluanal, legal, reguialory and lax

N
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WITNESS the signatures of the undersigned who are all of the directors of EON U S
LLG as of the dale ‘st wnilten above

s

/ [
Victor K. e
Chris Her(T\arn'n

s

2y

John R McCali

-vor:

S Bradford Rives

-7 P

Y ‘ o
. ] o -
Paul'w Tﬁ‘ompson
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!
. j ABA ¥DIE0CO 5T -
Business Purpors|Arsouqy £3752102075
Dividend geyrment tom
Leuigwily Goo and Electic Comeany
e ToTALl __ sasmacon to]
LR



Arachment o Response o AG Chuestion 101(4)

Bunk of America
FONLS LLC
L.GE Detail

OUTGOING MONEY TRANSFER DEBIT
40500 000 Co SBUO00G000 Q0IT0192736
WIRE TYRPEWIRE OUT DATE:080320 TIMEN349 ET
TRN:20D8032000192736 SERVICE REF:003026
BNF.GSFG 1D:4151467 BNF BIKCNORTHERN TRUST COMPANY
10 H7+000152 PMT DET: 18260867 FFC E.ON US LLC ACC
T 1885-033662 tHBCODE LGE-UTP BATCH 35838
4643 625 06 QUOLDOLGL 8376115334
WIRE TYPEIWIRE QUT DATE:080320 TIME: 1001 ET
TRH 2008032000115534 SERVICE REF 301438
BNF:COKINOS NATURAL GAS COMPAN 10:544775330
BNF BHAIPMORGAN CHASE BANK NA ID:02100C021
PMT DET 807870473 ACCT 107680 IACCIFOR FURTHER CRE
15psEon e QOBGOCON0G 00330115541
WIRE TYPEWIRE OUT DATE:DB0320 TIME. 1001 £7
TRN:Z008032000115541 SERVICE REF:001363
BNF.CONQCOPHILLIPS COMPANY 1D 835207951 BNFBKJ P
MORGAN CHASE AND CO1D:074600013 PMT DET.BO7ET047
4
3,055.930 0% GOC00Ga000 QDIT01 5347
WIRE TYRE WiRE OUT DATE:DBOIZ0 TIMENDOY ET
TRK:2G0803200C115547 SERVICE REF:001378
BHF-TEXAS GAS TRANSMISSION ID:30538258 BNF BK:CITI
BANK N A 15021000089 PMT DET:BO7870475
756,867 DY GRGOB000 00370252163
WIRE TYPEMIRE QUT DATE: 080320 TIME: 1617 £7
TRM 2008032000252163 SERVICE REF:004476
BNF:PJM INTERCONNECTION LLC 10:8013582834 BNF BK:P
HNC BANK NA ID:C31207607 PMT OET: 19268184 3-6-08 S
TATEMENT
AR LY GUOGLOGHGD (370115542
WIRE TYPEWIRE OUT DATE 080320 TIME 1001 EY
TRM.20080320005 15542 SERVICE REF.007365
BRF.CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMO ID:0019180078
BNF BRIMANUFACTURERS AND TRADE iD:022000046
PWMT DET: 807870475
26236 31 QR0OMUOCN0 L370115543
WIRE TYPE:WIRE OUT DATE:080320 TIME: 1001 ET
TRA:2008032000118843 SERVICE REF:G01366
BNFCROUNSE CORPID:0D00112135 BNF BHREGIONS BANK
10062005680 PMT DET:BOTBT0L76

Page [20f 32
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TOTAL 52293082 1 0 of lems: 7
QUTCOING INTERNL MONEY TRNSFR
40000 CUD DU f‘ }/ SUHLGH000D 00170415544
YWIRE TYPE SO0K QUT DATE0BO320 TIME: 1001 ETY

TRM:200B0Q22C001155844 RELATED REF.807870477
gNFEONU S LLCID 003752402075

Repon Craated By: Tina Slkoemoro Page 11

Repon Croatad: 033172008 10:32 CST

a—
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ACTION OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS
OF
LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
TAKEN BY WRITTEN CONSENT
IN LIEU OF AN ANNUAL MEETING

March 18, 2008

Pursuant 1o the provisions of Seclion 271B 8-210 of the Kentucky Business Corporalion
Act. the Board of Directors of Louisvilte Gas and Eleclnc Company. a Kenlucky corporation (the
“Company” or "LGBE"). hereby adop! the following resolutions and consent to the aclions
contemplated thereby in lieu of a special meeting

ELECTION QF OFFICERS

RESOLVED, that each of the following persons be appointed o the office of the
Company set oul below cppoesile his or her name, {o hold such cffice until the
next annual meeting of the Board of Directors excepl as otherwise provided in
the By-laws and to have all those duties and powers permitted by law, or by the
Articles of Incorporation or by the By-laws. or as otherwise appropriale.

Victor A Staffieni

Daniet K Arbough
Michael S Beer
Lonnie £ Bellar
KentW Blake

£} Ralph Bowling
taura M Douglas

Chris Hermann
R.W Chip Keeling
John R. McCall

John P Malloy
Dorothy E O'Brien

Paula H Poltinger

5 Bradford Rives
Vaterie L. Scolt
George R Siemens
David Sinclair

Paul Gregory Thomas
Paul W. Thompson
John N Voyles. Jr
Wendy C Welsh

Chairman of the Board, Chief Executive Officer
and President

Treasurer

Vice President - Federal Regulation and Policy

Vice President — State Regulation and Rates

Vice President — Corporate Planning and Development

Vice President ~ Power Operations ~ WKE

Vice President - Corparate Responsibility and
Community Affairs

Senior Vice President — Energy Delivery

Vice President ~ Communications

Executive Vice President, Generat Counsel,
Corporate Secretary and Chief Compliance Officer

Vice President — Energy Delivery — Retail Business

Vice President and Deptrity General Counsel,
Legal and Enviranmenlal Affairs

Senijor Vice President — Human Resources

Chief Financial OHficer

Controller

Vice President — Exiernal Affairs

Vice President ~ Energy Marketing

Vice President — Energy Delivery - Distribution Operalions

Senor Vice President — Energy Services

Vice Presiden! - Regulated Generation

Senior Vice President — Information Technology



Attachment to Response o AG Question H01{4)

ESTABLISHMENT OF BANK ACCOUNTS

AND
APPOINTMENT OF AGENTS

RESOLVED. that any two officers, one of which shall be eilher the Treasurer or
the Chief Financiat Officer of the Company be, and they hereby are, authorized
and direcled, for ang on behaif of the Campany, lo take any and all actions that
they may deem necessary or advisable in order to establish or terminate any
bank. savings, trust and securilies safekeeping and other banking or investment
accounts, from time to time, for the efficient conduct of the Company's business;
and the Board of Directors hereby adopis the form of any and all resolutions
required by any such banks, savings and loan associations or financial
institutions to be adopted in connection therewith; and

FURTHER RESOLVED. that the officers of the Company be. and each of them
acting alone hereby is, authorized and directed, for and on behalf of the
Cempany. 1o {ake any and alt actions that he may deemn necessary or advisable
regarding  apponiments  of routine  agents, attorneys-in-fact and other
representatives from time o time, for the efficient conduct of the Company's
business; and the Board of Directors hereby adopts the form of any and all
resolutions required by any third parties or entities to be adopted in conneclion
with the (i) establishment. amendment, mainienance or termination of such
aclivities andfor (i) the designation of officers, employees, represemtalives or
agents of the Company authorized to effect fransactions (including relaling lo
banking. savings, invesiment and financia' accounts) relaling thereto; and

FURTHER RESOLVED, that, :n connection herewith, the Secrelary of the
Company is hereby permitied to file a copy of each resolution required by any
third party or entity with the minutes of the Company and is hereby authorized,
empowered and directed to provide to any thirg party or entity, a certified copy of
such resolutions and to execute and deliver any further documents as may be
reasonably reguired by such party or enlity

APPOINTMENT OF INDEPENDENT AUDITORS

RESOLVED, that PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP is hereby appointed to perform
an audit of the accounts of the Company from the dale of the last audited repor,
said audit to cover the period from January 1, 2008 to December 31, 2008,
inclusive

RATIFICATION OF ACTS

RESQLVED, that any actions taken by any of the officers and direclors of the
Company since the last Annual Meeling of the Company's directors which are
within the authority conferred hereby, are hereby. ratified. confirmed and
approved

Page 14 0f 32
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DE.CLARAT?E/QN OF COMMON STOCK DIVIDEND

RESOLVED, tha! a déy&éend is hereby declared or the Cemmon Stock of the
Company equal to $40 miilion. payabte on March 20, 2008 out of the Company’s
retained income to E ON U S LLC, the holder of record of such Commen Stock
ag p! the close of business on March 18, 2008,

FURTHER RESOQLVED. that the Treasurer of the Company be and is hereby
authorized to pay these dividends by check or otherwise and to take ail
necessary steps therefore

WITNESS the signalures of the undersigned. who are all of the directors of
L puisville Gas and Electric Company as of the date firgt v‘-rttlt?n/above

el
-

Victor A Statfieri

e

Chris I-Terr'nkmn

A

TormR] McCall

B Das

S Bradiord Rives

Lo
PayfW. Théfmpson

eriboard 2008 mare M p&e consent dog



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
Shart-Term Dobt
Yost Year

May-07 Jund7 Jut 07 Aug-07 Sep67 Cck-07 Naov-07 ac-07 Jan-08 ¥ab-08 Mar-08 Apr.0B

¥onay Pool [nvestmonts
2103306000 S 3591300000 § 87,18500000 310155200000 § 8243580000 $ 10553300000 S 111,608,060.0¢ 3 §3,115000.00 5 7824120000 §73,151,20000 S 4638530000 S 10608620000

Beq Balanca s

Bomrowings $ 6925500000 § ©6748,00000 $ 6662000000 5 56,086000.00 § 6531100000 S 8152500000 $ 6380000000 S 41,86100000 S 9547200000 S69,380,00000 $ 189,573,000.00 S 172,672.000.00
Repaymenis $  (54,375,000.00} 5 (4547500000 $ (S2214,000.00) § (75.225000.06) § {42.213,000.00) $ (75,556,000.00) $ (85,383000.00) § (53.834.800.00) S(100.562.000.00) $(96.342.000,00} $(128,076,000.00) S{122.683,000.00)
Ending Balance S 3557300000 5 B7.186,000.00 G 101,585,000.00 § 82.425,000.06 _§ 10553300000 511160800000 § 60.1158006.00 > 7875320000 & 73.1561.200.00  § 46,185,200.00 5 168.086.20{.00 5 158,075 200.00

Tolzi Borrowings $1,068,975,600.00
Total Repayments § (831,932,800.00}

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)
Page 16 of 32
Rives



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Money Pool Staterments - May 2007

POOL. - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginning Balance

050107
05/02/07
05/03/07
05/04/07
05/05/07
05/06/07
05/07/07
05/08/07
05/09/07
05/10/07
05/11/07
05/12/07
05/13/07
05/14/07
05/15/07
05/16/07
05117107
05/18/07
05/19/07
0520107
05/21/07
g5/22/G7
05/23107
05/24/07
05/25/07
05/26/07
05/27107
06/28/07
05/28/07
05/30/07
05/31/07

3,550,000.00

46,010,000.00

8,425,000.00

580,000.00

10,680,000.00

69,255,000.00

Credit

2,275,000.00
2,880,000 00

7,160,000.00

5,975,000 00
2,895,000.00
1,740,000.00
2,650,000.00

830,000 .00

670,000.00
4,450,000 .00
4,160,000.00

2,200,000 00

7,355,000 .00
3,195,000.00

1,370,000.00
2,165,000.00
2,255,000.00

54,375,000.00

Balance

($21,033,000.00)
($18,758,000.00)
($15,768,000.00)
($19,318,000.00)
($12,158,000.00)
($12,158,000.00)
($12,158,000.00)
(56,183,000.00)
($3,288,000.00)
($1,548,000.00)
$1,142,000.00
$1,972,000.00
$1,972,000.00
$1,972,000.00
$2,642,000.00
$7,092,000.00
$11,252,000.00
($34,758,000.00)
($32,558,000.00)
($32,558,000.00)
($32,558,000.00)
($40,983,000.00)
($41,563,000.00)
($34,208,000.00)
(331,013,000 00)
($4 1,703,000.00)
{$41,703,000.00)
($41,703,000.00)
($41,703,000.00)
($40,333,000.00)
($38,168.000.00)
($35,913,000.00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
9.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%

5.2600%
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Interest

($2,740.75)
($2,303.88)
($2,822.57)
($1,776.42)
{$1,776.42)
($1,776.42)
($903.41)
{$480.41)
($226.18)
$166 86
$288.13
$288.13
$288.13
$386.03
$1,036.22
$1,644.04
($5,078.53)
{$4,757.09)
($4,757.09)
($4,757.09)
($5,988.07)
{$6,072.82)
{$4,998.17)
($4,531.34)
($6,003.27)
{$6,093.27)
($6.083.27)
($6,093.27)
($5,893.10)
($5,576.77)
($5,247.29)

(92,739.36)



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Money Pool Statements - June 2007

POOL - LGE

Date

Dehit

Beginning Balance

06/01/07
0B/02/07
06/03/07
06/04/07
06/05/07
06/06/07
08/07/07
06/08/07
06/09/07
06/10/07
06/11/07
06/12/07
06/13/07
06/14/07
06/15/07
06/16/07
06/17/07
0B/18/07
06/19/07
06/20/07
06/21/07
06/22/07
06/23/07
06/24/07
06/25/07
0B/26/07
0627107
06/28/07
06/29/07
0B/30/07

160,000 00
33,815,060.00
27,918,000.00

6,470,000.00

28,385,000.00

96,748,000.00

Credit

2.,380,000.00

927,000.00
6,130,000.00
3,430,000.00
4,260,000.00

105,000.00

970,000.00
3,600,000.00
3,000,000.00
3,272,000.00
3,000,000.00

1,235,000.00

3,950,000.00
3,112,000.00
3,120,000.00
2,974,060 00

45,475,000.00

Balance

($35,913,000.00)
($33,523,000.00)
($33,5623,000.00)
($33,523,000.00)
($32,596,000.00)
($26,466,000.00)
(323,036,000.00)
($18,776,000.00)
($18,671,000.00)
($18,671,000.00)
(518,671,000.00)
($17,701,000.00)
($14,101,000.00)
($11,101,000.00)
($7,829,000.00)
($4,829,000.00)
($4,829,000.00)
($4,829,000.00)
(34,883,000.00)
($38,804,000.00)
($66,722,000.00)
(565,487,000.00)
($71,957,000.00)
($71,957,000.00)
($71,957,000.00)
{$100,342,000.00)
($96,392,000.00)
(893,280,000 .00}
($90,160,000 00)
($87,186,000.00)
($87,186,000.00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%
5.2600%

5.2600%
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Interest

($4,898.08)
($4,898.08)
($4,898.08)
($4,762.64)
($3,866.98)
($3,365.82)
{$2,743.38)
($2,728 04)
(32,728.04)
($2,728.04)
{$2,586.31)
{$2,060.31)
{$1,621.98)
($1,143.90)
($705.57)
{$705.57)
($705.57)
{$728.95)
($5,669.70)
(39,748.83)
($9,568.38)
{$10,513.72)
($10,513 72)
($10,513.72)
($14,661.08)
{$14,083 94)
($13,629.24)
{$13,173.38)
($12,738.84)
(312,738.84)

(185,428.73)



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Money Pool Statements - July 2007

POOL. - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginning Balance

07/01/07
07/02/07
07/03/07
07104107
av/0s/0v
07/06/07
0707107
07/8I07
07/09/07
07110107
07/11/07
o7/12/07
07/13/07
Q7/14/07
07/15/07
o718I07
o777
Q07/18/07
07/19/07
o7/20/07
07121107
07122107
07123107
Q7124107
07125107
07/26/07
07127107
07/28/07
07129/07
07/30/07
07131107

1,590,000.00
26,110,000.00
1,855,000.00

10,920,000.00

26,145,000 00

66,620,000.00

Credit

1,120,0600.00
3,380,000 .00

4,165,000.00
4,775,000.00

950,000.00
6,370,000.00
3,275,000.00
2,550,000.00
4,090,000.00

895,000.00
6,195,000.00

6,350,000.00
4,348,000.00
1,448,000.00

1,833,000.00
360,000.00

52,214,000.00

Balance

{$87,186,000.00)
{$87,186,000.00)
($86,066,000.00)
{$82,676,000.00)
{$82,676,000.00)
(378,511,000.00)
($73,736,000.00)
($73,736,000.00)
{$73,736,000.00)
($72,786,000.00)
($66,416,000.00)
($63,141,000.00)
{$60,591,000.00)
($56,501,000.00)
($56,501,000.00)
{$56,501,000.00)
{355,606,000.00)
($49,411,000.00)
($51,001,000.00)
($77,111,000.00)
{$78,966,000.00)
($78,968,000.00)
($78,966,000.00)
{$89,886,000.00)
{$83,536,000.00)
($109,681,000.00)
($105,333,000.00)
{$103,885,000.00)
($103,885,000.00)
($103,885,000.00)
{$101,952,000.00)
{$101,592,000.00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

5.2800%
5.2800%
5.26800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5 2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
§5.2800%
5.2800%
§.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%
5.2800%

5.2800%
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Interest

($12,787.28)
($12,623.01)
(312,125.81)
($12,125.81)
($11,514.95)
($10,814.61)
($10,814.61)
(510,814 61)
($10,675.28)

($9,741.01)

($9,260.68)

($8,886.68)

($6,286.81)

(58,286 81)

{$8,286.81)

(88,155 55)

($7,246 95)

($7,480.15)
($11,300.61)
($11,581.68)
($11,581.68)
($11,581.68)
{$13,183.28)
(312,251 .95)
($16,086.55)
($15,448.84)
($15,236.47)
(315,236 47)
($15,236.47)
($14,952.96)
($14,900.16)

(358,515.22)



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question Ne. 101(4)

Money Pool Statements - August 2007

POOL - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginning Balance

08/01/07
08/02/07
0B/O3/07
(8104/07
08/05/07
08/06/07
08/07/07
(8/08/07
08109/07
0B8/10/07
08/11/07
08/12/07
08/13/07
a8/14/07
0B/15/07
0816107
08M17/07
08/18/07
08/19/07
08/20/07
08121/07
08/22/07
0B/23/07
08/24/07
08/25/07
0812607
08/27/07
08/28/07
08/29/07
08/30/07
08/31/07

9,670,000.00

13,585,000.00

6,380,000.00

1,163,000.00

24,985,000 00

265,000.00

56,068,000.00

Credit

2,250,000.00
12,240,000.00
§75,000.00

1,570,000.00
2,945,000.00
5,303,000.00
3,820,000.00
1,635,000.00

2,935,000.00
3,295,000.60

4,860,000.00

1,928,000.00
6,575,000.00

3,584,000.00

3,206,000.60

10,834,000.00
7,270,000.00

75,225,000.00

Balance

{$101,592,000.00)
($99,342,000 00)
($87,102,000.00)
($86,127,000.00)
(386, 127,000.00)
($66,127,000.00)
{$84,557,000.00)
($81,612,000.00)
($76,309,000.00)
($72,489,000.00)
($70,854,000.00)
($70,854,000.00)
($70,854,000.00)
($67,919,000.00)
($64,624,000.00)
($74,294,000 00)
(369,434,000.00)
($83,019,000.00)
(383,019,000.00})
($83,019,000.00)
($81,091,000.00)
($74,516,000.00)
(380,506,000.00)
($77,322,000.00)
($78,485,000.00)
($78,485,000.00)
(578,485,000.00)

{$103,480,000.00})

(5100,274,000.00}

($100,539,000.00)
($89,705,000.00)
(582,435,000.00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
6.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%
5.2400%

5.2400%
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Interest

($14,459.78)
($12,678.18)
{$12,536.26)
($12,536.28)
($12,536.26)
($12,307.74)
($11,879.08)
($11,107 20)
($10,551.18)
($10,313.18)
($10,313.19)
{$10,313.19)

($9,885.99)

($9,406.38)
($10,813.90)
{$10,106.50)
($12,083.88)
($12,083.88)
($12,083.88)
($11,803.25)
($10,846.22)
{$11,776.32)
(311,254 65)
($11,423.93)
($11,423.93)
{$11,423.93)
($15,062.09)
($14,595.44)
($14,634.01)
($13.057.06)
($11,998.87)

(367,295.62)



Money Pool Statements - September 2007
POOL. - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginning Balance

09/01/07
09/02/07
08/03/07
09/04/07
09/05/07
09/08/07
08/07/07
09/08/07
09/09/07
oo/1o/07
09/11/07
0812107
09/13/07
09/14/07
09/16/07
08/16/07
0917107
09/18/07
09/19/07
08/20/07
09/21/07
09/22/07
09/23/07
09/24/07
09/25/07
09/26/07
08/27/07
09/28/07
08/28/07
09/30/07

2,100,000.00

587,000.00

12,781,0600.00

6,032,000.00
26,746,000 00
17,065,0600.00

65,311,000.00

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Credit

2,292,000.00
3,510,000.00
1,550,000.060

2,130,000.00
3,890,000.00
3,415,000.00
7,480,000.60
3,700,000.00

3,660,000.00
2,525,000.00

2,120,000 00

1,925,000.00
4,008,000.00

42,213,000.00

Balance

($82,435,000 00)
($82,435,000.00)
{$82,435,000.00)
($82,435,000.00)
($84,535,000.00)
(382,243,000.00)
{$78,733,000.00)
($77,163,000.00)
($77,183,000.00)
($77,183,000.00)
($75,053,000.00)
{$71,163,000.00)
(367,748,000.00)
($60,258,000.00)
($56,558,000.00)
($56,558,000.00)
($56,558,000.00)
($57,145,000.00)
($53,485,000.00)
($50,860,000.00)
($63,741,000.00)
(361,621,000.00)
(361,621,000.00)
($61,621,000.00)
($67,653,000.00)
($94,399,000.00)
($111,464,000.00)
($109,539,000.00)
($105,533,000.00)
($105,533,000.00)
($105,533,000 00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%
5.6200%

5.6200%
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Rives

Interest

(312,869.02)
($12,869.02)
(512,869 02)
($13,196.85)
($12,839.05)
($12,291.10)
($12,049.12)
($12,049.12)
($12,049.12)
($11,716.61)
($11,109.34)
($10,576.22)
($9,406.94)
(38,829.33)
($8,829.33)
(38,829.33)
($8,820.47)
($8,349.60)
($7,955.42)
($9,950.68)
($9,619.72)
(39,619 72)
(39,619.72)
($10,561.39)
($14,736.73)
(317,400 77)
($17,100.26)
($16,474.87)
($16,474.87)
($16,474.87)

(355,638.11)



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Money Paol Statements - October 2007

POOL - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginning Balance

10/01/07
10102107
10/03/07
10/04/0G7
10/05/07
10/06/07
10/07/07
10/08/07
10/08/07
10/10/07
10/11/07
10112107
10/13/07
10/14/07
10/15/07
10/16/07
10/17/07
10/18/07
10/18/07
10/20/07
10/21/07
10/22/07
10/23/07
10/24/07
10/25/07
10/26/07
10/27/07
10/28/07
10/29/07
10/30/07
10/31/07

5,470,000.00

11,487,000.00

14,635,000.00

9,053,000.00

41,000,000.00

81,625,000.00

Credit

5,255,000.00
1,675,000 00
14,523,000.00
1,805,000.00

1,034,000 00
10,218,000.00
6,304,000.00
2,300,000.00

5,027.000.00
3,056,000 00

4,818,000 00

7,285,000 00
2,335,000.00

525,000.00
2,165.000.00

4,520,000 00
2,585,000 00

75,550,600.00

Balance

($105,533,000.00)
($111,003,000.00)
($105,748,000.00)
($104,073,000.00)
(389,550,000.00)
(387,745,000.00)
(387,745,000 00)
($87,745,000.00)
($87,745,000.00)
($86,711,000.00)
(376,493,000 00)
($70,189,000.00)
($67,889,000.00)
($67,889,000.00)
($67,889,000.00)
($79,356,000.00)
($74,329,000.00)
($71,273,000.00)
($85,908,000.00)
(880,990,000.00)
($80,990,000.00)
($80,990,000.00)
($90,043,000.00)
(382,748,000 00)
($80,413,000.00)
($121,413,000.00)
($120.888,000.00)
($120.888,000.00)
{$120,888,000.00)
{$118,723,000.00)
($114,203,000.00)
($111,608,000.00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5 0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%
5.0500%

5.0500%
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Rives

Interest

($15,571.25)
($14,834.09)
($14,599.13)
($12,561.88)
($12,308.67)
($12,308.67)
{($12,308.87)
($12,308.67)
{$12,163.63)
($10,730.27)

($9,845.96)

($9,523.32)

($9,523.32)

{$9,523.32)
($11,131.88)
($10,426.71)

($9,998.02)
{$12,050.98)
{$11,361.10)
($11,361.10)
($11,361.10)
($12,631.03)
{$11,607.71)
{$11,280.186)
($17,031.55)
($16,957.90)
($16,957.80)
($16,957.90)
($16,654.20)
{$16,020.14)
{$15,656.12)

(397,556.35)



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Money Poo! Statements - November 2007

POOL. - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginning Balance

110107
11/02/07
1103107
11/04/07
11/05/07
11/08/07
1107167
11/08/07
11/08/07
14/10/07
111107
11412107
11/13/07
1114107
1115107
11/16/07
1417107
1118107
1119/07
11/20/07
1121107
1122107
11/23/07
11/24/07
11/25/07
11/26/07
1127107
11/28/07
11/29/07
11/30/07

180,000.00

3,305,000.00

4,205,000.00

27,100,000.00

29,100,000.00

63,880,000.00

Credit

8,100,000.00

7,909,000.00
1,340,000.00
4,480,000.00
3,633,000 00

887,000.00
7,240,000.00

4,495,000.00

3,680,000.00

33,755,000.00
3,376,000.00
1,271,000.00
2,200,000.00
3,017,000.00

85,383,000.00

Balance

{$111,608,000.00)
(3111,788,000.00)
{$103,688,000.00)
($103,688,000.00)
{$103,688,000.00)
(895,779,000.00)
(594,439,000 00)
($89,959,000.00)
($86,326,000.00)
($89,631,000.00)
($89,631,000.00)
($89,631,000.00)
($89,631,000.00)
($88,744,000.00)
(381,504,000 00)
(385,709,000.00)
(381,214,000.00)
($81,214,000.00)
($81,214,000.00)
($108,314,000.00)
($104,634,000.00)
($133,734,000.00)
($133,734,000.00)
($133,734,000.00)
($133,734,000.00)
($133,734,000.00)
($99,979,000.00)
{§96,503,000 00)
($95,332,000.00)
{$93,132,000.00)
{890,115,000.00)

{21,493,000.00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

4 .7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4 7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4. 7200%
4 7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4 7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%
4.7200%

4.7200%
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Rives

Interest

($14,656.65)
{$13,594.65)
(513,594 65)
($13,594.65)
{$12,557.69)
{$12,382.00)
{$11,794.62)
($11,318.30)
{$11,751.62)
($11,751.62)
($11,751.62)
($11,751.62)
{$11,635.32)
{$10,686.08)
{$11,237.40)
($10,648.06)
($10,648.06)
{$10,648.06)
{$14,201.17)
{$13,718.68)
($17,534.01)
($17,534.01)
($17.534.01)
{$17,534.01)
($17,534 01)
($13,108.36)
($12,665.73)
($12,499.08)
{$12,210.64)
{$11,815.08)

(393,891.46)



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Money Pool Statements - December 2007

POOL - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginning Balance

12/01/07
12/02/07
12/03/07
12/04/07
12105/07
12/08/07
12/07/07
12/08/07
12/09/07
12/10/07
12111107
12/12/07
12113107
12714107
12/15/07
12/16/07
12117107
12/18/07
12/19/07
12/20/07
1221107
12122107
12/23/07
1224107
12/25/07
12/26/07
12127107
12128/07
12/29/07
12/30/07
12/31/07

2,235,0600.00

29,220,000.00
6,600,000.00

3,906,000.00

41,961,000.00

Credit

665,000 00
547,000 .00
18,700,000 00
5,589,000.00

2,940,000.00
1,455,000.00
4,348,000.00
2,220,000.00
3,329,000 00

1,760,000.00
3,313,800.00
3,223,000.00

2,145,000.00
2,100,000.00

1,500,000 00

53,834,800.00

Balance

(390,115,000 00)
(390,115,000.00)
(390,115,000.00)
($89,450,600.00)
($88,903,000.00)
($70,203,000.00)
(364,614,000.00)
($66,849,000.00)
(366,849,000.00)
($66,849,000.00)
($63,909,000.00)
(362,454,000.00)
($58,106,000.00)
(355,886,000.00)
(352,557,000.00)
(852,557,000.00)
($52,557,000.00)
($50,797,000.00)
($47,483,200.00)
($44,260,200.00)
($73,480,200.00)
($80,080,200.00)
($80,080,200.00)
($80,080,200.00)
($80,080,200.00)
($80,080,200.00)
($83,986,200.00)
($81,841,200.00)
($79,741,200.00)
($79,741,200.00)
($79,741,200.00)
($78,241,200.00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4 7500%
4.7500%
4.7500%
4 7500%
4 7500%

4.7500%
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Rives

interest

($11.880.17)
{$11,890.17)
{$11,802.43)
($11,730.26)
($9,262.90)
($8,525.46)
{$8,820.35)
{$8,820.35)
($8,820.35)
($8,432.44)
($8,240.46)
($7,666.76)
{$7,373.85)
($6,934.80)
($6,934.60)
(86,934.60)
($6,702.38)
($6.265.14)
($5,839.89)
{$9,695.30)
($10,566.14)
($10,566.14)
($10,566.14)
($10,566.14)
($10,566. 14}
{($11,081.51)
($10,798.49)
($10,521.41)
($10,521.41)
($10,521.41)
($10,323 49)

(289,180.88)



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Money Pool Statements - January 2008

POOL. - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginning Balance

01/01/08
01/02/08
01/03/08
01/04/08
01/05/08
(1/06/08
01/07/08
01/08/08
01/09/08
01/10/08
G1/11/08
01/12/08
01/13/08
01/14/08
01/15/08
01/16/08
G1/17/08
1/18/08
01/19/08
(1/20/08
01/21/08
G1/22/08
01/23/08
01/24/08
01/25/08
01/26/08
01/27/08
(11/28/08
01/20/08
01/30/08
01/31/08

8,000,000.00

63,460,000.00

24,012,000.00

95,472,000.00

Credit

1,700,000.00
9,575,000.00
8,950,006.00

3,030,000.00
2,013,000.60
3,830,000.00
2,845,000.00

336,000.00

4,605,000.00

9,030,000.00
6,580,000.00
1,820.000.00

13,275,600.00
6,580,000 00

6,223,000.00
2,530,000.00
6,840,000.00
10,780,000.00

100,562,000.00

Balance

($78,241,200.00)
($78,241,200.00)
($76,541,200.00)
($66,966,200.00)
(358,016,260.00)
($58,016,200.00)
($58,016,200.00)
(354,986,200.00)
($52,973,200.00)
($49,143,200 00)
($46,298,200.00)
($45,962,200.00)
($45,962,200.00)
{$45,962,200.00)
($41,457,200.00)
($49,457,200.00)
($40,427,200.00)
($33,837,200.00)
{$31,917,200.00)
($31,917,200.00)
($31,917,200.00)
($31,917,200.00)
($95,377,200.00)
($82,102,200.00)
($75,512,200.00)
($99,524,200.00)
(899,524,200.00)
($99,524,200.00)
(393,301,200.00)
($90,771,200.00)
($83,931,200.00)
($73,151,200.00)

{5,090,000.00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

4.9800%
4.9800%
4.9800%
4.8800%
4.8800%
4.9800%
4.9800%
4 9800%
4.9800%
4.9800%
4.5800%
4.9800%
4.9800%
4 8800%
4.9800%
4 9800%
4.9800%
4,9800%
4 9800%
4 9800%
4 9800%
4 9800%
4.8800%
4.9800%
4.8800%
4.9800%
4.8800%
4 9800%
4.9800%
4.8800%
4.9800%

4.9800%
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interest

($10,823.37)
{$10,588.20)
($9,263.66)
($8,025.57)
($8,025.57)
($8,025.57)
($7,606.42)
($7,327.96)
($6,798.14)
($6,404.58)
($6,358.10)
{$6,358.10)
($6,358.10)
(35,734 .91)
($6,841.58)
($5,592.43)
($4,680.81)
($4,415.21)
{$4,415.21)
(34,415.21)
($4,415.21)
($13,193.85)
($11,35747)
($10,445.85)
($13,767.51)
($13,767.51)
($13,767.51)
($12,906.67)
($12,556.68)
{$11,610.48)
($10,119.25)

{265,966.69)



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Money Pool Statements - February 2008

POOL - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginning Balance

02/01/08
02/02/08
(2/03/08
02/04/08
02/04/08
02/05/08
02/06/08
02/07/08
02/08/08
02/09/08
02110/08
02/11/08
02/12/08
02/13/08
02/14/08
02/15/08
02/16/08
0217108
02/18/08
02/19/08
02/20/08
02/21/08
02/22/08
02/23/08
02/24/08
02125108
02/26/08
02727108
02/28/08
02/29/08

3,120,000 00

28,765,000.00

13,420,000.00

24,135,000.00

69,380,000.00

Credit

8,385,000 .00

750,000.00
4,880,000.00
4,520,000.00
6,150,000.00
7.470,000.00
3,258,000 .00

1,445,000 00

12,6815,000.00
5,025,000.00

7,000,000.00

13,740,000.60

8,162,000.00
7,325,000.00
3,837,000 00

660,000 00

96,342,000.00

Balance

($73,151,200.00)
{$63,756,200.00)
(§63,756,200.00)
($63,756,200.00)
(363,006,200.00)
($58,116,200.00)
($53,596,200.00)
($47,446,200.00}
($39,976,200.00)
($36,718,200.00)
($36,718,200.00)
{$36,718,200.00)
($35,273,200.00)
($35,273,200 00)
(822,658,200 .00)
($17,633,200.00)
{$20,753,200.00}
($20,753,200.00)
($20,753,200.00)
($20,753,200.00)
(313,753,200.00)
{$42,458,200.00)
($28,718,200.00)
($42,138,200.00)
(342,138,200.00)
($42,138,200.00)
(366,273,200.00)
(§58,111,200.00)
($50,786,200.00)
(346,849,200.00)
($46,189,200.00}

(26,962,000.00)

AVG
Debt
Rate

3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%

3.0800%
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Interest

($5,454.70)
($5,454.70)
($5.,454.70)
$0.00
(34,972.16)
(34,585.45)
(54,059.29)
($3,420.19)
(33,141 45)
(33,141.45)
($3,141.45)
($3,017.82)
($3.017.82)
($1,938.53)
($1,508.62)
($1,775.55)
($1,775.55)
($1,775 55)
(81,775.55)
($1,176.66)
($3,632.53)
($2,457.00)
($3,605.16)
($3,605.16)
(53,605.16)
($5,670.04)
($4,971.74)
($4,345.04)
($4,008.21)
($3,951.74)

{100,438.97})



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

oney Pool Statements - March 2008

POOL - LGE

Date

Debit

Beginining Balance

03/01/08
03/02/08
03/03/08
03/04/08
03/05/08
03/06/08
03/G7/08
03/08/08
)3/09/08
03/10/08
03/11/08
03/12/08
03/13/08
03/14/08
03/15/08
03/16/08
03/17/08
03/18/08
03/19/08
(:3/20/08
(3/21/08
03/22/08
03/23/08
03/24/08
03/25/08
03/26/08
03127108
03/28/08
03/29/08
03/30/08
03/31/08

275,000.00

10.415,600.00

102,000,000.00

40,000,000.00
18,353,000.00

1,115,000.00
17,815,000.00

189,973,000.00

Credit

8,885,000.00
4,747,000.00
6,760,000.00
11,220,000 00
9,110,000 00

3,988,000.00
6,800,000.00

2,500,000.00
435,000.00

3,465,000.00
6,813,000.00
40,000,000.00

14,820,000.00

6,303,000.00

2,130,000.00

128,076,000.00

Balance

($46,189,200.00)
($46,189,200.00)
($46,189,200.00)
($37,304,200.00)
($32,557,200.00)
(325,797,200.00)
($14,577,200.00)
($5,467,200.00)
($5,467,200.00)
($5,467,200.00)
(§1,479,200.00)
($1,754,200 00)
$5,145,800.00
$7,645,800.00
$8,080,800.00
$8,080,800.00
$8,080,800.00
($2,334,200.00)
$1,130,800.00
$7,943,800.00
($54,056,200.00)
($54,056,200.00)
($54,056,200 00)
($54,056,200 00)
($79,236,200 00)
($97,588,200.00)
($91,286,200.00)
($92,401,200.00)
($110,216,200.00)
($110,216,200.00)
{$110,216,200.00)
{$108,086,200.00)

61,897,000.00

AVG
Debt
Rate

3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3 .0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3 0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0B00%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%
3.0800%

3.0800%
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Interest

($3,951.74)
{($3,951.74)
($3,191.58)
($2,785.45)
($2,207.09)
($1,247.16)
(3467.75)
($467.75)
{$467.75)
{$126.55)
{($150.08)
$440.25
$654.14
$691.36
$691.36
$691.36
($198.70)
$96.75
$679.64
($4,624 81)
{54,624 81)
{34,624.81)
($4,624.81)
($6,779.10)
($8,349.30)
($7.810.04)
($7.905.44)
($9,429.61)
($9,429.61)
(39,429 B1)
{39,247 37)

(102,148.80)



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)

Money Pool Statements - April 2008
POOL - LGE

Date Debit Credit

Beginning Balance

04/01/08 3,040,000.00
04/02/08 3,800,000.00
04/03/08 58,650,000.00 66,200,000.00
(4/04/08 66,200,000.00 3,620,000 00
04/05/08

04/06/08

04/07/08 4,613,000.00
04/08/08 2,616,000.00
04/0B/08 117,600.00
(4/09/08 6,265,000.00
04/10/08 2,767,000.00
04/11/08 2,117,000.00
04/12/08

04/13/08

04/14/08 1,242,000.00

04/15/08 690,000.00
04/16/08 §,119,000.00
04/17/08 5,220,000.00
04/18/08 2,340,000.00

04/19/08

Q4/20/08

04/21/08 767,000.00
04/22/08 11,805,000.00

04/23/08 5,860,000.00
04/24/08 3,195,000.00
04/25/08 32,435,000.00

04/26/08

04/27/08

04/28/08 175,000.00
04/25/08 1,266,000.00
04/30/G8 3,267,000.00

172,672,000.60 122,683,000.00

Balance

($108,086,200.00)
{$105,046,200.00)
{($101,246,200.00)

($93,696,200.00)
{$156,276,200 00}
($156,276,200 00}
{$156,276,200.00)
{$151,663,200.00)
{$149,048,200.00)
{$148,931,200.00)
($142,666,200.00)
{$139,899,200.00)
($137,782,200.00)
{$137,782,200.00)
{$137,782,200.00)
{$139,024,200 00}
{$138,334,200.00)
{$132,215,200.00)
{$125,995,200.00)
{$128,335,200.00)
($128,335,200.00)
($128,335,200.00)
($127,628,200.00)
{$139,433,200.00)
($133,543,200.00)
{$130,348,200.00)
{$162,783,200.00)
{$162,783,200.00)
{$162,783,200.00)
($162,608,200.00)
{$161,342,200.00)
{$158,075,200 00)

49,989,000.00

AVG
Debt
Rate

2.8300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2 6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.6300%
2.8300%
2.6300%

2.6300%
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Interest

($7,674.21)
(87,396 60)
($6,845.03)
($11,416.84)
($11,416 84)
(311,416 84)
($11,079.84)
$0.00
($10,880.25)
($10,422 56)
(310,220 41)
($10,065 76)
($10,065.76)
($10,065.76)
($10,156 49)
($10,106.08)
($9,659.05)
($9,204.65)
($9,375.60)
($9,375.60)
($9,375.80)
($9,323.95)
($10,186.37)
(39,756.07)
($9,522.66)
($11,892.22)
($11,892.22)
($11,892.22)
($11,879.43)
($11,786.94)
($11,548.27)

(305,900.12)



Louisville Gas and Electric Company - Test Year

April 2008 - reacquire

harch 2008 « 2007/ S31M and
reacquire Serigs HH 20078 §25.2M Movember 2007
Louisviile Gas & Electric Company $40M bonds bonds additions
G/l Acgl# Coupon Elrieard 4/30/2008
Pofution Gontrol Bends

221128 May 1, 2027 Senes Y Variable $ 25,000,000 s 25,000,000
221129 August 1, 2030 Series Z Variable 83,335,000 83,335,600
221130 September 1, 2027 Series AA Varable 10,104,000 10,104,000
2212680/ 221180 September 1, 2026 Series BA Vanable CURRENTY 22,500,000 22,500,000
221281 /221181 September 1, 2026 Senes CC Varable CURRENT 27,500,000 27,500,000
2212827221182 NMovemnber 1, 2027 Senes DD Variable CURRENT 35,600,000 35,000,000
221283/ 221183 November 1, 2027 Senes EE Variabie CURRENT 35,600,600 35,600,000
221189 Cetoper 1, 2032 Sertes FF Variable 41,665,000 41,665,000
221180 Oclober 1, 2033 Series GG Vanable 128,600,000 128,000,000

221184 Febnsary 1, 2038 Senes HH Vanable 44,000,000 {$40,000,000} .

221125 June 1, 2033 20074 vanable 31,000,000 ($31,000,000) E

221126 June i, 2033 20078 Variabie 35,200,000 (35,200,000} -
221127 June 1, 2033 2007 A Vanable 60,000,000 60,000,000

Nolgs Pavable lg Fidelia

2230062 10 Year, issued 4/30/03 4.550% 106,060,000 106,000,000
223002 10 Year, issued 81503 5.310% 100,000,000 106,000,00G
223062 8 Year, Issued 1/15/04 4.390% 25,000,000 25,000,000
223002 30 Year, 1ssued 4/13/2007 §5.980% 70,600,600 70,060,000
223002 25 Year, issued 4/13/2007 5.930% 68,000,000 £8,000,000
223002 15 Year, issued 11/26/2007 5720% - 547,000,000 47,006,000
Total Long-Term Debt S 937304000 5 (40,000,000} $ {66,200,000) 5§  47,600800 878,104,000

Reacquired Bonds $ (106,206,000)
Noles Payabie Barrowings $ 47,000,000

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 101(4)
Page 20 of 32
Rives
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Repurchased Bonds
Existing Bond
Coupon Amount Insurer | Conversion Date
Louisville Gas & Electric Company
February 1, 2035 Series HH  Variable 40,000,000 Ambac 3/24/2008
June 1, 2033 2007A Variable 35,200,000 Ambac 4/4/2008
June 1, 2033 20078 Variable 31,000,000 Ambac 4/4/2008
Total - LG&E 106,200,000
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Sizemors, Tina

Tuesday, December 34. 2007 519 PM

From: Dickson. Gloria

Sent:

To: Sizemore, Tina

Subject: FW Figelia Loan (o LG&E
From: Vhedmar, John

Sent: Thursday, Novernber 29, 2007 10:06 AM

To: Dickson, Glaria

Ca Anderson, Rhonua

Subject: FW: Fittelia Loan to LGRE

Aftached are the details of the $47 milion LG&E borrowing of 11/26/07 Rhonda will forward a copy of the loan agreement
to you when the signed copy is returned to us from Fidefia The $50 million borrowing from Fidelia which you referred to
was for EON U8 and was also made on 11/26/7 | assume that you only need to be informet of botrowings by the
utilitias. Let me know if thatl is not correct

From:
Sent:
To:
Ce:

Subject:

Wiedmar, lohn

Tuesday, November 20, 2607 10:07 AM

‘Marse, Claire"; 'fidelia corp@verizon. net'

‘tiocba. Helntzen@eon com'’; ‘Wunderlich, Barbara'; Rives, Brad; Fencig, John; Arbough, Dan; Lastey, Diane; Newton, Greicher;
Dickson, Giona; Garrett, Chris; Petre, Alex: Horne, Elliott

Fidella Loan to LGAE

On November 26th, LG&E will borrow a $47 rniltion 15 year intercompany loan from Fidella Details of the loan are

provided below:

Principat: $47,000,000

Maturity Date; November 26, 2022

interest Payment Dales: May 26th and November 26th of each year

interes! Rate: Fixed at 5 72% (10 yr lreasury rate of 4 05% + spread of 1 63%)

Unsecured ioan

Piease let me know if you need additional informatlon

Rives
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Bank of America
EONUS. LLC
Previous Day Wire Report

, Customer Connection ABA: 111000012, US Dolfar (USD) Accanunty

|37q1099”3 L(}dls\ille Gas and Electric Funding Last Updated: 12/05/2007 05,05 CST
Bretuit €T
Amount  Customer Bank Immediate 1 flay Floar 24 Day Float
Relerence Reference Availability

INCOMING MONEY TARANS

CREDIT

GGo0000000 DO370156343 47,000 000 00 00 g
E TYPEWIRE IN DATE: 071126 TIME 1151 ET
TRN:2007 112600156343 SEQ:071126012080/001459
ORIG:FIDELIA 2751 CENTERVILLE {D.FIDELIACORPORATI
SND BK:US BANK N A 10:0041000022 PMT DET:0711260
12080 LOUISVILLE GAS ELECTRIC CO W20071126UAJ005
12HEO00: 00 [EHERLERTLY 00310155313 1,290.000.00 D.O0 O ou
WIRE TYPE:WIRE IN DATE 071120 TIME! 1149 ET
TRN:Z0071126001553103 SEQ:071126011842/001283
ORIGLOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTR ID:000000492724505
SND BRU S BANK N A ID:042100175 PMT DET:D7 11260
11B48 iIHBCODE LGE .GE
1+],BR3 3a Q0CLOBR000 (O3 7678881 111,585 34 000 0003
WIRE TYPE:WIRE IN DATE: 071126 TiME 1254 ET
TRN:2007112600178881 SEG 1850000330404351504
ORIG:DYNEGY POWER MARKETING (N ID:CD0005527851
SND BK.JPMORGAN CHASE BANK N A 1D:0002 PMT DET:C
AP QOF 07111426 2776086
G2.000 00 000000000 QO370158641 02.044.00 000 000
WIRE TYPEWIRE iN DATE: 071126 TIME: 1157 ET
TEN:2007 112600158641 SEQ:D461300330Z01336281
RIG LOUISVILLE GAS AND LIGHT SND BKLIPMORGAN GHAS
E BANK N A 100002 PMT DET:WRE OF O7/11/26 IKBCO

DE-{GE-LGE
TOTAL 48403 885 34 # of ltems: 4 48,403,885 34
INCOMING INTERNL MONEY TRNSFR
36,761 34 DU00000000 00370163655 36,701 34 000 0.0

WIRE TYPE:BOOK IN DATED7 1126 TIME 1207 ET
TRN:2007 112600161655 SNOR REF WM138 112607
ORIGAEMOPERATING
TOTAL 36.761 34 £ of llgrms: I 36,761.34
TOTAL CREDITS

48,530,646 68 # of tams: 5 48,530,046 0k
Detai) Debits
Amount Cusiomer Bank Immediate I Day Flaat 2+ Day Float
Reference Relerence Avallability

Repart Creatsd By: Tina Slremore Page 1 Repon Cregled: 12/052007 (740 CST






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 102
Responding Witness: S, Bradford Rives
Q-102. With reference to pages 21-27 and Exhibit 2, please provide the quarterly
capitalization amounts and ratios, including and excluding short-term debt, for
the past three years for LG&E. Please provide the data in both hard copy and

electronic (Microsoft Excel) formats, with all data and formulas intact.

A-102. See attached. The requested information is being provided on CD.



Louisville Gas and Electnc Company
Case No. 2008-00252

Altorney General Question Na. 102

Responding Witness: S. Bradford Rives

“0G0 Omitled”

Seplember 30, 2005 December 31, 2005 March 31, 2006 June 30, 2006 September 3G, 2006 December 31, 2006

Line Na. Type of Capital Amount Ratio Amaunt Ratio Amgount Ratio Amount Ratio Amount Ratio Amount Rafip
1 tong-Term Debt S 820554 4110% 3 B820,554 2B.96% § 820554 42.10% $ 820,554 42.85% § 819,304 4172% § 815,304 39.93%
2 Short-Term Debt 56,585 2.83% 141,245 6.71% 41,525 2.13% 8a8 0.05% 52,337 2.67% 67.824 3131%
3 Prefarred Stock 70425 3.53% 70,425 3.34% 70,425 361% 70,425 3.68% 70,425 3.59% 70,425 3.43%
4 Commeon Equity 1,048,808 52.54% 1074070 50.99% 1,016,417 52.16% 1,023,214 53.42%  1.021,550  52.02% 1,094,134 53.33%
5 Total Capitalization  § 1,996,382 100.00% $ 2,106,284 100.00% 5 1,948,821 100.00% $ 1,815,081 100.00% $ 1963616 100.00% 3 2051687 100.00%

March 31, 2007 June 30, 2007 September 30, 2007 December 31, 2007 March 31, 2008 June 34, 2008

Line No.  Type of Capital Amount Ratia Amount Ratio Arount Ratio Amount Ratip Asmaunt Ratio Amount Ratio
1 Long-Term Debt $ 818304 4089% $ 837304 44.42% $ 937304 4321% 3 984,304 4426% % 944304 43.09% 3 853,104 38.70%
2 Short-Term Debt 24 117 1.20% 87,186 4.13% 105,533 4£.87% 78,241 3.52% 108,086 4.93% 188,104 8.53%
3 Preferred Stock 70,425 3.51% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00%
4 Common Equity 1,088,832 5440% 1,085393 5145% 1,126,335  51.82% 1,161,164 52.22% 1,138,880 51.98% 1163475 52.77%
5 Total Capitalization  § 2,003,678 100.00% $ 2,109,888 100.00% $ 2,169,172 100.00% S5 2,223,708 100.00% $ 2,191,270 100.00% 3 2,204,683 100.00%

Note 1: Total long-term debt includes the short-term portion of long-term debt.
Naote 2: The above amounts do not include mmputed debt from the purchased power agreemenis.

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 102
Page 1 of 2
Rives



Louisville Gas and ziectric Company
Case Ne. 2008-00252

Attorney General Question No. 102

Responding Witness: 5. Bradford Rives

*000 Omitted”

September 30, 2005 December 31, 2005 March 31, 2006 June 30, 2006 September 30, 2006 December 31, 2006

Une No.  Type of Capital Amount Ratio Amournt Ratia Amount Ratio Amournt Ratio Amount Ratio Amournit Ratio
1 Long-Term Debt $ 820554 4230% S 820554 41.76% $ 820,554 43.02% 5 820,554 42.87% $ B19,304 42.87% § 819304 41.30%
2 Short-Term Debt - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00%
3 Preferred Stock 70,425 3.63% 70,425 3.58% 70,425 3.65% 70,425 3.68% 70,425 3.68% 70,425 3.55%
4 Common Eguity 4,048,808  54.07% 1,074,070 54.66% 1,016,417  53.28% 1,023,214  53.45% 1,021,550 53.45% 1,084,134  55.15%
5 Total Capitalization ~ $ 1,839,787 100.00% $ 1,965,049 100.00% $ 1,907,396 100.00% $ 1,914,193 10000% § 1,911,279 100.00% % 1,983,863 100.00%

March 31, 2007 June 3¢, 2007 September 306, 2007 December 31, 2007 March 31, 2008 June 30, 2008

Line No.  Type of Capital Amount Ratio Amount Ratio Amount Ratio Amournd Ratio Amount Ratio Amouni Ratio
1 tong-Term Debt $ 810,304 4139% 3 937,304 46.34% $ 037,304 4542% $ 084304 4588% § 944304 4533% § 853,104 42.30%
2 Shori-Term Debt - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00%
3 Preferred Stock 70,425 3.56% - 0.00% - 0.06% - 0.00% - 0.00% - 0.00%
4 Commen Equity 1,089,832  55.05% 1,085,399  53.86% 1,126,335 54.58% 1,161,164  54.12% 1,138,880 5467% 1,163475  57.70%
5 Total Capitalization $ 1,979,561 100.00% $ 2,022,703 100.00% $ 2,063639 100.00% 5 2,145468 100.00% 3 2,083,184 100.00% § 2,016,57¢ 100.00%

Note 1: Total long-term debt includes the short-term portion of lang-term debt.
Note 2: The above amounts do not include imputed debt frem the purchased power agreements.

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 102
Page2 of 2
Rives






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2607-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 103
Responding Witness: S. Bradford Rives

Q-103.  With reference to pages 21-27 and Exhibit 2, please provide (1) ali data, work
papers, source documents, and calculations used in computing the short-term
and long-term cost rates; (2) all details (issue date, debt amounts, underwriter,
underwriting spread, SEC filings, etc.) associated with all actual and pro forma
financings used in determining the Company’s short-term and long-term debt
cost rates; and (3) the methodology, computations, and associated work papers
used to compute the debt cost rates for pro forma long-term financings and for
short-term debt. Please provide the data in both hard copy and electronic
(Microsoft Excel) formats, with all data and formulas intact.

A-103. (1) See attachment to response to Question No. 101(1).
(2) See attached.

(3) There are no pro forma financings.



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 103(2)

Pagelof 1
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Louisville Gas & Electric Company
Long Term Debt
Pallytion Sordrol Bonds - Issue Date Debt Arnount Underwriter Uinderwriting Spread SEC Filings
Series Y - 2000 A JC BHQ/2005 § 25.000.00G 00 Morgan Stanley 059% NIA
Series Z - 2000 A TC BI1/2000 83,335.000 00 JP Morgan and Goldman 0 50% NIA
Series AA - 2001 A JC 9/11/200% 10.104.00G 00 Morgan Staniey 0 50% NIA
Series BB - 2001 A JC 3612002 22.500.000 00 UBS Paine Webber 0 40% NIA
Series GG - 2001 ATC 3/6/2002 27.500.000 00 UBS Paine Webber 040% NIA
Series DD - 2001 B JC 2002 35.000.000 00 URS Paing Webber 0 40% NS
Series EE - 2001 8 TC 32212002 35,000,000 00 UBS Paine Webber 0 40% NIA
Series FF - 2002 A TC 10/15/2642 41.665.000 00 UBS Paine Webher 0 35% NiA
Seres GG - 2003 A JC 112012003 128.000.000 B0 Morgan Sianley, 0 35% NIA
Wachovia. JP Mcrgan,
Bank of America
Sarles HH - 2005 A JC 4{13/2005 40.000.000 GG Goldman, UBS Faine 0 35% NiA
Webber
Series HH - 2005 A JC 4/13/2005 {40.000.000 00} Nia
JC2007A 3310 42612007 31.000.000 00 3P Morgan / Morgan 035% NiA
Stanley
JC2007A §31M 42612007 {31.000,600 00} NiA
JC20078 $35 2M 412612007 35.200.000.00 4P Morgan / Morgan 0 35% NiA
Stanlay
JC20078 §35.2M 412612007 {35.200.000 00) NiA
JC2007A $60M 4/26{2007 80,000,000.00 Citigroup / LaSalie 0 50% NiA
Total External Debt 5 468,104,000.00
Notes Payable o Fidelia Corp 4/30/2003 § 100,000,000 OD NIA
Notes Payable o Fidelia Corp 8/15/2003 100.000.000 80 N/A
Notes Payable to Fidelia Corp 11152004 25.000.000 GO NI
Notes Payabie to Fidelia Corp 411342007 70.000.000 60 NIA
Nolas Payabie to Fldelia Comp 4/13/2007 68.000.000 0O N/A
Noles Paysble to Fideliz Corp 1112812007 47,000.000.0C NIA
Total internal Debt $ 41000000000
Tatal Long Tesm Debt S 878,104,000.00

Short Term Debt
Payable to Associated Company (Money Pool)  N/A $ _158,075200.00






LOVUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 104
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-104. Please provide a fully executable computerized copy of the LG&E electric class

cost of service study in Microsoft Excel format. In this response provide all
linked files.

A-104. See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.






Q-105.

A-105.

LOUVISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 105
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Please provide all industry manuals, academic articles, text books, and other
authoritative sources supporting and discussing the “Modified Base-
Intermediate-Peak” methodology utilized by Mr. Seelye. This request does not
seck reference to the traditional Base-Intermediate-Peak method discussed for
example, in the NARUC Electric Cost Allocation Manual, but rather the
“modified” approach utilized by Mr. Seelye.

Mr. Seelye is unaware of any manuals, academic articles, text books, or other
sources that discuss the modified BIP methodology. The methodology was
developed by LG&E in the early 1980s and has been accepted by the
Commission in a number of rate cases as a guide for setting rates.






Q-106.

A-106.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 106
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Please explain and provide all workpapers and spreadsheets showing the
determination of the separation of electric Production plant between Base
(33.58%); Intermediate (39.97%), and Peak (26.45%) implicit in LG&E Seelye
Exhibit 26, page 1. In this response, explain the relevance or relationship with
LG&E Seelye Exhibit 25. Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft
readable electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

See the response to PSC- 2 Question No. 48 for the spreadsheet showing the
determination of the separation of Production plant between Base (33.58%);
Intermediate (39.97%), and Peak (26.45%) implicit in Seelye Exhibit 26, page
1. Seelye Exhibit 25 was used to time differentiate fixed costs in the cost of
service study, and is incorporated as a functional vector on page 1 ef seq. of
Seelye Exhibit 26. A hardcopy of the BIP worksheet is included in Seelye
Exhibit 25.






2Response to Question No. 107
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General

Dated August 27, 2008
Question No. 107

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-107. With regard to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, pages 66 and 68, Mr.
Seelye refers 1o his electric class cost of service study as “time differentiated™:

A-107.

a.

please explain and identify exactly the time periods that are differentiated,
what costs are differentiated by time periods, and provide each time period’s
allocated costs;

the 12-CP allocates costs based on 12 monthly peak demands. Does Mr.
Seelye consider the 12-CP method to be a time differentiated cost allocation
methodology?;

Would Mr. Seelye consider an allocation method that allocates annual
demand-related costs to classes based on the combined sum of the single
Winter Peak and single Summer Peak demands to be time differentiated?;
and,

please define “time differentiated cost of service study” as used in standard
industry practice.

The summer peak period is defined as weekdays from 10:00 a.m to 9:00
p.m., Eastern Standard Time. The winter peak period is defined as
weekdays from 8:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m., Eastern Standard Time. The off-
peak period is defined as all other hours. Fixed production costs are
assigned as summer peak period costs, winter peak period costs, or as non
time differentiated.

Although Mr. Seelye has not encountered such a methodology, it may be
possible to develop a time differentiated cost of service study that
incorporates a 12-CP approach.

Although Mr. Seelye has not encountered such a methodology, it may be
possible to develop a time differentiated cost of service study that allocates
annual demand-related costs to classes based on the combined sum of the
single Winter Peak and single Summer Peak demands.

A time differentiated cost of service study is a methodology that assigns a
portion of a utility’s costs to two or more costing periods. Although some

Seelye



2Response to Question No, 107
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methodologies are more appropriate than others, Mr. Seelye is unaware of
there being a universally accepted methodology for preparing a time-
differentiated cost of service study.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 108

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

(Q-108. Please provide a detailed explanation or definition of each external and internal
allocation and functionalization factor utilized in Mr. Seelye’s LG&E electric

class cost of service studies.

A-108. External and internal functional vectors are fully described on pages 43 through
45 of Seelye Exhibit 26. External and internal allocation vectors are fully

described on pages 52 through 60 of Seelye Exhibit 27.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 109
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-109. Please provide all workpapers, source documents, and electronic spreadsheets
showing the development of each external allocator (including functionalization
factors) utilized in Mr. Seelye’s LG&E electric class cost of service study. In
this response, provide the source for all data and the bases for any weightings.
Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable electronic format
(preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-109. See the response to PSC-2 Question No. 48. The requested information is being
provided on CD. Hardcopies are not being provided due to the volume of data
requested.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-60252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 110
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

(Q-110. For each KU and LG&E generating unit owned individually, jointly, or
partially, please provide the following:

names of owners (and ownership percentages),

type and fuels,

total nameplate (rated) capacity (MW),

total and individual company gross investment at 4/30/08,

total and individual company depreciation reserve at 4/30/08,

total and individual company annual test year depreciation expense,

gross KWH produced during the test year, and,

net (less station use) KWH produced during the test year.

g e o g

A-110. See attached. The requested information is being provided on CD.



Ownership Generator LGE Gross Taotal Gross LGE Bepr. Total Depr, Test Year Test Year
Percentage Nameplate Generator Nameplate Ownership {MW) Investment Investment Reserve Reserve Gross KWH | Net KWH
Generating Unit  {Owner | KU | LGE | Other Type Fuels | Ratings (MW} KU LGE Other 4/30/68 4/30/08 4/30/08 4/36/08 Produced Produced
Brown { KU 100% Conventional  {Coal 14 114
Brown 2 KU 190% Convestional  |Coal 180 180
Brown 3 KU 100% Convenuanat Coal 46 446
Brown 5 Foing 41 53% Conventtonal Gas 123 38 65 1 24,2008143% | § 45,189.37625 | § {5A47G,118.45}3 § (10,117.393.17} 16,529,060 16,529,060
Brown 6 Joint 622  38% Convestional  |Gas, Oil 177 1o 67 $ 2198876388 {5 5KB67.79166 | S {3.B42,849.36}] 5 (1162474577} 33,040,600 33,040,600
Brown 7 Joint 62% 38% Convenuanat Gas, Gil 177 1§13 &7 5 23050.484.45 | S SREB7223912 1 5 {6,352,29571)1 5 (§3,929.371 42 16,472,000 16,472,600
Brown 8 KU 100%: Conventionad Gas, Oil 126 126
Brown 9 KU 10636 Conventisnal Gas, Oit 126 126
Brown 10 KU 100%% Conventional Gas, it 126 126
Brown 11 t 1] 160%% Convent:onal Gas, il 126 126
Cane Run 4 LGE 160% Conventiona Caal 164 164 11 7051393298 | § 70,513,93298 | & {34,087.076.26} | § {34.087.576 28} {,158.601,000 1,069.612,000
Cane R 5 LGE 100%2 Conventianal Coal 69 B9 5 8985573612 | 5 9.855.736.12 | S {61,338,32897); § {61,338.325.97) 1,032,355,600 52,085,000
Cang Rua b LGE 100%% Conventsonal  |Coal m i S 13L,257.76520 {5 i31,257.76530 { § (BLBAS,7SB.2M) | S (BI.B4S7SRI3)}|  1,398,564.000 | 1.278,739.000
Dix Dam | Ky 100%a Convenional Hydro 9 9
DixDam 2 KU 10055 Conventignat Hvdio 9 9
Dix Dam 3 KU s Conventional Hydto G G
Ghent Ky 1008 Conveticral Conl 557 557
Ghent 2 Xy 190% Conventonal | Coad 356 556
Ghent 3 KU 100% Convenional  [Cosl 357 557
Ghent 4 Ry 100% Convantional Coal 556 356
Gireen River 3 KU 100% Conventtonal  |Coal 75 75
Green River 4 KU 190% Conventionai Coal 144 144
Haefling ( KU 0% Fuli Qutdoar Gas, Qil 2% FH
Haefling 2 KU 10033 Full Outdeor Gas, Git 2t 2
Haefling 3 KU 1% Fuil Chadoor Gas, Oif 2 21
Mill Creekt LGE 160%% Conveationat Coal 356 56 5 153,584.10900 | §  153,584,10000 1§ (102272009.95){ 5 {102.272.00995) 2.342,724.000 1 2116481006
Mtk Creek 2 LGE 100% Conveniianat Coal 56 356 $ 12197161391 |5 12897161391 1§ (75,700,938.31}1 5 {75.700.938 31} 2,204.699,060 1,958.898,060
Milt Creek 3 LGE 180% Conventianai Coal 463 563 § 27259051072 |5 272590,510.72 1 5 (13549897763} [ §  (135.198,977.63) 3.257,073,000 | 3.026,396.000
Mili Creek 4 LGE 100% Canventianai Coal 544 544 § 49402236280 | $ 49402236280 | 3 (22900515172} & (229,065,151.72) 3,573,430.660 | 3,290.531.600
Ohio Falls 1 LGE 1006%% Conventional Hydro ic HY 5 2073848150 | 3 2973848151 | 5 {1.361,462.79} ) 8 {1.563,962.79) 168,223,000 $64,130.000
Ohio Falls 2 LGE 106 Conventional  |Hydro He 16
Ofto Fadls 3 LGE 166% Conventionai  |Hydro 14 10
Qs Fafls 4 LGE 160%% Conveatianal Hydre 10 10
QOhio Fails § LGE 160% Conventionai Hydro 10 1]
GhipFails & LGE 100% Canvenuanal Hydro 10 Hy
OhioFalis 7 LGE 100%; Conventions! Hydzo 3 i3
Ohio Falis 8 LGE 100% Conventsonal Hydo 19 14
Paddys Run 13 Jcimt A7% 3% Convezitional Gas [¥1] 84 2] s 34,039,30231 | 5 6309792837 | § (1,892,193.76) | § {14,851.277.18) 18,272,000 28,276,000

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Quesiion No, 110
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Ownership Generator LGE Gross Total Gross LGE Depr, Total Depr. Test Year Test Year

Percentage Namepinte Generator Nameplate Ownership (MW} Investment Investment Reserve Reserve Gross KWH | Net KWH
Generating Unit  |Qwner | KU | LGE | Other Type Fuels | Ratings (MW) KU 1L.GE Other 4/36/08 4730108 #/30/08 4/36/08 Produced Produced
Trimble County 1 LGE 755  25%{Convenuonal  [Coal 365 425 141} 5 59844208370 | S 59844208370 | 5 (250.984.775.62)¢ 5 (230984775.62)] 3885594000 | 3,641206.000
Trimble County 5 Ioint 719 29% Conventional  |Gas 199 141 58 $ 13431523197 |5 63318703561 | S (3,649,553.34}8 8 (12,543.657.43) 34,039,660 34,030,000
Trimble County & foint Ti%e %% Conventional Gas {99 144 58 5 16705668358 ¢ § 55,909,98699 | § {3,.2iG,097.58} § (11,073,718 68} 26,168,600 26,168,060
Trimble County 7 Joint 63%{  37% Conventional  jGas 199 125 74 § 1932498246 15 5234131084 | S {2.566,228.70){ 5 (6.950.130.25) 35,318,000 38,318,000
Trimble County & Joim 63%  37% Convestional  Gas 199 125 14 S 1917372653 |5 SL9SLGAIAT IS {3.546,12436) | 5 (6,898,257.97) 56,397,000 56,397,000
Trimble County 9 Joint 63% 3% Convennonal  {Gas 199 125 ] §  319201,85849 {§  52,051,641.66 | S {2.464,978.66) | § (6,762,848.09) 53,223,000 51,723,000
Trimble County {0 Joim 63%% I Lonveanonal Gas 199 125 4 5 39,168, 77214 { 8 3202304569 i3 239057775 | § (6,497,712.31) 38.877,008 38 877,000
Tyrone 3 KU 100%% Conventional Coal 5 75
Cane Run i1 LGE 100% Convennonat  |Gas, Oil 16 16 1 2,796.929.16 | § 279692916 | § (190154694} | § (1,901,546.9%) 189,000 199,000
Paddy's Run {1 LGE 100%% Conventignal Gas 16 H 5 182621972 | § 1,826,2i1592 | § (1,705,526 51} § {1.705.526.51) 172,000 172,069
Paddy's Run 12 LGE 100%% Conventianal Gas 13 31 3 3,162,285.78 | S 3,162.28578 | S (3,282,253 89} 5 {3,282,251.89) 35006 35,000
Zom | LGE 100% Conventionti | Gas 18 18 5 1,901,09399 | % 190100398 | S (1,875,6067.45)] 5 (1,875,007 45) 263,000 263,000

{13 Gross, nel generation, investment, & deprectation Teserve reporied for Ohio Falls represents total plant. Gengranan is not reported on & per unit basis, and fixed asset costs are aot sesumnelaied on a per unit basis

{3 Investment and Depreciahan Reserve 1s shown for active ussts anly. This does not include structural components siilf in place, fand, and ARO costs assocuied with retsrod umits

{3) Depreciation sxpense 35 not tracked separately by unit. Tatal LGE praduction deprecration expense for the test yeas 15!

Stears $57,742,999

Hydro 5762679

Other Produchion §7423,757
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Response to AG-1 Question No. 111
Page 1 of 2
Conroy / Seelye

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 111
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Scelye

Q-111. Please provide the combined KU and LG&E generating order of dispatch by
unit and basis for this order of dispatch.

A-111. Please see the dispatch merit order listed below. The dispatch merit order
provided is based on unit assumptions at full load considering fuel and variable
costs, Actual dispatch merit order is determined dynamically in the Enerpy
Management System (EMS) based on heat rate curves and operating parameters
for each unit.



Response to AG-1 Question No. 111

TRIMBLE 1
SMITH 2

MILL CREEK 3
MIL.L CREEK 4
SMITH 1

MILL CREEK 1
MILL CREEK 2
GHENT 1
CANE RUNGB
GHENT 4
GHENT 3
CANE RUN 5
CANE RUN 4
BROWN 2
BROWN 3
BROWN f
GHENT 2
GRRIVER 4
TYRONE 3
GRRIVER 3
TRIMBLE 5
TRIMBLE 6
TRIMBLE 7
TRIMBLE 8
TRIMBLE 9
TRIMBLE 10
BROWN 6
BROWN 7
DYNEGY CT
BROWN 8
BROWN 9
BROWN 10
BROWN 11
BROWN 5
PADDYS RUN 13
PADDYS RUN 11
CANE RUN 11
PADDYS RUN 12
ZORN 1
HAEFLING
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 112
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye

Q-112. For each KU and LG&E generating unit, please provide hourly gross and net
output (peak or averape MW or MWH) for the period 5/1/07 through 4/30/08.
Please provide in hardcopy as well as in Microsoft readable electronic format
(preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-112. Please see the Microsoft Access database on the attached CD for the requested
information, which is being provided pursuant to a Petition for Confidential
Protection. Hardcopies are not being provided due to the volume of data
requested.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 113
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye
(Q-113. Please provide separately, KU and LG&E’s hourly purchased power (MWH) by
source for the period 5/1/07 through 4/30/08. In this response, exclude LG&E
purchases from KU, and KU purchases from LG&E. Please provide in
hardcopy as well as in Microsoft readable electronic format (preferably

Microsoft Excel).

A-113. See the response to Question No. 112.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No, 114
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye
(Q-114. Please provide hourly electric sales from KU to LG&E for the period 5/1/07
through 4/30/07. Please provide in hardcopy as well as in Microsoft readable

electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-114. See the response to Question No. 112.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 115
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye
Q-115. Please provide hourly electric sales from LG&E to KU for the period 5/1/07
through 4/30/08. Please provide in hardcopy as well as in Microsoft readable

electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-~115. See the response to Question No. 112,






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NQO. 2005-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 116
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye

Q-116. For each hour during the period 5/1/07 through 4/30/08, please provide the
following:

total combined KU and LG&E system load (MW),

KU and LG&E total load (MW) separately,

KU native load (MW) (define native load),

LG&E native load (MW) (define native load),

KU non-native load (MW), and,

LG&E non-native load (MW).

Please provide in hardcopy as well as in Microsoft readable electronic format

(preferably Microsoft Excel).

"o s oR

A-116. See the response to Question No. 112, Part (b) is not available. Part (e) and (f)
are for the combined system. Native load reflects requirements load served by
the Companies for which resources are planned, consistent with Integrated
Resource Planning.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-060252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 117
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye

Q-117. For each KU and LG&E generating unit, please provide all scheduled (planned)
outages (dates, time, and duration) by unit for the period 5/1/07 through
4/30/08.

A-117. Please see the attachment for the period requested, consistent with information
provided in the Company’s Fuel Adjustment Clause proceedings. Note that all
scheduled (planned) outages are indicated by an “S” and include both planned
and maintenance outages. All forced (unscheduled) outages are indicated by an
“F



Louisville Gas & Electric Company
Cang Run Unit #4 - Coal - 155 MW
May 2007 through Apr# 2008

Schedula vs Aclual

| Schedyled MARTERCTCE _Achal HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM { 10 | FROM i He) Schaduiad | Forcod 1 Aclual JFORCED QUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
Mav-07 F 5/2512007 22:05 512712007 13:14 39:.04 Washdawn of sulfur dinxide removat syslem
Jun-07 No Quiages » or = 6 Hours
Jul-g? F 7712087 1242 Tisl2087 22:20 3338 Thermal drain fine leak
F 71812007 23.07 7/20/2007 21:5% i 46:52 Siperheater bolier Wbe fallure
Augl7 F 8/31/2007 3:36 I 20:24 Safety valve repairs
Sep-07 F R 97412007 7:00 T.00 " * b
Oct-07 Ng Cutages » or =6 Hours
Nav-07 No Outzges = or % 6 How's
Dec-a7 5 9/29/2607 0:08 10/7/2007 15:00 12/1)2007 0:49 12741/2007 08  207.GC 239:17  Boter feed pump overhaul (Notice: scheduled in prior 6 mos. FAC; posiponed for actuzl cutage}
5 12/2342007 0:24 12/24/2007 3:26 1242372007 0:24 12/24/2007 3:26  27:02 27:02 Reheater boiler lube failure
8 12/26/2007 ©:42 1212712007 15:08 12/26/2007 9:42 1242712007 15:08  29:26 29:26 Rehester boller tube failure
Jan-0B F 1i25/2008 10:5% 14272008 19:28 56:30 Waterwall botler tube failure
feb-08 No Qutages > or » & Hours
Mar-08 F 3119/2008 19:47 Q12212008 14:28 63414 Waterwall bofler tube failure
F H2512008 6:09 372612008 11:20 2¢11 Waterwall boiter tube failure
F 3729/2008 19:46 e 52:14 Walarasl boiler tuba faikre
Apr-08 F e 47172008 7:23 7.23 " " " *
S 44112008 23:21 41312608 14:16 4/11/2008 23.21 4/13/2008 14:16 3855 38:55  Scrubber mist elinunaters
F 412352008 8:38 44252008 $:22 48:44 Waterwall boiler tube failura

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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Louisvile Gas & Etectric Cempany Schadula vs Actual
Cane Run Ynit 45 - Coal - 168 MW
May 2007 through April 20608
MANIENANCE,
Scheduled Actual HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM 1 k%) | FRCOM | TO Schaduled] Forced §  Actual IFORCED OUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May-07 F 57112007 20041 51812007 §:22 1241 induced draft fan molor
Jun-07 5 61212007 13:57 671072007 18:32 6912007 13:57 6/10/2007 18:12  2B:15 28:45  Secondary superheater boiler lube failure
Jut-07 F 7i1/2007 2:23 7i12/2007 13:23 35:.00 Suparheater platen boiler tube faflure
Aug-87 3 8/3/2007 23:23 BIS/2007 4:00 87312007 23:23 8/5{2007 4:60 2B:37 28:37  Furnace walerwall boiler ube failure
F 8/5/2007 4.00 8/512067 21:25 17:25 induced drait fan motor
F 8412607 0:22 BIMS/2007 19:25 43:03 Superheater platen toiter ube failure
F BI7/2007 22:40 8/19/2007 13:18 3838 Fumace waterwak boiler lube failure
F B/21/2007 14:64 B8/22/2007 9:02 22:58 Superhealer platen beiler tube failure
Sep-07 F 9/11/2007 {:66 9/12/2007 12:00 554 Secandary superheater boiler lube fafure
F 9/28/2007 20:14 9/29/2007 22:09 2565 Reheater boiler tube failure
Cet07 F 10/30/2007 9:05 se—= 38:55 Reheater boiler tube failure
Nav-67 F _— 117312007 2:.05 50:05 Secondary reheater bofier tube failure
F 147512007 9:00 11/6/2007 520 20:20 Second superheater hodar lube Rilure
F T1HG2007 8:47 11/18/2007 5:85 44:4% Suparhealer boiler tube failure
F 1112412007 .31 11/25/2007 2:57 17:26 Waterwall boiler tube failure
Dec-G7 No Outages > or =6 Hours
Jan-08 F $/28/2308 19:36 1222608 16:13 43:37 Superheater boiler tube failure
F 1/23/2008 9:28 12412008 13:28 28:00 Superheater boiler wbe failure
F HIG2008 4:45 42712668 3:00 46145 Superhaater boiler tube failure
Feb-08 s 212/12008 0:00 B 2{2/2008 1:39 —— SPTG0 670:21  Major turbine averhaul
Mar-08 s lame 3/30/2008 500 mm— 232068 5:26 7100 533:26 - - "
S 32312008 9:14 3/24/2008 1541 3/23/2008 9:14 312412008 1541 30:27 30:27  Balance shol for generator fofiowing majer turbine outage
S 3/24/2008 16:16 3/26/2008 7:51 2412608 46:16 228120068 7:51 39:35 3835  Balance shot for gensrator foffowing major turbine outage
Apr-08 8 414712008 23:58 4/214/2008 1:47 4/17/2008 23:58 4121/2008 1:47 7349 73:4%8  Ppstoutage mamn siop valve screen remavat
F 4/21/2808 315 4/21/2008 9:29 6:14 Unit would ot transfer 1o govemes valves dus to speed changer madvertently being locked afler overspeed test

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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Lovisviie Gas & Eleciric Company
Cane Run Unit #8 - Coual - 240 MW
May 28G7 through April 2008

Scheduta vs Actual

___ Scheduled e e AEEL HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM i T0 i FROM i 70 Stheduled] Forced | Actual |FORCED OUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE

May-07 S &rirRoot T:60 SR2IEO0T 3500 51472007 22:09 ErZ8120G7 12:33 48800 5G6:24 A heater thanpe - baskels and seals

F S/2R72007 20:21 52972007 6:42 10:24 Circult treaker
Jun-07 5 Er2r2607 22:19 512007 7:20 6272007 22:18 G/5/2007T 7:20 5701 57:01  Burner windbox
Jul-G¥ F TN 420GT 22:43 7112/2007 1813 20:30 Tarbine hvdraulic system - governar control valve
Aug-GT F 811 9/2087 11735 8/15/2007 4:.02 ag:2? Bollom ash hopper slagging

3 87152007 4:39 B/16/2607 13013 834 Vacuum irip swilch

B BZA2007 3186 82372607 12,06 42 Turbine bearing probe short
Sep-G7 F 97172007 22:23 ardr2e07T 14:36 46:13 Pandand reheater pluggage

F G/8/2007 21:35 2067 0:00 53:25 Reheat boiter jube failsre

S 9N /2007 7498 913072007 15:00 671172007 0:.00 9212007 15:27  320:00 25527  Twbing slub shaft repair

F Gr2972007 6:44 ——l 41:46 Replacad bumers
Oct-07 ¥ —— 10/812007 2:58 170:58 - "

£ 107262007 6:01 1012642007 6:42 721 Reheat boiler tube fatlure
Now.O7 F 1111672007 11:04 7972007 $0:37 23:33 Mainterance emor lorcing unit off fing when wrong wire was pulled oo sync chack refay

F 112472007 13:51 142772607 1:08 59:17 Secangary reheal boller wbe falure
Dec-07 B 121472007 12:26 12/15/2007 15:00 26:34 Condensar lube lgak

s 211572007 15:00 12182007 19:57 1271572007 15:60 1211672007 19:57 2857 28:57  Alr heater wash

F 121872007 4:00 1242612607 9:02 44:02 Pulverzer mills

s $2/26r2007 22.08 123072007 10:04 127282067 22:08 12/30/2007 19:04  35:56 35:56  ignilor repairs

" 1273172007 10:24 12:31/07 22:48 12:24 Bofler feed pump suction fine leak repained
Jan-08 5 1/11/2008 23:52 WEIR006 8:52 11142008 23:52 114172008 &:52 12000 129:00 Bumer rapais
Feb-g2 s 272272008 23:45 22612008 &:32 272272008 2345 27262008 5:32 7647 78:47  Airhealer wash

F 252772008 2:30 212872006 2:07 24:37 Blowdown tandem drsin valve crack repaired
Mar08 F 3972008 8:10 0006 2:39 18:25 Watenwall boiler lube {ailure

F 3r2hz2008 5:27 3/28/2008 23.06 5133 Superheater boiter fube fadure

5 J29r2008 0:00 —— 3/28/2008 2300 — 7200 73400 Airhaater seat replacement
Aps-08 S R 4/6/2008 15:00 R 4/472008 2327 13500 95:27 - " * *

F 4572008 .32 4/1472008 1140 227:08 HP furbine bearing high femps

F 4127/2008 2:23 472672008 14:30 BR:07 Walenwal boiler lube failura

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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Louisville Gas & Electric Campany
Mill Cragk Unit #1 - Coal « 303 MW
May 26407 through Apri 2008

Schedule vs Actual

Scheduled = Actual HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM { 10 FEOM 1 T0 Scheduled | Forced |  Actual |FORCED OUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May-07 o Qutages > or = 6 Howurs
Jun-07 F 6/6/2007 11:42 6712007 22:54 3612 Reheat boiter tube failure
F §12/2007 7:34 6/14/2007 5:22 4548 Rehoat boller tube faiure
5 6/28{2007 23:14 —_— B/28/2007 23:14 m— 24746 24:46  Reheat boiler iube failure
Jul-07 5 e 712007 149 B 42007 1:49 1:49 1:49 * " - "
F 1162007 7:55 7/118/2607 2.28 42:34 Reheat doiler tube failure
Aug-07 ¥ B/BI2007 1728 8/%2007 2:55 9:27 Genesator conirels
S 8/31/2007 21.52 —_ B31/2007 21:52 e 88 208  Reheat boiler tube failue
Sep-47 s e 9i2/2007 16:58 — /212007 16:58  40:58 40:58 " " " -
F 8/2/2007 16:58 922007 2319 6:2% Generator field - cieaned relays
s 92212007 0:00 9/30/2007 15:00 9/22/2007 1:30 89{30/2007 11:06  207:00 201:30 Planned sutage - boiler inspection
Q07 F 10{44/2Q07 0:56  10/16/2007 20:16 67:20 Turbine luming gear
Nov-07 F 11/2/2007 23:26 117412007 3:24 27:58 Reheater boiler tube failure
Dec07 s 1212472007 22:354 12/22{2007 21:23 121292007 22:31 12/22/2007 21:23 2252 22:52  High back pressure - cleaned condanser
Jand S 1113/2008 0:43 1132008 1417 $/13/2008 0:43 12008 14117 1334 13:34  Condenser tube faak
Feb-08 S 2/8/2008 13:30 214/2608 13:46 Z/812008 13:30 21012008 13146 4816 48:16  Condenser tube ieak
F 2/28/2008 4:03 —— 19:57 Rekaat boiler lube faitere
Mar-88 F — 320068 21:38 2138 " " " b
F 3/5/2008 8:28 3612004 13:01 28:33 Steam seal header leak czused turbine vacium tip
F 2172008 116 312412008 8:52 7.36 Waol toal issues
Apz-08 F 442912008 12:50 e 35:10 Reheater boiler tube {ailure

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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SLouisville Gas & Electric Company
Mitt Creex Unit #2 - Coal - 301 MW
May 2007 through April 2608

Schadule vs Actual

MAINTENANCE
Schedulad Actyal HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHERULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR

MONTH FROM § TO I FROM { 10 Scheduled | Forced 1 Actual |FORCED QUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May-07 S LHMBIZO07 2208 511872007 22:06 5/20/2007 2255  28:49 28:49  Fumace wall waterwall bofler lube failure
Jun-£7 F 6i41{200% 17:11 61312007 3:27 34:16 Fumace wall waterwall bofier tube fallura
Jui-07 5 612807 2147 71612007 21:47 7007 2123 5336 53:36  Air heater wash
Aug-07 F #122/2007 6:36 BIZ412057 165:20 56:44 Secondary superheal boiter tube fafiure
Sep-07 ¥ A ZZ007 21:53 /13120067 17:04 1911 Fumace wall waierwail boller tube failure
Qct-a7 S 12612007 400 141182607 23:29 e 00 288:31 Planned culage - bolier inspection
MNov-07 S — 11/14/2007 15:00 I 14/18/2007 14:09 255:00 446:09 Biennial plannad outage
BDec-07 No Gutages > or = & Hours
Jan-08 No Culsges > ¢r = 6 Haurs
Feb-08 5 21372008 1:19 2/3/2008 1:19 2/5/2008 16:38 G218 62:18  Air heater wash
Mar-08 F 3172008 9:14 /812008 8:32 23:18 Condenser lube lgak
Apr-08 F 41472008 23:09 4/5/2008 9:49 10:40 Waet coal issues

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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.ouisville Gas & Electric Company
Milt Creek Unit #3 - Coal - 391 MW
May 2007 through April 2008

Schedule vs Actual

Scheduled SR Actual HOURS OF OURATION REASON EOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM i TO { FROM |} TO Scheduied ] forced | Acial |[FORCED QUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May-87 F 5/1/2007 12:25 51212007 14:59 2624 Fumace wall waterwall boiter tube failure
F §i212007 17:05 513/2007 135 7:30 Qeaeralor heater
F 5/10/2007 $1:02 5i112007 6:00 18:58 Economizer boiler tyba failure
S 51172007 €.0¢ 5212607 111 5112007 &:00 5122007 4111 190§t £9:41  Turbing main slop valves: ramoved screens
Jun-G7 E 61912007 0:04 6/20i12007 0:24 2420 Condenser fube ieaks
Jul-oy Neo Qutages > or = 6 Hours
Aug-g7 F BI3412007 22:40 e 1:20 Caondenser tube lgak
Sep-07 F Ee— 9112007 14:12 14:12 " " b
F 8112007 14:12 81172007 23:27 9:15 Condenser - broken baffie
Qct-o7 No Qulages = or = & Hours
Nov-07 No Qutages > or = 6 Houts
Dec-07 F 121272007 10:25 121312007 22:47 622 Waterwall boiter tube failure
Jan-08 F +/25/2008 11:29 /2772008 914 45:45 Heneater boiter tube failure
¥ 173072008 &.3% 1430/2008 23.40 2309 Waterwa¥ boiler iube {afiure
Feb-08 F 212120589 16:17 21212008 22:59 6:42 Condenser vacuum g
s 211842908 0:00 2{24/7008 15:00 211672008 2:23 22512008 102  207:60 274:39  Single wesk planned outage between bienniat sutages
Mar-08 F 3/26/2008 16:17 512812008 21:17 53:00 Waterwai boiler fube fature
Apr-08 S 4/25/2008 23:40 412812008 0:20 412512008 23:40 4/28/2008 0:20  48:40 48:40  Condenser lube leak

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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Louisville Gas & Elecinc Company Scheduie vs Actual
Mill Creek Unit #4 - Coal - 477 MW
May 2007 through Apsl 2007
FMAINTENANCE
Stheduled Actual HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM i 10 | FROM | TC Scheduled I Forced | Actual JFORCED OUTAGE AS APPRGPRIATE
May-07 F 5/20/2007 200 SI2042607 7:48 B:19 Elgctro hydeaulic control line
Jun-07 No Quiages > ar = € Hours
Jul-g7 No Qutages > or = 6 Mours
Aug07 Mo Qutages = or = § Hours
Sepo7 No Qutages > ¢or = § Hours
Qct07 5 10111442007 2343 10/16/2007 2:43 1041 4/2007 2313 10/16/2007 2:43 99:30 99:30  High pressure feedwater healer lube eak
Nov-07 F $1/142007 2211 1111/2067 15:18 13:08 Induced drafl fan - oil cooler leak
¥ 141672007 1843 11/18/2047 4:18 57:36 Beiler screen fuhe failere
F 11/23/2007 15:02 1172612067 342 £0:40 Second superheatar boiler tube failure
Dec07 S 12/812007 23:45 121612087 7.09 12/6/2007 23:45 121012007 7:09 3124 31:24  Induced draft fan - oil cooler leak
s 12/2812007 23:44 12/3172007 11:31 12/28/2007 23:44  12/31/2007 11:31 59:47 59:47  Air heater pluggage - clean
Jan-08 5 1/5/2008 23:23 1/6/2008 13:53 14512008 23:23 1/6/2008 13:53 14:30 14:30  Steam packing exbausters - repiace malors
Fab-G8 F 24812008 1:.4% 2812608 22:33 20:44 Statorigak
F 2M1GI2008 1:18 211012068 10:08 #:50 CGenerator trip - ground fault
F 2/15/2008 2:14 2IZ1/2008 1446 84:32 Generator stalor cooling water ling crack
Mar-08 F 3/1/2006 6:56 2312008 218 50:22 Second suparheater boiler Wbe failure
F 3412008 11:56 315/2008 9:28 2132 Ganeralor stator cogtant line isak
£ A6/2008 1:25 3/7/2008 1:51 24:26 Gengralar stalor coolant line leak
¥ 312172008 20:44 32372008 4:57 3215 Second superheater boiler tubs fature
5 3729/2008 0:00 e 372972008 0:14 ——— T2:00 7446  Bienniai planned outage {including replacement of second superheater boiler lubes}
Apr-08 S — 442712608 1500 I 4124/2008 14:13 53954 566:13 - - " - : b - - :
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Lowsville Gas & Electic Company Schedule vs Actual
Trimble County Unit #1 - Coal - 383 MW (75% ownership shara of 511 MW}
May 2007 through April 2008
MAINTENANCE
Scheduled — Aztual HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATICN FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM TQ { FROM 1 TO Schedylad | Forced | Actual [FORCED OUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE

May-07 Nao Qutages > aor = 6 Hours
Jun-07 F /172007 12:49 61212007 17: 1 28:42 Main transformer - substation operations made repairs

S £6/22/2007 22:54 B6/24/2007 23:3% 61222007 22:54 §12412007 23:30 4B:36 48:36 Furnace wall walerwa# boiler ube failure
Jul-07 F 7144{2007 20:48 711642007 8:53 36:04 Rehaat boiler lube failure
Aug-07 S B125/2007 2:28 8/2712007 5.00 B/25/2007 2:28 B27/2007 500 50:32 50:32  Fumace wall walerwall boiler tube faillure
Sep-07 F 9/5/2007 2:17 UEI2007 8:39 322 Condenser ke izak

F 9/10/2007 0:17 142007 552 29:35 Furnace wall waterwall boiler tube faliura

F SMJZ00T 8:62 911312007 16:07 T8 Induced drft fan contrals

F /2812657 1140 SI30/2007 18:43 5502 Boiler tube failure in water-cooled spacer tubes
Oct-07 F 1G/6/2007 15:21 1872007 0:43 a2z Bailer tube failure in steam-cavied spacer lubes

] 10/13/2007 0:00 _ 10/1272007 23:26 e 456G:00 458:34  Planned outage - bolfer inspection and other items: new disifbutad control systern in oullying areas, connect TC1

gnd TG2 Be-in points for support equipment, te-in 1o new cooling lower

Nov-07 S — 14118120067 15:80 — 111712007 22.38  423.00 406:38  Bignniai pianned outage - and new DCS installed in ouliving sysiems

F 11182007 4:00  11/18/2007 1458 10:55 Failura i seal water piping on the candensale piping

F 11/25/2007 3:26  11/26/2007 10:07 30:41 Waterwsll boiler lube failure

¥ £1/28/2007 21:07 11/30/2587 2:56 29:49 Superheat drain piping ruptured
Des.07 5 12/8/2007 22:45 12/9/2007 15:46 121812007 22:45 12/5/2007 19:48 21:03 21:03  Main stop vaive drair valve lsak
Jan-08 Na Qutages = or = 6 Hours
Feb-0B No Culages > or = 6 Hours
Mar-08 s 3242008 12098 3/24/2008 1B:35 H23/2608 12:19 32412008 18:35 7816 78:18  Superheater boiler tube failure

F 3/24/2008 1836 3/26/2008 1:18 3343 Waterwall boller tube failure

F 342612008 14110 3/2612008 22:00 7:50 irduced draft fan varable frequency drive had a short in leads to breaker
Apr08 No Outages > or = & Hours

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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Lowsville Gas & Electric Company
Cane Run Unit #11 - Gas CT - 14 MW
May 2007 through April 2008

Schadule vs Actual

Scheduled AR Actual HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEGULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM 10 ] FROM { TC Scheduled | Forced | Actual  [FORCED QUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May-07 1 5117007 5:45 5142007 14:30 §/1/2007 5:45 5742007 14:30 845 B:45  Change oil in diese! generators
Jur-07 No Outages > ar = & Hours
Jut? No Outages > or =§ Hours
Aug-07 No Quiages > or =§ Hours
Sep-07 No Qutages > or =6 Hours
Oct07 F 10/2/2007 8:20 10132007 13:45 29:25 Combustor issues
®Nov-07 No Qutages > or = & Hours
Dec-07 No Outages > or =& Hours
Jan-08 F 142/2008 12:40 1/3/2008 5:10 16:30 Instrument air piping froze up due lo inclerment wealher
Fab-08 No Outages > or = & Hours
Mar-8 No Cutages > or = § Hours
Apr-08 F 4/4/2008 5:10 414/2008 13:33 8:23 Lightring - damaged fuses
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Louisville Gas & Etectric Company
Paddys Run Uait #11 - Gas €T - 12 MW
May 2607 through Apsil 2008

Sthedule vs Aclual

Seheduied Actual HOURS OF DURATION SEASCON FOR HDEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM i FROM i 10 Schegquleg ] Forced | Actual |FORGCED OUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May-07 No Cutages > ar = & Hours
Jun-07 No Qutages > or = 6 Hours
Jul07 No Gutages > ot = 6 Hours
Aug-07 /612007 13:00 BA4/2007 13:14 192:14 Control issua
81472007 1321 §/15/2007 10:37 21:98 Cuntrol issua
Sep-07 No Outages > or » 6 Hours
Oct-07 No Quiages > or = & Hours
Nov-07 #o Cutages > or = 6 Hours
Dec07 Mo Qutages > or = 6 Hours
Jan-08 No Qutages > or = & Mours
Feb-08 No Qufages > or = 6 Hours
Mar-08 No Ouitages > or = 6 Hours
Apr-08 Nao Cutages = ar = 6 Hours

Attachment te Response te AG-1 Question No. 117
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Louisville Gas & Electric Company Schedule vs Aclual
Paddys Run Unit #12 - Gas CT - 23 MW
May 2007 through Aprl 2008

MAINTENANGE
Scheduled Actual HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM | TO |  FROM { TO Scheduled | Forced | Actual [FORCED OUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May-07 > > Unit was put in mothbat! status 11/22/06 @ C:00 hours
Jun-07 > > Mothbat status
Jul-07 - > Mothbali status
Aug-07 > > Mothball status
Sep47 > > Mothball status
Cet-67 . e Molh:ball status
Nowv-07 MB s 142142087 9:22 _— $1/21/2007 9:22 489:22 489:22 Unit was put in mothball status 11/22/06 @ 0:00 hours; unit retumed to service on 1172107 @ 6922 hours.
F 1130/2007 9:00 e 15:00 Instrument air compressor
Dec-07 F > - 744:00 ‘ * - -
Jan-08 F wner-———t 171072068 11:23 227:23 " b -
Feb-CB No Culages = or = 6 Hours
Mar-08 F 3/31/2008 8:00 . 16:50 inspact snd repair deepwell pump (water source for fire protection)
Apr-08 F —d 4129/20086 5:15 677:15 - - * " " - "o "

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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Louisville Gas & Eleciric Company
Paddys Rup Unit # 13 - Gas CT - 158 MW
May 2007 through Agril 2008

Schedule vs Actual

Scheduled MR o Acal HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM 1 TG i FROM 1 TO Scheduled|{ Forced j  Actual [FORCED QUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE

Mavy-07 F 5/26/Z007 18:43  5{Z7/2007 12:28 $7:45 Differantial pressure switches failure due to overhest
Jun-a7 F BITIZ00T 14:34  ©f712067 2345 911 instrument air compressor
Jut-07 F 7/9/2007 12:56 7{41/2007 13:11 48:15 Generator output breaker
Aug-o7 F 8/4/2007 20:33 8/5/2367 8:19 1:46 Turning gear
Sep-07 5 SM712007 B:0O 9/24/25607 5:40 SI1712007 B:00 92120067 5:40 9340 93:40  Transmission fine maintenance

F 9/21/2007 5:52 9/24/2007 13:20 7:28 Controls - compressor biowoff valve rssues

F 9/23/2007 1:39 — 190:21 Gas turbine controlier fault
Cct-07 F — 10/{3/2007 12:561 80:51 " * - -
Nov-O7 No Qutages > or = 6 Hours
Dec-07 No Culages > or = 6 Hours
Jan-08 N Culages > or = 8 Hours
Feb-08B Ne Culages > or =6 Hours
Mar-08 No Cutages > or = 6 Hours
Apr-08 ) 41122008 600 412012608 $5:00 4/14/2008 5:09 — Z07:.00 402:51  Inspection of combustion chamber

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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Louisville Gas & Eleclic Company
Trimble County Unit #5 - Gas CT ~ 160 MW
May 2007 through April 2608

Schedula vs Aclual

MAIN TENARCE
Scheduled _ Acual HOURS OF DURATION REASCON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM { TO FROM i TO Sct le¢| Forced | Aclual [FORCED OUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE

May-07 No Qatages » or = & Hours

Jun-07 No Qutages > or + & Hours

Ju-a7 No Oufages > or = & Hours

Aug-07 5 B8/15/2007 21:45 8i16/2007 6:43 81572007 21:45 BI16/2007 6:43 B:58 B:58 Switchyard equipment - bus autage for moter opsraied disconnect repairs
Sep-07 Mo Outages > or = 6 Hours

Oct-07 Ng Gutages > gr = 6 Hours

Nov07 Ne Qutages > or = 6 Howrs

Daec07 5 12/142007 5:10 121472007 23:45 {2/4/2007 5:110 121172007 2345 18:35 1835  Turbine borescope inspaciion and fuel gas valve repair

Jan-08 £ 117/2008 7115 1/17/2008 16:14 B:59 Sotenoid faiure on the hydraulic it ofl system of turbine

Feb-08 No Quiages > or = & Hours

Maz-08 No Qutages > or =& Hours

Apr-08 No Qutages > or = & Hours

Attzchment to LGE AG-1 Q-117 xis
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Louisville Gas & Eleclic Company

Trimble County Unit #6 - Gas CT - 160 MW

May 2007 through Aprl 2008

Schedule vs Achisal

Scheduled MR Actual HOURS OF DURATION REASCON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM 70 FROM ! 10 Scheduled | Forced ! Aciual JFORCED QUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
Mavy-07 No Qutages > or = & Hours
Jun07 No Culages > or = 6 Hours
Jul-07 No Outagss > or = 6 Hours
Aug-o7 5 8/15/2007 23:35 BME&/2007 6:43 B/5/2007 23:35  B/16/20607 6:43 768 7:.08  Swilchyard equipment - bus outage (Reference: molor operated disconnect reparrs on C5)
S 8/21/2007 16:54 /2272007 0:15 81212007 16:64  BI2U2GOT 0115 121 721 Hydraulic ol pump
Sep-07 s 9/29/2007 3:00 22007 14:44 9/29/20G7 3.00  9/29/2007 14:44 11:44 i1:44  Borescopa inspection
Oct-07 Mo Cutages > gr = § Hours
Nov-07 s 1H30/2007 6:10 R 4 11/3012587 6:10 e {7750 17:50  Turhing boreseope inspection
Dec-07 S ———d 12112007 2:30 e 4312007 2:50 2:30 230 " " -
1 121442007 5:10 12/4/2007 16:30 12/1/2007 5:10  121/2007 16:30  $1:20 11:20  Fuel gas valva repairon TC5
Jan08 o Outages > ¢r = 6 Hours
Feh08 Ne Qutages > or = 6 Hours
Mar-08 Mg Qutages = or = 6 Hours
Apr-08 Na Outagaes > ar = 6 Hours

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 117
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Louisvile Gas & Electric Company
Trimbie County Unit #7 - Gas CT - 160 MW
May 2007 through April 2608

Schedule vs Actual

MAINTENANCE
Scheculed Actual HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM TO I FROM t TO Scheduled | Forced | Aciual |FORCED OUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE

May-07 S S1312007 9:42 51312007 20:42 5132007 9:42 5132007 20:42 11:0G $1:00  Starting system swilch

F &/25/2007 17:60  5/25/2007 23:1% 515 Stadling system faiture
Jun-07 S £/28/2007 800 6/2812007 14:50 672972007 §:00 6/29/2007 14:50 6:50 550 Stalic starier disconnect switch
Julg7 5 71412607 4:60 TH14/2007 22:40 7i1472007 4:00 7H4/2007 2240 18:40 18:40  Annual borescope inspaclion
Aug-07 5 B/5/2007 23:35 8/16/2007 6:43 8/15/2007 23;35  B/16/2007 543 708 7:08 Switchvard eguipment - bus oulags {Relerence: motlor cperated disconnect repairs on IC5)
Sep-07 Mo Cutages > or = § Hours
Oct-07 s 1041 412007 3:00 10/12/2007 22:45 10/14/2007 3:00 10/12/2007 22:45 43:45 4345  Lube oil pump
Nov.07 S 11/28{2007 5:06 11/306/12007 0:30 14/28/2007 5:06 $1/3G/2007 0:30 19:24 18:24  Turbine borescope inspection
Daco7 No Qutages > or =6 Houwrs
Jan-0B F 122008 9:56 1/3/2008 4:10 18:12 Improper mator operaled disconnect alignment oa the center phase

F /2172008 9:40  1/21/2008 2347 1407 Exhaust Ioad lurmel had crack which czused overhealing

8 $#22/2008 8:30 1/23/2008 1738 1/22/2008 8:30  1/23/2008 17:38 3268 33:08 Repair exhaust load tunnel

F 12512008 15:30  1/26/2048 14:13 2243 Generator pulput breaker
Feb.08 Mo Quiages > or = 6 Hours
Mar.08 8 32272008 5:00 s X27/2808 12:00 —— 240.:80 108:00 Combustion inspection
Apr-08 5 R e —>»  4/29/20089:27 T20:08 681:27 - N
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Louisville Gas & Electric Company
Trimble County Unit #8 - Gas CT - 160 MW
May 2007 through April 2008

Schedule vs Actual

Scheduled EARTENES Achsal HOURS OF DURATION REASCN FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH EROM | 10 | FROM } TO Scheduled | Forced | Actzal |FQRCED QUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May-07 S 51212607 22:00 5/5/2007 5:30 5/212007 22:00 5/5/2007 5:30 55:30 55:30  Hydrogen coglar
s 5[13/2007 3:00 571372007 22:00 SM3/2007 300 BM43/2007 22:00 100 1508 Switchverd - oulage for motor operated disconnect adjustment
Jun07 5 6182007 2610 £20/2007 5:30 611872007 20:10  B/20/2007 §:30 9:20 g9:20  Swilchvard eguipment - bus cutage {Reference: motor opesated disconnect repairs on TC10}
5 §129/2007 B:00 612812007 14750 /2672007 8:00  6/29/2007 14:50 5:50 50  TCB uses same starter 35 TCT {Reference: sislic starler disconnect switch outage on TC7}
Jul-07  No Outages > or = & Hours
Aug-07 Mo Quiages > or =€ Howrs
Sep-07 Mo Qutages > or = & Hours
Qet-07  No Quiages > or =6 Hours
Nov-0T S 11/28/2007 0.00 11/20/2007 2:22 1172872007 B:00  11/29/2007 322 2n22 27:22 Tuthine borescepe nspection
Dec-07 Mo Ouiages > or = 6 Howrs
Jangs  No Qutages > or = & Hours
Feb-08 F 2/11/2008 18:30  2/12/2008 15:30 16:00 Fuel gas control vaive
Mz-0B  No Qulages > or = 6 Molrs
Apr-08  No Outages > or = & Hours
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Louisville Gas & Electric Company Schedule vs Actual
Trimbie County Unit #8 - Gas CT - 160 MW
May 2007 through April 2008

TAAIN TEMANCE
S Scheduled Actual HOURS OF DURATION REASON FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEGULED MAINTENANCE OR REASON FOR
MONTH EROM ! TC i FROM [ 10 Scheduicd | Forced | Aciual [FORCED QUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May.07 S 541312007 3.00 SI12007 22:00 5/43/2607 3:00 5/t3/2007 22:00  19:00 19:00  Swilchyard - outage for motor opersted disconnect adjustment
Jun-a7 S 6119/2007 20:10 &12012607 5:30 G/19/2007 20:1¢  6/20/2007 5:30 §:20 9:20  Swiichyard equipment - bus outage (Reference: motor operatad disconnect repairs on TC19}
Jul-07 Mo Qutages > or = 6 Hows
Aug-07 Na Cutages > or = 8 Hours
Sap-o7 No Quitzges > or = 6 Hours
Qct-07 No Qutzges > or = 6 Howrs
Nov-07 S 1142712007 &:50 $1/28/2007 1:55 11/27/2007 6:30  11/2B/2007 1:56  19:25 19:25  Turbine borescope inspection
Dec.07 s 121242007 6:20 12/12/2007 20:01 1201212007 6:30 12122007 20:61 133 1337 Starding svsiem - switch needed to be replaced
Jan-58 Na Cutages > or =& Hours
Feb-08 No Oulages > or = G Hours
Mar-G8 No Quiages > or = 6 Hours
Apr-08 No Qulages » or » & Hours

Attachment to AG-1 Question No. 117
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Louisvile Gas & Electric Company
Trimbie County Unit #10 « Gas CT - 160 MW
#ay 2007 through April 2008

Schedule vs Actudl

Scheduled MANTERATE Actizl HOURS OF DURATION REASCN FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE OR REASCN FOR
MONTH FROM 1 TO {  FROM i TO Schedued] Forced | Actal |FORCED OUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE

May-87 S 571372007 3:00 513/2007 22:.00 5/13/2007 3:00 5{13/2007 22:00  19:00 19:00  Swilchyard - outage for molor operated disconnact adiustment
Jun-07 5 6/49/2007 18:20 §/20/2007 450  6M18/2607 19:20  6/20/2007 4:50 9:30 9:30 Motor operated disconnect repairs; had 10 remove bus from service for substation maintenance 1o do repairs
Jul-g7 o Outages > or = 6 Hours
Aug-67 No Cidlages » or = 6 Hours
Sep07 & GHBI00T TES 8i18{2007 18:50 9182007 745 §I1B/2007 18:50 11:05 11:05  Fuei gas burner can inspaction
Oct-07 No Qutages > or = 6 Hours
Nov-07 5 1412672007 9:30 SUTTE007 4:40 112612007 9:30  1U2V2007 440 B 1410 Turbine borescops nspection.
Dacd7 8 121122007 6:30 12/13/2007 6:25 1271272007 6:30  12/13/2007 6:25 2355 2385  Starting system - switch needed to be replaced
Jan-08 to Qulages > or = 6 Hours
Feb-08 S 242372008 F18 212742008 17:30 2/23/2008 3:15 2/2M2008 17:30 110115 110:15 Combuslion inspection

S 2212008 17:30 e 212112008 17:30 ——we 54130 84:30  Repairs as detarmined from combustion inspaction
Mar-08 8 s 3/23/2008 1500 —e BI26/2008 12:03  543:00 §12:03 " " " " N -
Apr-08 £ 472172008 18:20  4/24/2008 $:20 §3:00 High turbine hearng vibration

F 42412008 9:36 R 158:24 - " 7 *
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Louisville Gas & Electric Company Schedule vs Achual
Zom Unit #1 - Gas CT - 14 MW
May 2007 through April 2007

MAINTENANCE |
Scheduled Actual HOURS GF DURATION REASGN FOR DEVIATION FROM SCHEDULED MAINTENANCE CR REASON FOR
MONTH FROM | ] f FROM { TO Scheduied ] Forced §  Acual |FORCED QUTAGE AS APPROPRIATE
May-07 No Qutages = or = 6 hours
Jun-07 No Qutages > or = & hours
Jul-7 No Qutages > of = 6 hours
Aug-07 No Outages > or = & hours
Sep-07 ko Outages > or # 6 hows
Oet-07 5 30/8/2807 10:00 1011142007 5:32 1G/9/2007 18:60 161112067 5:32  43:32 43:32  Gas line maintenance
Nov-37 F 11710/2007 14:50 11/13/2007 9:22 66:32 Conlrol air compressor
S 11427/2G87 $1:00 11/28/2007 11;30 142712007 11:00  11/28/2007 11:30 24:30 2430 Replaced instrument air compressor
Gec-o7 S 121412607 3:00 122412667 12:50 12/1442007 8:00 2212007 12:50 24450 244:50 Gas ppeline mainienance
Jan-08 No Outages > or =& Hours
Feb-08 No Quiages > or = 8 Hours
Mar-08 No Dutzges > or =6 Hours
Apr-08 No Quiages > or =6 Hours
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 118

Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye

Q-118. For each KU and LG&E generating unit, please provide all forced

(unscheduled) outages (dates, time, and duration) by unit for the period 5/1/07
through 4/30/08.

A-118. See the response to Question No. 117.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 119
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Secelye

(Q-119. Please identify and explain any events or circumstance occurring during the test
year that materially (significantly) altered the normal (typical) economic
dispatch of LG&E’s and KU’s electric Production resources (if any).

A-119. Besides the scheduled and forced outages identified in response to Question No.
117 and Question No. 118, the Company is unaware of any events or
circumstances occurring during the test year that materially altered the
economic dispatch of the generation resources.






Q-120.

A-120.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 120
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye

For each KU and LG&E generating unit, please provide average annual fuel
cost per KWH and average annual variable running costs (lambda) for the
period 5/1/07 through 4/30/08. Note: If this exact period is unavailable, the
most recent available 12-month period may be used (specify time period).

Hourly system lambda data for the test year are included in an Excel
spreadsheet provided on CD. Because KU and LG&E’s generation resources
(as well OMU resources) are jointly dispatched, the system lambda data cannot
be separated between KU and LG&E resources. Lambda data does not exist by
generating unit.

Estimated hourly fuel and total energy costs (fuel and variable operation and
maintenance expenses) by unit and for the total system are included in an
Access data base provided on GD pursuant to a Petition for Confidential
Protection.






LOVUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 121
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-121. Please provide a copy of the most recent LG&E line-loss study, or KU and
LG&E combined, as available.

A-121.  See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 122
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-122. Please specifically explain and define how LG&E distinguishes between
primary and secondary voltage; e.g., voltage level.

A-122. Primary and secondary voltages are shown on the proposed P.S.C. Electric No.
7, Original Sheet No. 99, as provided in Tab 8, Volume I of the Statutory
Notice, Application, Financial Exhibit, Table of Contents, Filing Requirements
filed with the Commission on July 29, 2008.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 123
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-123. Please provide a copy of the most recent LG&E electric class load study
including all supporting tables, schedules, and data.

A-123.  The requested information is being provided on CD.






Q-124.

A-124.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-60252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 124
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Please provide all workpapers, analyses, calculations, etc. supporting all LG&E
class demands (loads) utilized in the electric class cost of service studies. In this
response, please explain and indicate how class demands were specifically
determined or estimated. Include all definitions of demand utilized, e.g., CP,
NCP and sum of individual customers. Please provide in hard copy as well as
in Microsoft readable electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

The requested information is being provided on CD. Hard copies are not being
provided due to the volume of the data requested.

LG&E’s class load profiles were developed based on interval data from its load
research survey. Simple and stratified random sampling techniques were
utilized to develop class load profiles for the majority of the residential and
commercial classes. Census samples were utilized to develop class lead profiles
for most of the industrial classes.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00504

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 125
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
(Q-125. For each LG&E substation, please provide hourly demands (maximum load) for
the period 5/1/07 through 4/30/08. Please provide in hard copy as well as in

Microsoft readable electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-125. The requested information is being provided on CD. Hard copies are not being
provided due to the volume of the data requested.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 126
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

(3-126. For each LG&E substation dedicated to specific native load customer(s) or non-
native load customer(s), please identify each substation and the type of
dedicated customer served by the substation; i.e., rate schedules, customer
name, and non-jurisdictional/jurisdictional.

A-126. None of LG&E’s substations are dedicated to specific customers, The table
below provides the requested information for LG&E substations currently
serving single customers.

SubtD Plan Plan Description Jurisdictional/Nen-Jurisdictional
FDTR1 693 Elec Lg industrial Pri TOD LP-TOD Jurisdictional
FD TR2 693 Elec Lg Industrial Pri TOD LP-TGD Jurisdictional






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 127
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seclye

Q-127. Please explain in detail and itemize individual “Property Taxes” and “Other
Taxes” included in LG&E Seelye Exhibit 27 page 25.

A-127. Property Taxes and Other Taxes included the following:

Property Taxes $11,303,454

Other Taxes

Unemployment § 139,602
FICA 5,044,641
PSC Fee 1,251,998
Miscellaneous (36,239)

Total $ 6,400,002






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No, 128
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

(Q-128. Please explain what “Merger Surcredit Amortization” represents on LG&E
Seelye Exhibit 27, page 37, as well as the detailed basis for class assignment.

A-128. The Merger Surcredit Amortization is the amortization of a lump-sum payment
made to certain customers in lieu of monthly surcredit payments.






Q-129.

A-129.

LOUISYILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 129
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

Please provide details for “Miscellaneous Service Revenues” totaling $863,121
on LG&E Seelye Exhibit 27, page 37.

The following is a breakdown of Miscellaneous Service Revenue:

Other Service Revenue $ 39,949
Reconnection Charges 721,890
Temporary Service 101,282

Total $ 863,121






LOVISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 130
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

Q-130. Please provide details for “Rent From Electric Property” totaling $3,037,655 on
LG&E Seelye Exhibit 27, page 37.

A-130. The following is a breakdown of Rent From Electric Property:

CATYV Attachment $ 388,997
Other Rent-Electric Property 2,419,826
Rent from Fiber Optics 228,832

Total 53,037,655






LOVISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 131
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-131. Please explain how interruptible (curtailment rider) customers’ demands and
energy usage are reflected in the LG&E electric class cost of service study.

A-131. Interruptible customers’ actual energy usages were used to develop the energy
allocation factors. The customers’ summer CP demands were adjusted to reflect
levels that would have occurred had the customers not been interrupted. The
customers’ winter CP demands were unadjusted.






Q-132.

A-132.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General

Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 132

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

With regard to LG&E electric Curtailment Service Rider 1 (“CSR1”), please
provide the following amounts by rate schedule, separated between Primary and
Transmission, for each month of the test year:

o oo oW

g

number of customers,

total firm contract dernand,

total contract curtailment load,

total billing demand,

total demand credits,

total non-compliance charges by month, and,

listing of date, time, duration, and estimated MW curtailment.

Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable electronic format
(preferably Microsoft Excel).

a-f. See attached.

g.

See attached.



Attachment to AG Question No. 132(a-f)

Page 1 of 2
Charnas/Seelye
Louisville Gas & Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Curtailment Service Rider 1 {CSR1) - Primary
For the Test Year Ending April 30, 2008
Total Firm | Total Contract Total Total Total Total
Number of Contract Curtailment | Basic Billing { Peak Billing Demand  {Non-Cempliance
Customers | Demand (KW)| Load (KW) | Demand (KW) | Demand (KW) Credits Charpes
{a) (b} {c) (d) {d {c) {f)
May-07 1 3,000 0 44,698 44,621 $(133,433.60) $ -
Jun-07 ! 3,000 { 41,011 40,973 (71,302.62) -
Jul-07 ] 3,000 0 35,250 35,251 (103,014.40) 4,080.00

Aug-07 ] 3,000 0 33,062 33,024 {96,198.40) -
Sep-07 1 3,000 0 26,995 26,993 {76,784.00) -
Oct-07 1 3,000 0 30,144 30,067 (86,860.80} -
Nov-07 ] 3,000 { 32,563 32,563 (94,601.60) -
Dec-07 1 3,000 0 35,021 34,944 {102,467.20) -
Jan-08 1 3,000 0 38,054 38,454 {112,172.80} -
Feb-08 1 3.000 0 38,054 38,016 {112,172.80) -
Mar-08 1 3,000 0 43 699 43,699 (130,236.80) -
Apr-08 1 3,000 0 45,389 44,314 (135,644.80) -




Attachment to AG Question No. 132(z-f)

Page2 of 2
Charnas/Seclye
L.ouisville Gas & Electric Company
Case No 2008-00252
Curtailment Service Rider 1 (CSR1) - Transmission
For the Test Year Ending April 30, 2008
Total Firm | Total Contract Total Tota! Total Total
Number of Contract Curtailment | Basic Billing | Peak Billing Demand  [Non-Compliance
Customers | Demand (KW)| Load (KW) | Demand (KW)i Demand (KW) Credits Charges
(a} (b) {c} {d) {d) (e} H

May-07 i 10,008 0 31,104 30,912 (65,422,400 § -
Jun-07 1 10,000 0 30,912 30,144 (64,827.20) -
Jul-07 i 10,000 0 30,720 30,336 {64,108.00) -
Aug-07 1 10,000 0 30.720 30,528 {64,232.00) -
Sep-07 1 10,000 0 30,720 30,528 (64,232.00) -
Oc-07 i 10,000 0 30912 30,912 (64,827.00) -
Nov-07 I 10,000 0 31,104 31,104 (65,422.40) -
Dee-07 1 10,000 0 30,912 30912 {64,827.20) -
Jan-08 1 10,000 0 25,536 25,536 (48,161.60) -
Feb-08 ] 10,000 0 30,144 30,144 (62,446.40) -
Mar-08 1 10,800 0 30,720 30,720 (64,232.00) -
Apr-08 I 10,000 0 31,296 31,104 {66,017.60) -




Attachment to AG-1 Question No. 132(g)

Page 1 of 2
Charnas/Seelye

Louisville Gas & Electric Company

Case No. 2008-00252
Curtailment Service Rider 1 (CSR1I) - Primary

For the Test Year Ending April 30, 2008

Estimated MW
Start Start End End Duration Curtailment
Date Time Date Time in Hours Charges
05/10/07 13:00 05/10/07 21:00 8.00 -
07/06/07 11:00 07/06/07 18:00 7.00 -
(7/09/07 10:00 07/09/07 19:00 9.00 -
07/10/07 10:00 07/10/07 19:00 9.00 -
07/17/07 13:00 07/17/07 19:00 6.00 -
07/19/07 10:00 07/19/07 17:00 7.00 -
08/06/07 12:00 08/06/07 17:00 5.00 -
08/07/07 12:00 08/07/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/08/07 12:00 08/08/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/05/07 12:00 08/09/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/10/07 12:00 08/10/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/13/07 12:00 08/13/07 14:00 2.00 -
08/13/07 14:00 08/13/07 18:00 4.00 .
08/14/07 11:00 08/14/07 20:00 9.00 -
08/15/07 12:15 08/15/07 18:20 6.00 -
08/16/07 12:00 08/16/07 20:00 8.00 -
08/22/07 14:00 08/22/07 19:00 5.00 -
08/23/07 12:00 08/23/07 20:00 R.00 -




Attachment to AG-1 Question No. 132(g)

Page 2 of 2
Charnas/Scelye

Louisville Gas & Electric Company

Case No. 2008-00252
Curtailment Service Rider 1 (CSR1) - Transmission

For the Test Year Ending April 30, 2008

Estimated MW
Start Start End End Duration Curtailment
Date Time Date Time in Hours Charges
05/10/07 13:00 05/10/07 21:00 8.00 -
07/06/07 11:00 07/06/07 18:00 7.00 -
07/09/07 10:00 07/09/07 11:00 1.00 -
07/09/07 11:00 07/09/67 19:00 8.00 -
07/106/07 10:00 07/10/07 19:00 9.00 -
07/17/07 13:00 07/17/07 19:00 6.00 -
07/19/07 10:00 07/19/07 13:00 3.00 -
07/19/07 13:00 07/19/07 14:40 1.50 -
07/19/07 14:40 07/19/07 17:00 2.50 -
08/06/07 12:20 08/06/07 17:00 4.75 -
08/07/07 12:00 08/07/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/08/07 12:00 08/08/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/09/07 12:00 (8/09/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/10/07 12:00 08/10/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/13/07 12:00 08/13/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/14/07 11:00 08/14/07 20:00 0.00 -
08/15/07 12:15 08/15/07 18:20 6.00 -
08/16/07 12:00 08/16/07 18:00 6.00 -
08/22/07 14:00 08/22/07 15:00 1.00 -
08/22/07 15:00 08/22/07 16:00 1.00 -
08/22/07 16:00 08/22/07 17:00 1.00 -
08/22/07 17:00 08/22/07 18:00 1.00 -
08/22/07 18:00 08/22/07 19:00 1.00 -
08/23/07 12:00 08/23/07 20:00 8.00 -
08/24/07 12:00 08/24/07 18:00 6.00 -







Q-133.

A-133.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General

Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 133

Responding Witness: Shannen L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

With regard to LG&E electric Curtailment Service Rider 2 (“CSR2”), please
provide the following amounts by rate schedule, separated between Primary and
Transmission, for each month of the test year:

O e oW

B

number of customeys,

total firm contract demand,

total contract curtailment load,

total billing demand,

total demand credits,

total non-compliance charges by month, and,

listing of date, time, duration, and estimated MW curtailment.

Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable electronic format
(preferably Microsoft Excel).

a-g. The Company did not have any customers subject to the Curtailment

Service Rider 2 within the test year.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General

Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 134

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

Q-134. With regard to LG&E electric Curtailment Service Rider 3 (“CSR3™), please
provide the following amounts by rate schedule, separated between Primary and
Transmission, for each month of the test year:

o oo o

g

number of customers,

total firm contract demand,

total contract curtailment load,

total billing demand,

total demand credits,

total non-compliance charges, and,

listing of date, time, duration, and estimated MW curtailment,

Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable electronic format
(preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-134, a-g. The Company did not have any customers subject to the Curtailment

Service Rider 3 within the test year.






Q-135,

A-135.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General

Dated August 27, 2008
Question No. 135

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

With regards to Interruptible Credits shown in LG&E Seelye Exhibit 27, page
37 through 39:

a.

please explain what the <$6,266,793> of the “Specific Assignment of
Interruptible Credit” represents and provide all workpapers showing the
determination of this amount;

please explain and provide all workpapers, spreadsheets, source documents,
and analyses showing how the “specific assignments” were made to
individual classes; and,

please explain the basis and provide all workpapers and spreadsheets
showing how the allocation of Interruptible Credits were made, e.g., the
development of allocation vector “INTCRE.”

The $6,266,793 “Curtailable Service Rider Avoided Cost” represents the
avoided cost associated with interruptible service. The workpapers are
provided in the response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.

The specific assignments were made by multiplying the curtailable load by
the avoided costs. This calculation is shown in the cost of service study
provided in the response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.

The “INTCRE” allocation factor represents the sum of the winter and
summer fixed production plant. This calculation is shown in the cost of
service study provided in the response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 136
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-136. Please provide LG&E distribution transformer investment and number of units
separated between primary and secondary voltage.

A-136. LG&E’s records do not record transformer investment separated between
primary and secondary voltages.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-60252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 137
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-137. Please provide a list of LG&E distribution transformers by type and capacity
that are currently being installed, separated by primary system and secondary

system.

A-137. LG&E’s records do not record distribution transformers separated between
primary and secondary voltages.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 138
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-138. Please provide a list of LG&E distribution overhead conductor types and sizes

currently being installed (typical), separated by primary system and secondary
system.

A-138. See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.






LOVISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-060564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 139
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-139. Please explain why Mr. Seelye combined all distribution conductors (primary
and secondary) for LG&E classification purposes.

A-139. Mr. Seelye did not combine all distribution conductors for LG&E classification
purposes.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 140
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-140. Please provide the number of LG&E electric customer bills by rate schedule
during the test year with annual energy usage less than 500 KWH.

A-140. The requested information is not available in a readily reproducible form. The
production of this information would require extensive computer programming
to compile historical billing cycle data from the Company’s customer
information system.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Respense to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 141
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

(Q-141. Please explain why Mr. Seelye believes it is appropriate to classify the
following LG&E plant as partially customer-related (as opposed to 100%
demand-related):

a. secondary conductors,
b. primary conductors, and,
c. line transformers.

A-141. Primary conductor, secondary conductor, and a line transformer are required to
serve a customer regardless of the demand that the customer places on the
system.






Q-142.

A-142.

Response to AG-1 Question No. 142
Page 1 of 3
Hermann / Seelye

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-060564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 142
Responding Witness: Chris Hermann / William Steven Seelye

Please provide LG&E’s practices manual (or policies) regarding the size and
type of installation for:

distribution Poles,

Secondary Overhead conductors,

Primary Overhead conductors,

Secondary Underground conductors,

Primary Underground conductors, and,

Line Transformers.

o e o

The selection and installation of poles, conductors and transformers for any
given application is based on project specific parameters such as span lengths,
terrain, mechanical loading, electrical loading, service quality metrics (voltage,
flicker, power factor, etc.), NESC code requirements, Kentucky Administrative
Regulations and anticipation of future needs. Common material and equipment
selection is optimized through equipment specifications and limited to material
approved for use to reduce cost and to ensure consistency, safety and reliability.
Information to guide the proper selection, application and installation of poles,
conductors and transformers can be found incorporated in various different
resources targeted to the separate functional areas of engineering, design and
construction including:

e (EDP) LG&E Engineering Data and Engineering Practices Manual
e (LDCM) LG&E Line Design and Construction Manual

e (JS) LG&E and KU Joint Standards

o (DPG) Electric  Distribution System  Planning  Guidelines,

Methodologies and Standards Manual

e Application software and other technical reference material, documents
and tools, (such as Alcoa SAG 10, spreadsheets for sizing residential
transformers and secondary, etc.) are utilized as needed to properly size
poles, conductors and transformers.



Response to AG-1 Question No. 142
Page 2 of 3
Hermann / Scelye

Attached are documents related to LG&E’s practices manual {or policies)
regarding the size and type of installation for distribution poles:

(JS) 04 01 02 - General Requirements for Wood Poles
(JS) 04 01 06 — Typical Pole Weights and DXimensions

. Attached are documents related to LG&E’s practices manual {or policies)
regarding the size and type of installation for secondary overhead conductors:

(EDP) Sec 4, pg Al ~ Conductor (wire) Ampacity, Thermal Limit
(EDP) Sec 4, pg A2-A4 — Conductior KVA Capacity, Thermal
Limit

(EDP) Sec 2, pg N1-N3 — Secondary and Service Sizing (OH)

Attached are documents related to LG&E’s practices manual (or policies)
regarding the size and type of installation for primary overhead conductors:

(LDCM) 10 01 10 — Configuration for Aerial Cable Construction

(also applicable to KU)

(LDCM) 10 01 12 ~ Configuration for Crossarm Construction (also
applicable to KU)

(EDP) Sec 3, pg 11-14 — Conductor Sizing (wire), Economic
Loading

(DPG) Sec 3.5 — Overhead Wire Ampacity Ratings

{(EDP) Sec 4, pg Al — Conductor (wire) Ampacity, Thermal Limit
(EDP) Sec 4, pg A2-A4 — Conductor KVA Capacity, Thermal
Limit

. Attached are documents related to LG&E’s practices manual (or policies)

regarding the size and type of installation for secondary underground
conductors:

(EDP) Sec 3, pg I1-14 — Conductor Sizing (wire), Economic
Loading

(EDP) Sec 2, pg N4 — Maximum Secondary Length (URD)

. Attached are documents related to LG&E’s practices manual {or policies)
regarding the size and type of installation for primary underground conductors:

(DPG) Sec 3.4 - Underground Cable Ampacity Ratings

LG&E does not have a published document that specifies the size or type of line
transformers to be used because optimum size and type is dependent on widely
varying factors relating to individual service requirements. Engineers and
designers use expected maximum and sustained customer demands, service



Response to AG-1 Question No. 142
Page 3 of 3
Hermann / Seelye

voltage drops (steady state and instantaneous), anticipated future load growth,
and customer voltage requirements to optimize transformer selection.



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 142(a)
Responding Witness — Chris Hermann/William Steven Seelye
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@ SPC SPECIES ANDG PRESERVATIVE CODE SEF IMNSERTS BELOW
IFOR EXAMPLE SOUTHERN PINE ANE TO THE LEET FOR
CREDSOTE; .| BRAND MARKING REQUIREMENTS
() 45-3 szeauncLASS Voo
(FOR EXAMPLE 45 FQOT TOR OF BRANG {5
. re TO BE § ABOVE
/ POLE-CLASS 3 GROUNDING
‘E:INISHED GRADE I
G
POLE
SETTING DEPTH
/{D CURED TO BUTT
I 34§ St A - X - .
] XXELD ALL POLES SHALL BE MARKED WITH BRANDS ON
] Kb (T) SIDE PARALLEL TO THE RIDGE OF THE ROOE
xxx.\_:“@ ACTUAL POLE 5DISTANCE FROM
~© COHEGHT - BUTTTOBRAND -
25 Yy
BORING DETAILS iIF REQUIRED 1
SPECIFIED SEPERATELY T
25T
TG
. 530"
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s
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04 01 02

Eiectric System GENERAL REQUIREMENTS FOR WOOD POLES
Codes & Slandards Rev. D
POLE CHART
(Pole Height - Class - Type and I Number)
Pole Class
Hoight(ft}] HE | H5 | Hs ms | W2 ] oW1 | 1 [z ] 3 4 5 | 6
0
25 | Soutnern Pino CCA Troated | 0934318
30 7004850 § 1196401 TODZ367
35 i Southern Pine CCA, Penta Or Croosote Troated 7602368 TCO2365 | 7002370
40 7002371 | 7002372 | 7004448 | 7002373
a5 Southern Pine CCA, Penta Or Creosote Trezted 7002374 | 7002375 | 002376 | TOD23TY
T Qr

58 Dougias Fir Penta or Croosote Treated 7002378 | 7002378 | 7002380
55 7002381 | 7002382 § 7002383
60 7002384 | 7002385
65 1247501 | 1247519 | 1247527 | 1196860 | 1196851 | 1196843 | 7002388 | 7065006
76 1247684 | 12474584 | 1197851 | 1157860 | 11968Y8 | 1247686 | Y002388 | 7002389
75 1247719 | 1247701 | 1197886 | 1457127 | 1197B43 | 1247678 | 70402390 | 7002391
8 1247735 | 1247727 | 1247643 | 1497118 | 1197401 | 7006589 | 7002392 | 7006444
85 1247751 | 1247743 | 1247627 § 1187094 | 1197086 | YO06580 | 7002393 | 7004344
o0 1197060 | 1247778 | 1247601 | 1247615 | 1157078 | 7606591 | 7002354
a5 1247586 | 1247784 | 1247584 | 1197043 | 1197051 | 7006582 | 7002395
1060’ 1247578 | 1247543 | 1187018 | 1197027 | 1196643 | 4197035 | 7001404
105 1247560 | 1247819 | 1195986 | 1196984 | 11867149 | 7008593 | 7001405
118 1247551 [ 1247827 | 1196843 | 1196851 | 7006594 | 1198978 [ 7001406
115 1196778 | 1247535 | 1196884 | 1247843 | 1106886 | 12476835
120 1196949 § 1196786 { 1196801 | 1247860 | 1186960 ; 1247851
125 1196835 § 1156815 § 1196927 | 1247886 | 1197878 | 1247878

. . Replaces By: Clark/Leake
Electric Design And ONE 05,20/2003
Construction Standards

Page 20f2




Paln Class W6 1 HE T da 7T WA T HZ | Hi H 5
Halght (L] |Top Dia. () A rTs [ args | wmse | ser | osan & 55 541"
Bottom iz {7 Ho bl A
2 Bliz. Taper |ty oAt 0084
Woight {Ibs ) 5368 2R
Battam Bia. [} 11 ar 7B
25 |Dia Taper(i; Shaded en'nes are polos with 010G S 00T
Weight [tbs.) assigned 1IN Mumbares aTe 1 agax
Bottom Da (") Ll 25y
0 |Pia. Tapar {1t} CotEE PRI
Weight (tbu) 157 5252
Botom Dia. ) 14 BT 1403 Rl 438"
38 Dia Tapor( it} JOITRLOIETVR] O 3N S 1
Waelight {ths ) 1B7A% 187 14828 BYEY
Bottom Dia (") TG T3 1548 4.6 13,84 g7
40 Gia, Taper{um} DS G 14ETR § G A0 ] C 138 ) 033 s
Woight (ibs.} 1850w 2EE5% 22558 2040 18308 B35%
Battom Dia, (") " ? 1o | i | eI o152y | 1447 g
45 Dia. Taper [ i) Gi51en AR B IA3Un 1 D135 | 2131 o esn
Weight {Ibx. | 2258 2548 S5
Bottom Bia. ) R TR
5 Dia. Tapor{ i) L SRS B NI vl
Weight {Ibs.) 28448 | 25288
Battom Dia {7} ERE [ 1555

55 Dia. Tapor (i)
Weight {Ibs.}

£33y U
J268%

Bottam Dia. (7] T e
L1 Dia. Tapor (k) LRk ]
Weight {ibs.) 37352
Bottem Dia. {1 T
85 Dia. Tapor (M1 O
Weight {Ibs.} 41552
Bottom Dia. () Ty

70+ Dia. Taper (i} M| CIETVR | G g GaTay

Wolght [ibs } e | 3

7 2 STiR 5937w §262% 46918
Battom Dia () a3 an 225 - 20.547 18.85¢ 1847
s Dia. Taper (ML) [ ZcB % D143 odgyn { 013aun i 128n | Dz

Weight {Ibs.) B 2825 EHETH 507% S
Borom Dia (7} 2 188 21 ¢er 1% 65" 1887
80" Dia. Taper () [0 iaa 1| 31402101367 | 0 111 ED 125" | O 1267
Weight {Ibs.) GinTa 87 70u 79024 T30 4364 576K
Battom Dia. {7 2487 e | 2z 2§ 45" 2031 15.3Y
[ Din Tapar (HU) [ 0043 ] 0133050 | D12 s m e O 123y | o set g come
Weight {Ibx} 105708 | GGEAE 87368 L 7070 €348 SiB7 S0
Hoom Dia, () difch s GE 2281 219 a0 7" 9.6y R 178 iB et
90’ Dia. Tapor( ML) [ G104 GIBANT 012 | DI27UR ) 04238 O 11870 | D 1100 | 0 10571 § D 099
Welght {Ibs.) 118020 | 30544y | 9528z ge57¢ JI378 a26em £053% £365s 45758
Bastom Dia. ) 25 507 2457 3337 22y 2125 0 18 78 7ay
95 Cia. Taper (VL) [0 03308 | Q13405 | 0 12970 [ G 1237 ] Q12000 | 0 V14T | 0 10T © 16
Wolght {ibx) 1240a2 | 14428 | 1D3528 ¢ GGy 3a38% TE0TR G544 Sa0me
Batom Dla () 5 s 2 23 84T 22.6¢ 2155 6 AT 19.28" -
1o Dia Tapoer (M) | 33358 C 132 | C2Fm { G123 0 N1 L G i | D10 ) D 1020

Weight {Ibs.} 13457 | 123774 9 13178 | 10140 | 906TH 8074x 71a7s GIT2w
Bonam Diz, (7} 254 25 a8 2431 el o 20 ]I ta s 1B 47

108 Bla. Taper (ML) [ D123V D028 [ D125 J D21 {0 ngin [ D108 D04 L o g
Weight (ibs.} SAG11F 1132238 | 124798 | 100448 | 98308 EGT0x 7832w
Bottom Dia. {7} 26 &5 50 G- 2347 2232 21 19.67°
110 Dia. Taper (ML) | 083258 [ GA27R | D12 O 1R [ O 1M { G108 | G0
Waignt{lbs) 158975 | 42z 116868 | 105105 ¢ 03ghs araia
Bottom Diz (") T i 20T #2.83" 214 208
115 Dia. Taper ("M} {1 C1307% | C 12570 S o it T o
Weight (lbs.) 157z85 | 1ERR1E 124858 | 191213% ; 160368 | 8BiOH
Botom Ola. {") 7ES” HET 23247 22947 21807 | 204w
120 Dia. Taper (VM) {01288 | Q23R 10 1198 | O 114 | ©S0EUR 1 01057 | D 085h
Waight iibs ) 1TBSBA | 162 | YATEBA { 103854 | 11938x 1 10680w | alypx
&ottom Dia ) KRk 2% 85" RERE:Y 24 85" 2338 o 29 867

125 [Dia Taper{¥h) Ceen [ Gazuk o nea e iz | oov0rs [ aroan | o case
Weight (ihs.) 195468 | {73440 | 15860x | 142078 | 26874 | 1tusas | io02as

Notes:

{. Top and bottom diameters and tapers are based on minbmam ANSE
dimenslons. Most poles will exceed these dimensions by some amoun!.

2 Pole weights are estimated base on poles 15 % larger by volume than
ANSI minimum dimensions.

3 Weights are based on a density of 56#/ft.3 for treated poles. Pole weights
vary greatly based on actual dimensions. type of treatment, species and
moisture content

106

andant 7 04 O 5
Distribution Operations i TYPICAL POLE WEIGHTS AND DIMENSIONS T pers fene ] ine
@ : B e 620103 | CLARKAEAKE | Noms | 10f1
Pk ”l‘,;;‘;;él? fupical Tady Bu: tofe Moyt in Cluus Glamater Toppe Ar = SEALADLG A DRSS, | ALPLAGIE LD DMAWEC
Londaln Cn A TICTY GOTRIY,  mmoeny beme s Ty NA I NA
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Responding Witness — Chris Hermann/William Steven Seelye
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ENGINEERING DATA - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTIOH

AMPACITIES

Thermal Limit in Amperes¥

CONDUCTOR] POLY BARE |TYPE "a"| POLY BARE SPACER
SIZE Han”Cuo H.D--Cu. Q.W. HIPI""ALI HUDJ""ALU AlC'SIRI AICIA!RQ GABLE
6 127 127 140
4 171 171 180 122
2 210 230 240 170 156
1/0 309 309 230 230 216
3/0 b6 W16 311 o 282
&/0 185 485
somMcM | 788 842
1000HCK 1206 1300
336, 40K 485 4as 570 U435
79 CH 840 84S 970 747
123, 2MCH 280
195, MM 375
392, MTH 590
8L, 2MCM 965

*Based on 25 dagrees

o

ambient alr, 50 degrees C rise, 2 £4./sec. wind
velocity and 75 degrees C conductor temperature.

bepaxed By: DWT

Approved By: CDT

Revislon

Ho.

Jate: l-o.-td

Late |0 - 26 T4

Datet

© o gl




Yolume 1 Sedtlon " Page o

ENGIKEERING DATA - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION

KVA Capacity at 4RV

Thermal Limit in KVA*

Conductor{ PFoly, Bare [Type "A"| Foly Bare Spacer
Size |W.P.-Cu./H.D.,~Cu.! C.W. |[W.P,~Al,[H.D.-Al.}A.C.5.R.[A.,C.A,R,| Cable
6 9144 1 9ihb4 1008
i 1231 1231 1296 878.4
2 1656 1656 1728 1224 1123
1/0 2225 2225 1656 1656 1555
3/0 2995 2995 2239 2448 2030

4fo 3492 3492
500 MCM 5674 6006
1000 MCM | B683 9360

336.4 MCM 3u92 3492 L1ok 3132
1 795 McM 6048 6081 6984 5378

123,27MCK 2016

195,7 MCH 2700

392.5 MCM , B8

B40.2 MCM 1 6948

* Based on 25 degrees C Ambient air, 50 degrees C rise, 2 ft./sec. wind velocity
and 75 degrees U conductor tempsraturs. .

f

Propared By: DWR Approved By: (LT Revistion HNo,

Date: 1-25-08 Datel)0- 2672 Tate: L.G.&8, |
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wection

rage

i i A3
ENGINEERING DATA - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
KVA Capacity at 12,47 KV
Thermal Idmit in KVA®
Conduotor| Poly Bare |{Type “"A"| Foly Bare Spacer
Size |W.P.-Cu. H.D.-Cu,| C.W. |[W,P.-Al.|H.D.~Al,|4.C.5.R.|A.C.A.R.} Cable
6 2743 2743 3024
4 3694 3694 3888 2635
2 4568 4968 5184 3672 3370
i/o 6674 6674 4968 4968 L666
3/0 8986 8986 6718 734k 6091
/o 10,476 | 10,476 ’
500 MCM | 17,021 | 18,187
1000 MCM | 26,050 | 28,080
. 1336.4 MCM 10,476 | 10,476 | 12,312 9396
{795 MoM 18,140 | 18,252 | 20,952 16,135
1123, 27McH 6048
195.7 #oM 8100
-{392.5 Mon £2, 74l
B0, 2 MCM 20, Bl

‘& Baped on 25 degrees C Amblent gir, 50 degrees C rise, 2 ft,/sec. wind velocity
and 75 degrees C aonductor temperature.

Lo S

Propared By: I

Loproved Byu OT0Y

Revislion

Ho.

late:

T<B32EE

Datatio-26.-7 .

Date:

L.G.&E,




Volume Section 5 Page A*

I

ENGINEERIHG DATA - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION

Thermal limiti in KVA¥*

KVA Capacity at il 4 KV

Conduotor{ Foly Bare |Type "A"| Poly Bare SpaLer
Size |W.P.-Cu.{H.D.-Cu.| C.W. |W.P,-Al,|H.D.~A1,|A.C.S.R.|A.C.AR.| Cable
6 3175 175 3500
b 3694 3694 4500 | 3050
2 5750 5750 6000 L250 3900
i/o 7725 7725 5750 5750 5400
3/0 10,400 | 10,400 7775 8500 7050
L/o 12,125 1 12,125
500 KM | 19,700 | 18,187
1000 MCM | 30,150 | 32,300
336,% MO 10,476 | 10,476 | 14,250 10,875
795 MM 21,000 | 21,125 | 24,250 18,675
1123, 27M0M] 30,150 7000
195,7 MCH 9375
1392.5 Mo 14,750 |
840,2 MCH 24,125

o Baged on 25 degrees C Ambient air, 50 degrees-C riss, 2ft,/sec. wind velocity
end 75 degrses C conductor ismperaturs.

Prepared Byi .=

Approved By: CiJT

Revislon No.

Patar 1-22-GO

Dates)n-26-F

Date:

IloGn&E!




Section 5 Page yy

Volums 3

ENGINEERING PRACTICES ~ ELECTHIC DISTRIBUTION

YV 0714 107 xeddop z# uo saxndrr esp ALON

LCG‘&EI

MAXIMUM SECONDARY LENGTHS WITH MOTOR ON END OF SECONDARY 240V 1¢ Cu. Ser.

0ET r4 99 | 10% 24 TS| 4h A A 051
LT M6 69 1601 AL S5 2E M 92 541 b
oni €01 €4 | 411 £g aG 09 2 of oyl ;
€51 80T 84 mmﬁ 68 £9 89 wm mm mm
£91 11 2 HET 56 g A 6E ; OET
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Sectlon  Page -

Tondunter Size

® ENGINEERING PRACTICES - ZLECTRIC DISTRIBUTION

SERVICE EIZING POLY W,P. ALUM. = Summsr Poak Damand

S alum Triplex

#2 Alum Triplex

#1/0 Alum Triplex
Fh/0 Alum Triplex

#2 Alum Quadruplex
§i/0 Alum Quadruplex
o Slum Quadrupiex
27 Alum Poly

§1/0 Alum Toly

42/0 Alum Poly
2270 ¥CON AL, Poly
§705 MCY AL, Poly

ver § 33604 AL,

T

13

R T

Pcz" [P )

b rn
current £

A largor size service should be censidered if a substantial lead increase
ir aptielpated withir twe to thrae years after the service installation, cr
1f replacoment would bo very diffiewlt or lnconveniant,

Note) Complete summer and winter load information must be known and considered
to agsure proper service sising, es two different sets of values will be

uged,

Larger conductors will be necessary for long services and where irrush
from large motors would result in sxvessive voltage drop.

Mazimum KVA Design Range

Anperes

Design 240V 1f 208V 3¢  2LOV 3¢ 4BOV 3¢
50 40*" o - 12 —- ¢ - 20 -
85 1% 13 - 20 - 21 - 35 -
1:54{99 21 - 30 S 3€ - 57 -
208 '#‘6 31 - 50 e 53 ~ &7 -
as ® 0~ 30 eee- ———
125 |40 ~eme- 31 ~ 45 o o
208 @!D ~~~~~ BE « 75 eeeen —
125 ¢~ 30 0 - U5 0 - 52 8 - 104
175 3 - 42 K€ - €3 53-72 105 - 146
235 b3 - 56 €4 -85  Th . 9B 147 - 13€
370 57 - B9 BE - 133 99 - 154 167 ~ 208
£€30 90 - 151 134 - 227 155 - 262 309 - 524

740 152 - 178 228 . 267 262 - 0B 525 - £1F

12€0 179 - 302 D268 - 454 309 - 524 €17 - 1O4B

Prapared By: GLVW Approved By: Dch Revision No,

Dates L=B-8Y

D..t.l Q“g“"ég ' Dlta, L-G ] &Ec




Sectien 2 Pagae %3
ENGINEERING PRACTICES - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
SERVICE SIZING POLY W.P, ALUM.~WINTER PEAK DEMAND
(0°F, Sun, No Wind)
Maximum KVA Deglign Range
Conduotor Size Amperss
Design 24OV 1g 208V 3 240V 3p 480V 3p
# Alum Triplex 102 325 —— 0-42 —
#2 Alum Triplex 136 0-33 - 4357 -
#1/0 Alum Triplex 191 LN ; —— 58.79 —_—
$#4/0 Alum Triplex 300 4775 - 80-125 -
#2 Alum Quadruplex 129 ——— o-46 ——— —
$#1/0 Alum Quadruplex 177 - 47-68 — ——
#4/0 Alum Quedruplex 279 - 69-113 —— e
#2 Alum Poly 163 0~39 0~59 0~68 0-136
#1/0 Alum Poly 225 40-54 60-81 6994 137-187
#3/0 Alum Poly 300 55-75 82-108 95~123 188249
$336.4 MCM Al, Poly 77 76-115  109-172  126-198 250-397
$795 MM Al, Peoly Bl 116-203  173-304  199-351 398-702
2 per § 336.4 A1, 954 204229 305-345  352-397 703-793
2 par § 795 Al. 1688 230-405  345-608  398-702 7941403

Larger oonduotors will be necessary for long aervices and where inrush

current from large motore would result in excessive voltege drop.

A larger mize gervice rhould be consldered 1f a substantial load increase
18 anticipated within two to three years after the servigce installation, or if
replacement would be very difficult or inconvenient,

NOTE: COMPLETE SUMMER AND WINTER LOAD INFORMATION MUST BE KNOWN AND
CONSIDERED TO ASSURE FROPER SERVICE SIZING, AS TWO DIFFERENT
SETS OF VALUES WILL BE USED,

# - Not for residences

s

Prepared By:GUW Approved By! DCH
- B‘tel - - - L3 aa 23 ...A....D‘tal -;

Revisiop No,

L.G.4E.

Date:
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Responding Witness — Chris Hermann/William Steven Seelye
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100110-4

§0/10/93
DATE

ClL ARK /LEAKE
DRAWH BY

£7ell OVERHEAD & UNBERGROUND
LINE DESIGN & COMSTRUCTYION
MaNUAL

AERIAL CABLE
PCONG T“J’TIDH

TANMGENT

CONSTRUCT 1OM

B

S
I

i
_ ;; -
puase povaTion IS RegquiRen i CpHast roTeTion 1S NOT RecuireD
- i DU
\
2 _an 2 o L LY — ?
: g e e
@ -]
A 0
; bl r-ﬂ HF ra K"C”/?—AU o BC *
‘,/", J ~,
puast ROTATION 1S NOT recuiren 1 “pHase ROTATION TS peoureep
*/\' MESSENGER MESSENGER MESSENGER MESSENGER MESSENGER
l B AD B 6 ORI A 1 1
£ BO BO B0 al Bl ao a0
7] Ch o Lo L, &8 4 & g acd
I A o ca P co
2 2 y 2
e 1 .m“é; s X *
TANGENT CONSTRUCTION TANGENT CONSTRUCTIDN
SINGLE/DOUBLE CIRCUIT STNGLE/DOUBLE CIRCULY
1005 02 10 0% D2
TYR o
..... @ B @ 2 Tree 2 <
., MESSENGER SINGLE CIECUIT CONSTRUCTION DOUBLE CIRCUIT
5,;;_‘* B VIEW LOOKING NORTH OR WEST ND GUY  HEADGUY CABLE DN
& BE 4G AR IS ALWAYS DN TRE NORTH _ o
/ o EAST SIDE OR CABLE OPPOTTTE | DOWNGUY 31DE
DOWNGUY SIDE
ce SHT SPAN/336KCM OR SMALLER| 10 05 02-TYPE ) N/& 10 05 02-TYPE !
o TANGENT
= LONG SPAN DR LARGER WIRE 10 05 D2-TYPE 2 N/A 10 05 G2-TYPE 2
ANGLE W O | aNGLES O - 907 10 05 Q4 10 05 06 10 05 08
PHASE
: ANGLES GREATER THAN S0° 10 05 10 10 05 10 10 05 0
POTATION
& ANGLE WITH! aNGLES 0° ~ 90° 10 05 05 10 0% D6 10 05 o8
PHASE
£ - 90° CONSTRUCTIDN SOTATION | ANGLES SREATER THAN $O° 10 05 10 10 93 10 | 10 65 10
WITHOUT B ROTATION
OFPOSITE GUY 31DE NOTE: PHASE ROTATION IS ONLY REGUIRED AT ANGLES IN LINE
100504

b=t
24
e
Wi MESSENGER
ok
- o
>z
) o
SN
o B
[ o
R s R
o) 8
* . ’ i iy
-
85 8o
| é}z’.
= Lo o Lo
B < to h e S
oy ..t@ et _/@
0* - 80" CONSTRUCTION 0" - SO" CONSTRUCTION 9 - 90° CONSTRUCTIDN ANGLES GREATER ThAN 90°
WITH @ ROTATION WITHOUT B ROTATION DOUBLE CIRCUIT 10 05 10
OPPOSITE GUY SIDE CABLE DN DONNGUY SIDE 100508
£00S05 10 05 06
GENERAL: THIS STANDARD DETAILS THE TYPICAL LINE CONFIGURATION FOR _LDNFIGURATIONS FOR
AERIAL CABLE CONSTRUCTION. IT ALSO DETAILS ALRIAL CABLE CONSTRUCTION
THE STANDARD POSITIONING OF THE PHASES FOR EACH SCALE SHEET
CONSTRUCTION TYPE BY LINE DIRECTION NONE 10 01 10 - B Lo 1
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REPLACES DRAWING |REVISIONL

100110-A
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DATE

CLARK /LEAKE
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g ] Lo A
FOR TANGENT CONSTRUCTION
SEE STANDARD 100402 — | g 8
|
b
-,
B ) _
LIGHT aNGLE  PHASE ROTRTION REQUIRLCD P i LIGHT ANDLE, PHASE ROTATION MOT REIGUIRED

USE PULLBUT DR VERTICAL CONSTRUCTION

’\‘\ e
\‘\//

USE CROSSARM. PULLOUT OR VERTICAL

"
o

&

LINE DESIGN & CONSTRUCTION
MANUAL

ETeD OQVERHEAD & UNBERGROUMD

GAS & ELECIRIC

LOVISVILLE
B COMPANY

ONLY  STANDARDS 100604 OR 100506 CONSTRUCT [N
aB il \ ae
2 & - F -
i~} = Ce
4 4 ' 3 " AQ
30 & Bo
o q % : P
/ N\
HEAVY ANGLE. PHASE RDTATION NDT REQUIRED / ! .. HEAVY GNGLE. PHASE ROTATION REQUIRED
USE PULLDUT OR VERTICAL CONSTRUCTION e USE PULLOUT DR VERTICAL CONSTRUCTION
STAMDARDS 100602 OR 100606, OR HEAVY ONLY. STANDARDS 006G OF 100606
CROSSARM CONSTRUCTIDN 100414 '
ot gt
SKYWIRE
¢IF REGUIRED
SKYWIRE /\}B
(If REQUIREDY
STEEL PINS &
wsummni ] g -
ge i Al
i T %J ce (Ao e Ao S A N
; r ; ;
v Y L5 B Be &3y
Ny V4 ]
AN / g AP AND B0 ARE ALWAYS
\\ y HAXIMUM ANGLE I3 | OH THE SAME SIDE OF THE e
N4 GETERMINDD By LOAD | POLE FOR CROSSARM CONSTRUCTIGN et
\Xﬁ aM PINS .
A2 1S ALWAYS ON THE NORTH LS 2
o OR £A5T SIDE OF THE POLE
TANGENT AND LIGHT ANGLE o
CONMSTRUCT IOM e .
100402 . Py
7™ SKYWIRE ‘ .
(15 REGUIRED PULLOUT CONSTRUCTION
ANY DIRECTION FOR MEDIUM
ANGLES UP T 60° AND/OR
te Bo _"15’ ROTATING PHASES
s
&{“\ / %‘ " / 100802
F‘iy " - DIUBLE / SEYWIRE
— e <17 REQUIREDY
NN ~ DEADEND
NN
\\ \\
AN i . AN
ap
. =
skewiRe e
CIF REQUIRED HEAVY ANGLE
ANGLE PINS & CONSTRUCT 10N
INSULATORS 100414
B9 AT
‘j}#\ ”:SB\ GE&%T:‘“‘(ﬂ@?EE@&:ﬁ B
- . B T 3 T
¥ Y ¥ .
Y CROSSARM_CONSTRUCTION
VIEW LOUKING NORTH
MAXIMUM ANGLE 1S OR WEST
DETERMINED BY LDAB W te
O PINS -
g VERTICAL CHONSTRUCTION
MEDIUM ARGLE ANY DIRECTION FOR MEAVY
COMSTRUCTION ANGLES AND/DIR RUOTATING PHASES
100406 0* -60" 1DD604, GREATER THAN &0° 100606
GENERAL: THIS $TANDARD BETAILY YHE TYPICAL LINE CONFIGURATION FOR CONFIGURATIONS FOR
CROSSARM CONSTRUCTION 1T ALSD DETAILS CROSSARM CONSTRUCTION
THE STAMBARD POSITIONING OF THE PHASES FUOR DEADENDING SCALE 10 SHEET
NONE 01 12 - B | of 1
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Volume i Sectlon 3 Page 1
ENGINEERING PRACTICES - ELBECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
CONDUCTCR SIZING ALLOWABLE CON}\!ECTED KVA ON 1§ TAPS
WIRE SIZE 2400 VOLTS . 7200 VOLTS
#6 Cu. & #2 WP Ak : 133 KVA 400 KVA
4 Cu, 167 KVA : 500 KVA
$1/0 A4 200 KVA 600 KVA
¥
NOTE:
. 111§ ‘tap ‘exceeds 2, 068 fi. on 24001’ or 3 000 ft, on ?EODV, Gonsult
L ,,‘Enginaering Departmant 4o -check vnltage drop. EE ' 40

Use ¥2 WP Ak only for breaking up overlaa.d "WP" tapl. Ifwire is
;eplnced use #1/0 A4, )

- 4
- Frepaved By GLy __hpproved By Lol | Reviston fo. [ —  1,G.4E ‘
e Dates 00-13-07 . . D te; A.-' - . ‘Batm s e . JL--
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ENGINEERING PRACTICES - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
CONDUCTOR SIZING-NEW CONSTRUCTION
ECONOMIC LOADING-VALUES IN AMPS
50% Express.
All Conductor Types Express 50% Distrib. Distributed
2 HD CU 0-64 0-83 0-110
195 ACAR 64-111 83-145 110-192
336 MCM AA 111-141 145- 185 192-244
392 ACAR 141-233 185-305 244-404
840 ACAR 233-398 305-521 404-690
1272 MCM AA 398 Fekkik 521~ Frkkdok £YQ-FHiwk
Aluminum Conductor
1/0 AA 0-80 9-105 0-139
336 MCM AA 80-224 105-294 {39-389
795 MCM AA 224-376 294-493 389-652
1272 MCM AA 376wk AGIwrdddx GE 2~ *xEHE
-ACAR £onductor o _ _
fR3RGAR 0-50 et age
195 ACAR 60-114 ~65-149 86198
392 ACAR 114-233 149-305 198-404
8B40 ACAR 233-FFhdw 305 rhikek 404 Fckkok
Sbacer Cable Conductor _
3/0 AA 5P 0-93 0-121 0-160
336 AA SP §3-247 121-324 160-428
795 AA'SP 247 Hkkk 324~*f%** A28~ Fwdkk
ACSR_Conductor
336 ACSR 0-253 0-332 0-439
795 ACSR 2HJFkkk 332 *kkkk 439 Ekdkx
Praparad By: JDS Approved Byt { Revision No.
Tats: p/24/67 Date: T Date: L.G.&E.




Secltlion 3 Mage N
ENGINEERING PRACTICES ~ ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
CONDUCTOR STZING-RECONDUCTORIKG
ECONOMIC LOADING-VALUE IN AMPS
50% Express

Conductor Type Express 50% Distrib. Distributed
6 HD CU 0-69 0-90 0-119

4 HD CU 0-96 0-125 0-165

2 HD cU 0-134 0-176 0-233
1/0 HD CU 0-194 0-253 0-335
4/0 HD CU 0-344 0-45¢0 0-585
1/0 AA 0-133 0-174 0-230
336 MCM AA 0-341% 0-447 05914
785 MCM AA 0-768 0-1005 0-1330
1272 :MCM AA ([ drrchdx N Caboiaiaiad QowdEwe
123 ACAR 0-143 -0-187 0-248
195-ACAR A-214 0-280 0-371
392 “ACAR 0-370 ~0-485 0-642
840 ACAR - ¢-814 0-1062 0-1405
3/0 AR SP . .0-205 . 8-268 0~-356
336 RA 5P 0-343 D-449 p-594
795 AA SP 0-660 0-865 0-1144
-336 ACSR o Bg3e3 0489 0-594

‘.

Prepared By

JDS

Approved By .

.4 Revislon No. .

Datet

2- 0807

Uate:

Date:

L.G.&E.
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ENGINEERING PRACTICES -

PRIMARY PHASE
CORDUCTOR .

795 MCHM AA
336 MCM Ak

795 Spacer Cable

336 Spacer Cable

ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
. CONDUCTOR SIZIKG

MINIMUM SIZE NEUTRAL FOR
3¢ PRIMARY CIRCUITS

REUTRAL SIZE

NEW CONST. (1) RECONDUCTORING
(2) 195.7 MCM ACAR $2 Copper
. {or equivalent)
123,27 FCM ACAR #4 Copper

_ {or equivalsnt)
12.5 Ck 20 Aw ( no add'l, Neut. required)

e {ng,add'l. Neut, requirpd)

[1) "If neutral is smeller .than minimum size shown, replace ‘with size re-

ﬁanmpanégd dor mew ncnattnctipn;"g a~,w?~h¢pf1f.gﬁﬂ

it claae X6
Eset&on. SERREE

;iﬂYE} It parallal~1ay secondany 15 to be installe& tha naatral may be X o

& 795 AA olrovit,

- Pt

nautral on a ?95 AA

Check with the Enginaaring Sﬁatiun for- approval.

Preparad By: QLU

33 1“-??

Appraved By: CﬂiiT"

L.G.&E,

xgxtez




Distribution Plannine Standards

3.5 Overhead Wire Ampacity Ratings

The overhead wire ampacities table is taken from the Engineering Data and Engineering
Practices data book maintained by Power Delivery Engineering

Overhead Wire Ampacities

: _ ; E
o W B DEeA By B sosm acar | S
6 127 127 140 :
4 Tir 174 180 422 |
‘2 230230 240 170 | i | 156
10 308 309 20 230 | 216
20 360 360 270
310 416 1418 31 | 340 282
410 485 485 | ‘
123 kemil 280
195 kemil 375
336 kemil 485 485 570 435 |
32 keril | | 590
500 kemil | 788 . 842 | |
795 kemil 840 845 970 | 747
840 kemil | | 985
1000 kemil 1208 1300 o

1272 kemil L | | 130 |

The following parameters are used in calculating the thermal limit ambacity rating for
each wire;

1) 25 degree C ambient air

2} 50 degree Crise

3) 2 feet per second wind velocity

4) 75 degree C conductor temperature

The formula used to calculate wire ampacity is taken from the "Electrical Transmission
and Distribution Reference Book™ published by Westinghouse. The formula is as
foliows:



111. Distribution Planning Standards

j: R=(p ~1 . j0 wars

where. | = conductor current in amperes
R = conductor resistance per foot
W, = watts per square inch dissipated by convection
W, = watts per square inch dissipated by radiation
A = conductor surface area in square inches per foot

Watls per square inch dissipated by convection, W, is calculated by the following
equation:

00128 pr

JI7 5 e M
7o N

where: p = pressure in atmospheres {(p=1.0)
Vv = velocity of wind in feet per second
T, = average of absolute temperatures of conductor and air in degrees
Ketvin
d = outside diameter of conductor in inches

At = temperature rise in degrees ©C



D'sb t' Pl Stanards

Watts per square inch dissipated by radiation, W,, is calculated from the following
formula:

r. . .- L

AR A I

Ho.o=360, (‘\‘f:“f I ! f R | waits per squdre tch
CLqoon ) oo ;

where E = retative emissivity of conductor surface
= 1.0 for "black body"
= {} 5 for aluminum and oxidized copper
T = absolute temperature of conductor in degrees Kelvin
To = absolute temperature of surroundings

Using the preceding equations the conductor ampacity "l" can be calcuiated.
3.6 Voltage Regulation

The following voltage regulations are mandated by the Public Service Commission
"Rule V" (Portions of "Rule V" which do not pertain to voltage have been
omitted.)

3.6.1 RuleV

Part 1

Each utility shall adopt a standard nominal voltage or standard nominal voltages,
as may be required by its distribution system for its entire constant-voltage
service, or for each of several districts into which the systems may be divided,
which standard voltages shall be stated in every schedule of rates of each utility
or in its terms and conditions of service.

Part 2

Voltage at the customer's service entrance or connection shall be maintained as
follows:

a) For service rendered primarily for lighting purposes, the variation in
voltage between 5:00 p.m. and 11:00 p.m. shall not be more than five
nercent (5 percent) plus or minus the nominal voltage adopted, and total
variation of voltage from minimum to maximum shall not exceed six
percent (6 percent) of the nominal voltage.
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ENGINEERING DATA - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION

AMPACTTIES

Thermal Limit in Ampsres®

CONDUCTOR| POLY BARE |TYPE "A"| POLY BARE SPACER
SIZE  |¥.P.-Cu.{H.D.-Cu.] G.¥. |W.P.-AL.|H.D.-AL.{A.C.S.R.|A.C.A,R.| CABLE

6 127 127 140

4 171 i71 180 122 :

2 230 230 240 170 156
1/0 309 309 230 230 216
3/0 416 416 311 | 340 282
4/0 485 485
SOOMCH 788 82
1000UCH | 1206 1300

336, 410K 485 485 570 435
POSRCH 840 Ble5 970 747

12327H0M 280

195, TMOM 375

392, RACK 590

840,2MCH 965

#Based on 25 dagrees C amblent alx, 50 degrees C risa; 2 ft;/sac:. wind
velocity and 75 degrees C conductor temperature,

P:;cpa.red By: DW3 Approved By: CDT™ Revislon Ho. ¢ G.4%

Dates 1-=--43 “Date o 24-74 Date:
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ENGINEERING DATA -~ ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
KVA Capacity at 4KV

Thermal Limit 4in KVax

Conductor| Poly, Bare |Type “A"]| Poly Bare Spacer
Size |W.P,~Cu.|H,D.=Cu, C.W, WPem81, IH.DewAl .1 ALC.S.R. [ ALC. AR, T Cable
6 g1k, 4 o14.4 1008
4 1231 1231 1296 878.4
2 1656 1656 1728 i224 1123
1/0 2225 2225 1656 1656 1555
3/0 2995 2595 2239 2448 2030

4/0 3492 3492
500 MCM 5674 6006
1000 MCM | 8683 9360

| 336.4 McH 3492 3492 Lioh 3132
- | 795 Meu 6048 6084 6584 5378
123, 27MCH | 2016
195,7 MCM 2700
392.5 MCM | 4248
| BUO,2 MCM 6948

% Based on 25 degrees C Ambient air, 50 degrees C rise, 2 ft./sec. wind velocity
and 75 degrees C conductor itemperature,

4

Prepared Byt DWR Approved By: Cadi Revislon Ho,

Dater i-25-0b Datoi|0On 27 e Datol L.G.4E, .



Volume 1 —eetion l;. rage AB
ENGINEERTRG DATA - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
KVA Capacity at 12,47 XV
Thermal Iimit in KVA®
Conductor| Poly Bare {Type "A"| Poly Bare Spaocer
Size |[W.P.«Cu. H.D,~Cu.| C.W. |[W.P.-Al,|H.D.-Al,]A.C.5,R.{A,C.A.R.| Cable
6 2743 2743 3024 |
4 3694 3694 3888 | 2635
2 4968 4568 5184 3672 3370
1/0 6674 6674 4968 4968 666
3/0 8986 8986 6718 7344 6091
4/0 10,476 | 10,476 : :
500 MCM . | 17,021 | 18,187
1000 MCM | 26,050 | 28,080
. 1336.4 MCM 10,476 | 10,476 | 12,312 9396
[ 795 ucH 18,14k | 18,252 | 20,952 16,135
| 123, 27McH o 6048
195.7 MM | 1 .| 8100
{392.5 o : e | tem
BYO. 2 MOM | 20,844

+ Based on 25 degrees C Ambient air, 50 degress C rise, 2 ft./sec. wind velocity
end 75 degrees C conductor temperature.

PR -

Propared By: I Lpproved By 3T 0} Revislen Ho.

Pate:  1-25-68 “Datelit-pG-7e) Date: L,G.&E.

v < ev e e o e P e Lo
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4

Thermal Limit in EVA*

i ENGINEERING DATA - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION

KVA Capacity at 14,4 KV

Conductor| Poly Bare |Type "A"! Poly Bare Spaéer
size {W.P,-Cu.{H.D.-Cu,|{ C.W, |[W.P.-ALl,|H.D.-ALl.|A.C.8.R,|A.C.AR.| Cable
6 3175 3175 3500
4 3694 3694 4500 | 3050
2 5750 5750 6000 4250 3900
1/0 7725 7725 2750 5750 5400
3/0 10,400 | 10,400 7775 8500 2050
4/o 12,125 | 12,125
500 HCM _ 19,700 | 18,187
1000 MCM | 30,150 | 32,500
336,k MCM 10,476 | 10,476 | 14,250 10,875
795 Hox 21,000 | 21,125 | 24,250 18,675
. ]123,27HCK| 30,150 7000
195;?;§CK 9375
| 3925 o 14,750 |
840, 2 MCH 24,125

*  Paged on 25 degrees C Ambient air, 50 degrees.C rise, Efé./sac; wind velocity
end 75 degrees T conductor temperaturs,

Proparxed By: Loz

Approved By: (ST

Revislion Ho,.

Datetr 1~25-GB

Dateipn-26-7

Date:

LIGI&E‘
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Responding Witness — Chris Hermann/William Steven Seelye
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. Volume i Sectlon 3 Page 11
ENGINEERING PRACTICES ~ £LECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
CONDUCTOR SIZING ALLOWABLE CONNECTED KVA ON 1f TAPS
WIRE SIZE 2400 VOLTS 7200 VOLTS
$#6 Cu, & £2 WP AA 133 KVA 400 KVA
i Cu, 167 Kva 500 KVA
$1/0 AA 200 XKVA 600 KVA
#
KOTE:

Use#Zl-IPAA

o '_rerplaced use #1/0

1 I 4 tap exceeds 2,%’5 €, on 214001! or 3,,000 ft., on ?200‘1, consult
o NJEMEimaqring ﬂapartmant 4 eheck vnltage drop. PR

only far bx'aaking up avarloa.d WP taps.‘
A,

I:E ‘ ﬁﬁ_i,re is

¢
R ;_Pra- ared Byt GUW__ A 'raved By L Syl _ Ravi.si_,g Noy . 1.6 &E
B R YT F A IO ‘ it A D ] 'ﬂa.ﬁﬁl . y s : | '
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ENGINEERING PRACTICES - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
CONDUCTOR SIZING-NEW CONSTRUCTION
ECONOMIC LOADING-VALUES IN AMPS
50% Express.

All Conductor Types Express 50% Distrib. Distributed
2 Hh CU 0-64 0-83 0-110
195 ACAR 64-111 B3-145 110-192
336 MCM AA 111-1414 145-185 182-244
392 ACAR 141-233 185- 305 244-404
B840 ACAR 233-398 305-521 404-690
1272 MCM AA 388~ waenkk 521~ Fxakk BO{ FxkRk
Aluminum Conductor |
1/0 AA 0-80 p-105 0-139
‘336 MCM AA 80-224 105-294 139-389
795 MCM AA 224-376 294-483 389-652
1272 MCM AA 37 Fkkkk BQ3.Fwhdex LY R
AQ@R:Scnductor - Ca “
195 ACAR 50-114 £5-149 - 86-198
392 ACAR 114-233 149-305 198-404
8B40 ACAR 233-FFRdk 305 ik 404 ke
Spacer Cable Conductor
A/0 AR 5P 0-93 0-121 0-160
336 AA SP 93-247 - 121-324 160-428
795 AA 'SP BT Hksnk 324 Foxwx 48wk
ACSR Conductor |
336 ACSR 0-253 0-332 0-439
795 ACSR 2B 3-Fikw% 332wk 439 ¥k

Prapared Byt JDS Approved Byt { Revislion No,

: ; Lates 2/24/87 _Datey 1 Tates L.G.&E,
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ENGINEERING PRACTICES - ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION
CONDUCTOR SIZING-RECONDUCTORING
ECONOMIC LOADING-VALUE IN AMPS
50% Express

Conductor Type Express 50% Distrib. Distributed
6 HD CU 0-69 (0-90 0-119

4 HD CU 0-96 0-125 0-165

2 HD CU 0-134 0-176 0-233
1/0 HD CU 0-194 0-253 0-335
4/0 HD CU 0-344 0-450 0-595
1/0 AA 0-133 0-174 0-230
336 MCM AA 0- 341 0-447 0-591
795 MCM AA _ 0-768 0- 1005 0-1330
1272 MCM AA 0_*#*** : O,Mﬂ ﬂ_**‘k**
123 ACAR 0-143 .;0-187 0-248
195 ACAR §-244 - p-280 0-371
392 ‘ACAR B-370 ' +0.485 0-642
840 -ACAR 0-811 0-1062 0-1405
3/0°RA SP HQ+2Q5 ' -0-269 0-350
336 AA SP 0-343 . 0-449 D-594
795 AA SP 0-8660 : U-1144
- 336 ACSR o 02383 s - 0-584

..;?QS ﬁtSR 2 ﬁ-BiEH-. SR o 0e1413
Prepsred Byr JDS Approved Byt .~ 4 Bavislion ¥o.
Water  2-PA-B) “Pate:r Tats: L.G.&E,
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ENGINEERING PRACTICES -~ ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTLON

. CONDUCTOR SIZING
MIRIMUM SIZE NEUTRAL FOR
3¢ PRIMARY CIRCUITS

PRIMARY PHASE NEUTRAL SIZE
CONDUCTOR ., NEW CONST, (1) RECONDUCTORING
795 MCM A (2) 195.7 MCH ACAR $2 Copper
| {or squivsalent)

336 MCM AA 123, 2? KT ACAR ’ #4 Copper

L (or equivalant)
795 Spacer Cabls 12,5 Ch- 20 AW ( no add'l, Neut. required)
336 Spader Ceble 'y-Sfa;quﬁ'Gw (0 addﬂl. Neut. required)

(1) 'If neutrel is smeller than minimum size ahown, replace with size re-
- f@ommanéed Lor new . apnat:mctipn. ’ﬁiifo . psutral on.a. 795
- ehrett clase 0.8 01 7 'tbg Engineuring
“Bestion; T ! =

ﬁ?auwmmm“mmwmmmmWthWmuwmwm
& 795 AA aircuit, Check with the Enginsaring Seation for approval.

LIGJ&E! ‘."
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ENGINEERING PRACTICES ~ ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION

MAXIMUM SECONDARY LENGTHS

POLY URD CABLE 120/240V, 1§
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Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 142(e)
Responding Witness — Chris Hermann/William Steven Seelye



[1i. Distribution Planning Standards

Residential service to mult-family dwellings is either 120/240 voit single-phase or
120/208 voit three-phase four-wire depending upon individual requirements Normally a
distribution transformer is dedicated to serve the building and may be pole mounted or
padmounted. A secondary circuit runs from the transformer to a group meter panei that
contains a meter for each individual customer

Service arrangements for commercial and industrial customers vary widely because of
the range of load and service requirements The service voltage is either 120/208 volt
or 277/480 volt (grounded wye) three-phase four-wire. Some commercial and industrial
customers, especially older instaliations, are supplied with 480 volt or 240 volt delta. A
few commercial and industrial cusiomers are fed by 120/240 volt single-phase service

Some commercial and industrial customers have a primary voltage dual-feed
arrangement Two primary circuits are provided at the transformer location. Throw-
over switching is used to connect the load to an alternate circuit in the event an outage
occurs on the normal feed Switching can be manual or automatic  These dual-feed
type installations are normally reserved for critical loads such as hospitals.

3.4 Underground Cable Ampacity Ratings

The tables in this section contain ampacity ratings for underground cables and
overhead wires

Ampacity tables, shown on pages 5-11 are given for underground cable iocated in ducts
and direct buried  The tables are taken from the IEEE-IPCEA Power Cables Ampacities
data book Tables are given for aluminum and copper conductors

Single conductor cables

The following parameters are used in determining ampacities for single
conductor cables

1) Earth Thermat Resistivity (RHQ) = 90

2) Conductor Temperature = 90 degree C

3) Ambient Earth Temperature = 20 degree C

4) For residential and commercial applications a load factor (LF) of 50 should
be used.

5) For industrial applications a load factor of 75 to 100 should be used

To determine the appropriate table to use for an underground cable ampacity
rating the following guidelines are used for various underground cable conditions.

fad



Sinale-phase and two-phase direct buried circuits

Use single conductor concentric stranded rubber insulaied cable buried
tables

Three-phase direct buried circuits

Use triplexed concentric stranded rubber insulated cable buried tables.

Circuits in ducts encased in concrete

Use triplexed concentric stranded rubber insulated cable in duct tables

Three Conductor Cables

The following parameters are used in determining ampacities for three
conductor cables.

H Earth Thermal Resistivity (RHO) = 80

2) Conductor Temperature = 80 degree C

3} Ambient Earth Temperature = 20 degree C

4) For residential and commercial applications a load factor (LF) of 50
should be used.

5) For industrial applications a load factor of 75 to 100 should be
used

Cable ampacity tables are provided for 8 kV and 15 kV rated copper conductor
cables. The 8 kV tables are used for the 4.16 kV distribution system

Interpolation may be used to approximate ampacities for various numbers of
circuits from these tables.

THREE CONDUCTOR SHIELDED SOLID TYPE IMPREGNATED
PAPER INSULATED GABLE IN DUCTS - COPPER CONDUCTOR
RHO 80 |

4 GABLE IN DUCT BANK 15 kV 80 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH

126 | . 50LF L TBLE © 100LF
R e TR R —
T e T T T T
| R e T = o
g T T I VRN S
- L e o - —
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8w : e
" 3 CABLES IN DUCT BANK 15 KV 80 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH
L | R |
B i S e e IS
R S e e

S T e B kmwm,; 2]

4/ § 267 _ 240 : : 215

- 250 { 294 : ' 263 : f 236 ;

= e o

e e e
T S e

e s S T

& CABLES IN DUCT BANK 15 kV 80 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH

N o a 380
1000 T B T g

9 CABLES IN DUCT BANK 15 kV 80 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH

4 | 93 ; 3 80 : | 59 5
o : 119 : 102 " ; ’

- 158 130 )
— ‘ M Ve

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ o e e ——
RS T eI B S e Sy
e et T S T
e s o v
e s e B
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[II. Distribution Planning Standards

TRIPLEXED CONCENTRIC STRANDED RUBBER INSULATED CABLE IN DUCTS

COPPER CONDUCTOR CONCENTRIC STRAND

RHO-80
1 CIRCUIT 15 kV - 80 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH ‘
SIZE 30LF 5OLF TELF 100LF
2 178 173 164 155
10 ' ‘233 ' 225 214 201
210 267 257 243 728
Cap 349 336 | R IR 1295
250 384 369 347 323
chasp ] ' 485 445 418 IR 387
500 566 540 504 485
750 - ' 538 663 o oosts N
1000 797 755 897 637
3 CIRCUITS 15 kV - 90 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH
2 170 158 142 128
o L 222 ' 208 | R R I:” B RS 165
2/0 253 233 208 186
a0 330 302 S 8 <) | a3
250 362 330 292 258
ase o) o T 438 ' . 1396 ool aag )] 308
500 528 476 417 366
750 ' 647 - 579 B B3 b 439
1000 735 854 564 480

B CIRCUITS 15 kV - 90 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH

2 160 141 121 105
e | ] eor | 182 o ss 133
21D 235 206 175 150
cafp b ] 308 Co - 264 7 1 B e I T - Jan
250 34 | 288 242 207
350 L : 401 ' 344 Cae7 244
500 482 410 340 288
750 o . 585 493 406 f 343
1000 660 552 452 380

)



I1I. Distribution Planning Standards

8 CIRCUIT 15 kV - 20 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH

2 154 133 112 95
110 199 1M 142 121
20 228 193 180 136
410 281 247 204 172
250 318 268 221 187
350 3 319 262 220
500 457 380 309 259
750 553 455 368 307
1060 821 508 408 340

SINGLE CONDUCTOR CONCENTRIC STRANDED RUBBER INSULATED CABLE BURIED

ALUMINUM CONDUCTOR CONCENTRIC STRAND
RHO-90

1 CIRCUIT 3 CABLES 15 kV 80 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH

size 30LF soLF | 75LF
2 208 196 160 164
100 277 259 235 213
410 421 389 350 314
350 573 526 468 417
500 714 650 575 508
750 810 822 721 634
1000 1084 §72 Bar 740
1500 1363 1213 1047 910

~d




II1. Distribution Planning Standards

2 CIRCUITS 6 CABLES 15 kV 90 C CONDUCTGR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH

2 205 190 177 154
110 272 250 223 199
40 412 374 330 252
350 ' ' 559 504 440 386
500 855 621 537 468 |
750 384 783 672 582 |
1000 1050 923 788 878
1500 1317 1147 969 L 830

TRIPLEXED CONCENTRIC STRANDED RUBBER INSULATED CABLE BURIED

ALUMINUM CONDUCTOR CONCENTRIC STRAND

" CIRGUIT 15 kv-30 € CONDUCTOR 26 C AMBIENT EARTH

e e P L
157 154 151 147
4 : 179 178 172 167
10 204 201 108 191
A : 302 267 289 g - 280
350 400 : 293 383 369
500 ' 487 478 R T
750 604 591 574
qoo0.c | o T o688 . | -e82 ' : 851 . . 1
2 CIRCUITS 15 kV-30 € CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH

Fae]

et

EETERE Y BT 176 171 . 163 DI 154
110 201 185 185 175
T s e tra e T 272 e
o ot e R L o
SO0 T 477 : 459 ' g3z L A0e
750 590 566 532 496
cgee | 681 652 611 | o mE7




III. Distribution Planning Standards

TRIPLEXED CONCENTRIC STRANDED RUBBER INSULATED CABLE IN DUCTS
ALUMINUM CONDUCTOR CONCENTRIC STRAND

RH(O-90
1 CIRCUIT 15 kv-90 C CONDUCTOR 26 C AMBIENT EARTH

R B L T e T
110 182 176 187 157
4D 274 263 248 231
350 386 351 329 305
500 449 429 400 370
750 564 536 497 457
1000 - 656 821 ; 574 525
3 CIRCUITS 15 kV-90 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH
e o T - e
40 258 236 : 1 210 - 186
350 344 312 275 243
500 419 378 ' L33 291
750 523 468 406 355
Sa000 | 605 [ 538 : . 465 404
3 CIRCUITS 15 kV-80 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH
T R Y S b -
A0 239 207 ) - 174 149
350 318 271 226 193
TB00 383 328 - 2T 228
750 473 398 329 277
1000 544 - 455 R I Y 314 .
3 GIRCUITS 15 kV-90 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH
140 185 133 '\ 111 95
410 228 193 R BT T-Y - 435
350 00 252 206 174
500 1363 ] a2 ' 246 T208
750 447 368 297 248
1000 B12 419 337 280




I11. Distribution Planning Standards

SINGLE CONDUCTOR CONCENTRIC STRANDED RUBBER INSULATED CABLE BURIED

COPPER CONDUCTOR CONCENTRIC STRAND

RHO-90
i I CIRCUITS 15 KV-90 € CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH
o e R T T
2 267 251 230 210
20 o 408 ' o 381 | 345 T 312
410 539 499 449 403
Liasp o o L7340 o 673 BOO - Sy slmas
500 911 830 734 49
B 21 AL REE O R - . 1044 | 915 .| sl 805
1600 1365 1225 1086 932
1500 f oo 1883 1 a7 | o 1202 - 0 1123
2000 1941 1711 1465 1266
3 CIRGUITS 15 kV-90 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH
S - » e i R
g o g0 | T 3B7 Coe s ] ) v 2e
4 528 480 424 374
380 SRR R £ |- I - ‘45 f | B3 f | aga oo
500 887 793 686 598 |
S50 ) 12z ) ees | oo |oess o | lome
1000 1323 1162 980 gsa |
Loas00 ol 1e2s T 1415 DU R 1 e U pes
2000 1870 1612 1351 1152
TRIPLEXED CONCENTRIC STRANDED RUBBER INSULATED CABLE BURIED
COPPER CONDUCTOR CONCENTRIC STRAND
3 CIRCUITS 15 kV-90 C CONDUCTOR 20 C AMBIENT EARTH
s s e T s
2 201 108 154 188
R T 293 : 286 R R
4i0 386 379 370 358
LI IR 506 499 486 ' T 489
500 814 602 585 564
N 749 733 U | . g8a
1000 849 830 804 771

Y






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 143
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

(Q-143. Please explain and define “Power Pool” transformer as referenced in LG&E
Seelye Exhibit 26, page 1.

A-143. Power Pool -- Transformers includes line transformers and capacitors.






L.OUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 144
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-144. Please provide the total installed LG&E primary voltage Overhead conductors
footage.

A-144. See the response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated Aungust 27, 2008

Question No. 145
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-145. Please provide the total installed LG&E secondary voltage Overhead conductors
footage.

A-145. See the response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-60252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Infoermation of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 146
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-146. With regard to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 74, line 13 through

page 75, line 8, please provide all academic and theoretical references

supporting or discussing “weighted regression analysis” as utilized by Mr.
Seelye.

A-146. See response to Question No. 149.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 147
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

(Q-147. Please explain why Mr. Seelye did not conduct a zero-intercept analysis for
LG&E distribution Poles.

A-147. Unlike conductors or transformers, there is not a functional relationship between
the cost or size of a pole and the load (demand) that can be supported by a pole.






Q-148.

A-148.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General

Dated August 27, 2008
Question No. 148

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

With respect to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E electric zero-intercept analysis
(summarized in Exhibits 28 through 30), please provide:

a.
b.

-0 oo

o

e oo

statistical output including all diagnostic statistics,

specific definition of dependent and independent variable(s) utilized
corresponding to the data provided on page 4 of each Exhibit,

specific regression model (including coefficient),

definition of “size” for each account,

definition of “units” for each account, and,

source documents supporting Mr. Seelye’s regression data.

See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.

. For the overhead conductor, the dependent variable is the average cost per

foot of conductor and the independent variable is the size of the conductor in
MCM. For underground conductor, the dependent variable is the average
cost per foot of conductor and the independent variable is the size of the
conductor in MCM. For line transformers, the dependent variable is the
average cost per transformer and the independent variable is the size of the
transformer in KVA.

See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.

See response to (b).

See response to (b).

See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.






Q-149.

A-146.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 149
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

With regard to Mr. Seelye’s electric “weighted regression” analyses, please
explain and provide support for his selected weighted regression based on the
square toot of “n” (as opposed to some other weighting method). In this

response, please provide all engineering and/or statistical support for the square
root weighting.

Multiplying each term of the linear regression model by the square root of “n” is
a standard methodology for using least squares to calculate weighted regression
coefficients where measurements represent averages and where numbers of
units are reported as data, as in the case of the continuing property records
utilized by utilities. In statistical software packages, such as SAS, the weight
can be specified as “n” rather than the square root of “n”. If ordinary least
squares regression is used, as in the EXCEL “linest” function, the regression
must be performed by multiplying each term by the square root of “n” in order
to calculate the proper parameter estimate. The need to multiply each term by
the square root of “n” is discussed in most introductory linear regression texts.
For example, see pages 103-105 of Samprit Chatterjee and Bertram Price,
Regression Analysis by Example (John Wiley and Sons, 1977) or pages 179-180
of Douglas C. Montgomery, Elizabeth A. Peck, G. Geoffrey Vinning,
Introduction to Linear Regression Analysis (Wiley Series in Probability and
Statistics, 2006).






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Infoermation of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 150
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
QQ-150. Please provide Seelye LG&E Exhibits 28 through 30 in executable electronic
spreadsheets. In this response include all analyses and calculations conducted

to develop each zero-intercept analysis.

A-150. See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 151
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-151. Please provide the following by vintage year, size, and type for LG&E Account
364 (Poles) in the greatest level of detail available:
a. installed units,
b. gross investment,
c. materials investment,
d. capitalized labor, and,
e. Handy-Whitman Cost Index or equivalent.
If all data is not available for all years, please provide the level of detail that is
available. Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable
electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-151. The requested information is not available in a readily accessible form.
Developing the requested report would require extensive original analysis.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 152
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-152. Please provide the following separated between primary and secondary (as
available) by vintage year, size, and type for LG&E Account 365 (Overhead
Conductors) in the greatest level of detail available:

installed footage, '

gross investment,

materials investment,

capitalized labor, and,

Handy-Whitman Cost Index or equivalent.

o R0 oW

If all data is not available for all years, please provide the level of detail that is
available. Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable
electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-152. See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48. Gross investment includes both
materials investment and capitalized labor. Hard copies are not being provided
due to the volume of the data requested.






L.LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 153
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-153. Please provide the following separated between primary and secondary (as

available) by vintage year, size, and type for LG&E Account 367 (Underground
Conductors) in the greatest level of detail available:

a. installed footage,
b. gross investment,
¢. materials investment,
d. capitalized labor, and,

e. Handy-Whitman Cost Index or equivalent,
If all data is not available for all years, please prov1de the level of detail that is
available. Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable electronic
format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-153. See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48. Gross investment includes both
materials investment and capitalized labor. Hard copies are not being provided
due to the volume of the data requested.






Q-154.

A-154.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO, 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General

Dated August 27, 2008
Question No. 154

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Please provide the following separated between primary and secondary as
available by vintage year, size and type for LG&E Account 368 (Line
Transformers) in the preatest level of detail available:

a.
b.
c.
d.

€.

installed units,

gross investment,

materials investment,

capitalized labor, and,

Handy-Whitman Cost Index or equivalent.

If all data is not available for all years, please provide the level of detail that is
available. Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable
electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48. Gross investment includes both
materials investment and capitalized labor. Hard copies are not being provided
due to the volume of the data requested.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 155
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-155. Please explain how and where Curtailable Rider revenue credits are reflected in
the LG&E electric revenue proof (Seelye Exhibit 5) and class cost of service
study (Seelye Exhibits 26 and 27).

A-155. Curtailable Rider revenue credits are included in the row labeled “Sales™ on
pages 37 through 39 of Seelye Exhibit 27. Curtailable Rider revenue credits are
shown as CSR amounts for the applicable large indusirial rate schedules shown
on Seelye Exhibit 5.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General
Dated August 27, 2008

Question No. 156
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-156. Regarding Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 66, footnote 5, please
provide:

a. a copy of the referenced Order,

b. a copy of Mr. Seelye’s direct testimony and exhibits in the referenced case,
and,

c. a copy of any rebuttal and surrebuttal testimony filed on behalf of the
Applicant (by any witness) in the referenced case.

A-156. a. See attached.
b. Mr. Seelye did not submit testimony in Case No. 90-158.

c. See attached.



LG&E — Case No. 90-158 Final Order
Responding Witness — William Steven Seelye
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

ADJUSTMENT OF GAS BRD ELECTRIC )
RATES OF LOUISVILLE GAS AND ) CASE NO. 980-158
ELECTRIC COMPANY )

O R b E R

On June 29, 1990, Louisville Gas and Electric Company
("LG&E") filed an application with the Commission requesting
authority to increase its electric and gas rates for service
rendered on and after August 1, 1990. The proposed.rates would
inerease annual electric revenues by $31,01%,938, an increase of
6.22 percent, and annual gas revenues by $3,837,454, an increase
of 2.24 percent. These increases represent an annual increase in
total operating revenues of $34,853,392, or 5.43 percent, based on
normalized test—-year sales. This Order grants an increase in
annual electric revenues of §5,451,758, an increase of 1.17
percent, and an increase in annual gas revenues of $524,487, an
increase of .30 percent. These increases represent an annual
increase in total operating revenues of $5,976,245, or .93
percent, based on normalized test-year sales.

The Commission granted motions to intervene filed by the
Attorney General, by and through his Utility and Rate Intervention
Division ("AG"); Jefferson County ("Jefferson"); the city of
Louilsville ("Louisville"); the Department of Defense of the United

States {"DOD") the Kentucky Industrial OUtility Customers



("KIUC"); the Paddlewheel Alliance ("Paddlewheel"); the Kentucky
Cable Television Association, Inc. ("KCTA"): the Metro Human Needs
Alliance, 1Inc., which assists low-income households ("MHNA"); the
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 2100; and
Reynolds Metals Company. The Commission susSpended the proposed
rate increase through December 31, 1990 in order to conduct an
investigation into the reasonableness of the proposed rates. A
public hearing was held in the Commission's offices in Frankfort,
Kentucky, on November 7-9, 19-21, and 26, 1990 with all parties of
record represented. Simultaneous briefs were filed on December
14, 1990, All information requested during the hearing has been
submitted. -
COMMENTARY

LG&E is a privately owned electric and gas utility which
generates, transmits, distributes, and sells electricity to
approximately 321,300 consumers in Jefferson County and in
portions of Bullitt, BHardin, Henry, Meade, Oldham, Shelby,
Spencer, and Trimble counties. LG&E distributes and sells natural
gas to approximately 243,400 consumers in Jefferson County and in
portions of Barren, Bullitt, Green, Hardin, Hart, Henry, Larue,
Marion, Meade, Metcalfe, Nelson, Oldham, Shelby, Trimble, and
Washington counties.

TEST PERIOD

LG&E proposed the 12-month period ending April 30, 1990 as
the test period for determining the reasonableness of the proposed
rates. LG&E also proposed to reflect the impact of the

commercialization ~of the Trimble County Unit No. 1 ("Trimble
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County") Generating Plant which was scheduled for late December
1990. Jefferson, Louisville, and Paddlewheel ("Jefferson et al.")
and KIUC opposed this approach, stating that LG&E had created a
hybrid test year which was neither fully historic nor fully
projected. The Commission believes it is réﬁsonable to utilize
the 12-month period ending April 30, 1990 as the test period in
this proceeding. In utilizing the historic test period, the
Commission has given full consideration to appropriate known and
measurable changes.

NET ORIGINAL COST RATE BASE

-

Trimble County

LG&E proposed a total company net original cost rate base of
$1,444,036,873. Trimble County was reflected in rate base by
including test year end Construction Work in Progress ("CWIP") of
$677,170,687, plus estimated additional expenditures through
December 31, 1990 of $37,829,317, less $178,750,000 to reflect the
25 percent disallowance for Trimble County ordered by the
Commission in Case No. 9934.} LG&E also included in its proposed
accumulated depreciation the first year depreciation expense on
the December 31, 1980 estimated level of investment in Trimble
County, exclusive of the 25 percent disallowance. LG&E cited two
reasons for including Trimble County in the net original cost rate
base. First, it stated that the Trimble County expenditures are
known and measurable; and second, it claimed that the Settlement

Agreement, Article 1IX, approved in Case No. 10320,2 provide an

Case No. 9934, A Formal Review of the Current Status of
Trimble County Unit No. 1, Order dated July 1, 1988.
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absolute right to recover 75 percent of its Trimble County
investment, including depreciation.

While the AG, Jefferson et al., and KIUC all filed testimony
opposing LG&E's proposed treatment of Trimble County, none of
these intervenors prepared a net original cogf rate base. Their
testimony focused on the impact that LG&E's proposals had on total
capitalization, discussed later in this Order.

The Commission finds that the post test-year Trimble County
expenditures are not known and measurable but, rather, are a
moving target. On numerous occasions during the course of this
case, LG&E revised its estimated December 31, 1990 level for
Trimble County CWIP. In fact, LG&E's most recent revision
discloses that almost $11,000,000 of Trimble County CWIP will not
be spent until after January 1, 1991.

In proposing this rate base treatment for Trimble County,
LG&E has ignored a Dbasic concept of rate-making, the matching
principle. While all rate base items except Trimble County are
established at actual April 30, 1990 levels, LG&E has included a
post test-year plant addition for Trimble County CWIP and the
related accumulated depreciation at the estimated December 31,
1990 level. The Commission has a well-established, rate-making
policy on the inclusion of post test-period plant additions. B&ll
utilities wunder the Commission's jurisdiction were given notice

that, if a historic test period is used, adjustments for post

2 Case No. 10320, An Investigation of Electric Rates of
Louisville Gas and Electric Company to Implement a 25 Percent
Disallowance of Trimble County Unit No. 1, Order dated October
2, 1989.
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test-period plant additions should not be reguested unless all
revenues, expenses, rate base, and capital items have been updated
to the same period as the plant additions.? LG&E acknowledged
that it was aware of this policy but argqued that it should not
apply to this case because the policy was announced after the
Settlement Agreement was signed on Rugust 11, 1988.

The Commission is not persuaded by LG&E's argument. The date
that the Settlement Agreement was signed has no particular
significance in determining the applicability of the rate-making
policy announced on Rugust 22, 1989 in Case Nos. 102014 and 10481.
The Settlement Agreement did not become binding and enforceable
until approved by the Commission on October 2, 1989, six weeks
after the Commission declared that:

Therefore, in cases filed after this decision is igsued,

the Commission gives notice to Columbia

[Kentucky—-American] and other utilities under its

jurisdiction that: 1) adjustments for post test-period

additions to plant 1in service should not be reguested
unless all revenues, expenses, rate base, and capital

items have been_updated to the same period as the plant
additions. . . .°

3 Case No. 10481, Notice of Adjustment of the Rates of
Kentucky-American Water Company Effective on February 2, 1989,
Order dated BAugust 22, 1989, page 5.

Case No. 10201, Adjustment of Rates of Columbia Gas of
Kentucky, Inc., Order dated August 22, 1989,

5 Case No. 10201, Order dated August 22, 1889, page 6; and Case
No. 10481, Order dated August 22, 1989, page 5.
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This rate-making policy, having been announced before the
Settlement Agreement was approved, and long before this rate case
was filed, is applicable and controlling. Further, there is no
language in the October 2, 1989 Order approving the Settlement
Agreement that allows LG&E to disregard this pglicy.

Nevertheless, this Commission also recognizes that Trimble
County represents a significant addition to LG&E's utility plant
in service. By the date the rates authorized in this Order take
effect, Trimble County will be in commercial operation and all
Trimble County expenditures will be reclassified from CWIP to
plant—-in-service. Therefore, the Commission must consider the
commercialization of a major plant addition and at the same timé
adhere to rate-making concepts, time tested for fairness and
reasonableness.

We believe it fair and reasonable in this instance to include
in LG&E's net original cost rate base the test-year—end Trimble
County CWIP. This amount, net of the 25 percent disallowance, is
$507,878,016. This rate—making treatment is essentially the same
that LG&E has received throughout the construction of Trimble
Count&. The Commission also finds it reasonable in this instance
to allow depreciation expense on 75 percent of the Trimble County
CWIP balance as of the end of the test year. The first year
depreciation expense has been included in the accumulated
depreciation used in determining the net original cost rate base.
This approach properly recognizes the known and measurable fixed
cost associated with the commercialization of Trimble County. The

Commission cannot and will not include in rate base the post
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test-period plant additions for Trimble County or the related
first year depreciation expense., To do otherwise would disregard
established, and we feel fair, just and reasonable rate-making
practices enunciated and adopted in prior Commission decisions
concerning post test-period plant additions. =~

Fuel Inventory

LG&E proposed to include $14,297,235 as fuel inventory in its
rate base calculations. This amount represents the test-year end
balance for the fuel inventory account. During the hearing, LG&E
indicated that it began to purchase coal for Trimble County in
January 1990, but had not adjusted the fuel inventory to reflect a
25 percent disallowance of the Trimble County coal. The AG
proposed to remove 25 percent of the increase in the fuel
inventory between April 30, 1989 and April 30, 1990, stating the
entire increase had to be related to Trimble County.

Based on a monthly account balance for fuel inventory review,
the Commission believes it is more appropriate to use a l3-month
average balance for fuel inventory in the calculation of rate
base. The use of a 13-month average balance is consistent with
our usual practice. The Commission also believes it is reasonable
to remove from the fuel inventory 25 percent of the coal inventory
related to Trimble County coal. The l3-month average balance for
fuel inventory, including the Trimble County coal was
$10,280,683.6 The Commission has calculated a l13-month average

balance, removing the Trimble County coal from each monthly

Response to Commission's Order dated June 29, 1990, Item 9.
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balance, and finds +that 810,270,961 should be used in the
calculation of rate base.

Materials, Supplies, and Prepayments

In determining its net original cost rate base, LG&E used the
test-year end balances for materials, suppliés, and prepayments.
The AG proposed to remove 25 percent of the increase in materials
and supplies between April 30, 198% and April 30, 1990, stating
the entire increase had to be related to Trimble County. The
Commission has reviewed the monthly account balances for these
accounts, and as discussed previously, believes it 1is more
appropriate to use a 1l3-month average balance for these accountg
in the calculation of rate base. The Commission also believes it
is reasonable to remove from materials and supplies 25 percent of
any amounts related to Trimble County. During the hearing, LG&E
indicated that $1,945,0007 was included in materials and supplies
for Trimble County. The l13-month average balance for materials
and supplies, including the Trimble County materials and supplies,
was $32,691,260.8 The Commission would prefer to adjust the
Trimble County amounts out on a monthly basis, and then compute

the 1l3-month average. In this instance, the detailed information

7 Transcript of Evidence ("T.E."), Volume IV, November 19, 1990,
pages 181 and 182.

8 Response to Commission's Order dated June 25, 1990, Item 9.
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is not available. Therefore, the Commission has deducted
$486,250° from the $32,691,260 average, and included $32,205,010
in rate base for materials and supplies. We included $748,30410

for prepayments in our calculation of rate base,

Stores Expense

The AG also proposed to remove 25 percent of the increase in
stores expense between April 30, 1989 and April 30, 1990, for the
same reason stated in his adjustment to materials and supplies.
At the hearing, LG&E stated that $434,000 in stores expense was
related to Trimble County.ll The Commission believes it is
appropriate to remove 25 percent of its Trimble County stores
expense from the rate base calculations. The test-year-end
balance of $5,790,584 has been reduced by $108,50012 to reflect
the removal of the 25 percent Trimble County stores expense.

Gas Stored Underground

LG&E proposed to include $20,450,243 as gas stored
underground in its calculation of rate base. This amount
represented a 12-month average balance of the gas stored
underground account, Again we believe it is more reasonable to
use the l3-month average balance, and have included §$19,515,080 as

gas stored underground in the calculation of rate base.

9 $1,945,000 x 25 percent = $486,250.

10 Response to Commission's Order dated June 29, 1990, Item 9.
11 T.E., Volume IV, November 19, 1990, pages 181 and 182.

12 $434,000 x 25 percent = $108,500.
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Cash Working Capital Allowance

LG&E determined its cash working capital allowance using the
45 day or 1/8 formula methodology. This Commission has
traditionally used this approach in rate cases and do again here.
We have adjusted the allowance for cash working capital to reflect
the accepted pro forma adjustments to operation and maintenance
expenses.

In determining the cash working capital allowance, LG&E
deducted from the operation and maintenance expenses the gas
supply expenses. The level of gas supply expenses removed did not
equal the amount LG&E deducted in its operating expense adjustmept
for gas supply expenses. It is best to use the same amount %p
both adjustments. Therefore, we have used the operating expense
adjustment level of gas supply expenses in the calculation of the
cash working capital allowance.

Based wupon the previous findings, we have determined the net
original cost rate base for LG&E at April 30, 1990 to be as

follows:
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Electric Gas Total

Total Utility Plant $1,915,177,722 $221,751,683 $2,136,929,405
Add:

Materials & Supplies 46,804,173 1,353,882 48,158,055
Gas Stored

Underground 0 19,515,080 19,515,080
Prepayments 621,092 1274212 748,304
Cash Working Capital 32,815,128 4,441,938 37,257,066
Subtotal S 80,240,393 §$ 25,438,112 & 105,678,505
Deduyct:

Reserve for

Depreciation 529,783,546 84,484,852 614,268,398
Customer Advances 1,572,719 5,134,306 6,707,025
Accumulated Deferred

Taxes 153,385,140 19,093,760 212,478,900
Investment Tax

Credit (Prior Law) 1,127,320 427,400 1,554,720
Subtotal $s 725,868,725 $109,140,318 s 835,009,043

NET ORIGINAL COST -
RATE BASE $1,269,549,390 $138,049,477 $1,407,598,867

an

Reproduction Cost Rate Basge

LG&E presented a reproduction cost rate base of
$2,605,266,805,13  which included electric facilities of
$2,238,145,899 and gas facilities of $367,120,906. LG&E estimated
the value of plant in service, plant held for future use, and CWIP
at the end of the test vyear. LG&E also reflected the same
adjustments it had included in its net original cost rate base.
We have given consideration to the proposed reproduction cost rate
base.

CAPITAL
LGSE proposed a total capitalization of $1,384,481,820.%¢

Included in the total capitalization were five adjustments, which

13 powler Direct Testimony, BExhibit 5.
14 fpowler pirect Testimony, Exhibit 2, page 1 of 2.
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LG&E allocated on a pro rata basis to all components of capital.
The five adjustments were for the Job Development Investment Tax
Credit ("JDIC"), the 25 percent disallowance of test year Trimble
County CWIP, the unamortized balance of extraordinary retirements
as determined by the Commission in Case No. 10664,15 the estimated
additional expenditures for Trimble County through December 31,
1990 net of the 25 percent disallowance, and the capital costs
relating to LG&E's new office building.

The AG proposed a total capitalization of $1,352,739,019.16
The »AG added to total debt capital the difference between the
l12-month average balance of gas stored underground and the April
30, 1950 balance. The AG deducted from common equity the entire
25 percent disallowance of test-year Trimble County CWIP and 25
percent of the net increase in fuel and supplies increases. After
making these adjustments, the AG allocated on an adjusted pro rata
basis the Jpic, the wunamortized balance of extraordinary
retirements, and the capital costs relating to LG&E's new office
building. The AG stated that the adjustment to debt capital was
necessary because the test-year end balance was not representative
of the 12-month average balance, and it was logical to assume that
the gas balances were financed by short-term debt since they

varied greatly during the test year. The AG's proposal to remove

15 case No. 10064, Adijustment of Gas and Electric Rates of
Louisville Gas and Electric Company, Order dated July 1, 1988.

16  peward Direct Testimony, Exhibit TCD-1, Schedule 3.

.....1‘2._.



the 25 percent Trimble County CWIP disallowance totally from
common equity was based on the Settliement Agreement approved in
Case No. 10320, which assigned any benefits, profits, or
entitlements realized on the disallowed 25 percent of Trimblg
County to the shareholders of LGLE. The AG ;tated that LG&E had
put itself at risk for both the costs and rewards related to the
25 percent disallowance. MHNA supported the AG's position on this
issue.1’ The AG stated that it was logical that LGSE would begin
to increase levels of fuel and supplies for Trimble County and
that 25 percent of those increases should also be removed.

KIUC proposed a total capitalization of $1,356,100,000.%§
KIUC began with LG&E's total proposed capitalization and removed
the pro rata allocation of the estimated additional expenditures
for Trimble County through December 31, 1990. KIUC stated that
LG&E had created a hybrid historic and forecasted test year,
inconsistently relying upon actual historic costs in some
instances and totally forecasted costs in other instances.l?

Jefferson et al. did not propose an amount for total
capitalization, but took issue with LG&E's proposal to include the
estimated additional expenditures for Trimble County through

December 31, la90. Jefferson et al. stated that LG&E's

application had to be evaluated using the historic test year

17 @rief of MHNA, pages 7 and 8.

18 kollen Direct Testimony, Table 6, page 42.

19 Id., page 13.
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approach, and these additional expenditures did not constitute
known and measurable items.

The Commission does not agree that an adjustment to the
capitalization 1is necessitated by the use of an average balance
for gas stored underground in the rate base determination. Nor do
we agree with the argument that LG&E finances its gas stored
underground exclusively through debt capital. In determining the
capitalization of a wutility, the Commission establishes the
overall embedded capital needs which includes working capital
items which vary in value throughout the course of a l2-month test
period. These variations are sufficient to compensate LG&E fogr
the monthly wvariations in gas stored underground. Such an
adjustment is not necessary in this case.

Concerning the AG's proposal to remove the entire 25 percent
disallowance of Trimble County CWIP from common eguity, the
Commission has ruled in prior cases that the investment in utility
plant cannot be traced to specific capital sources. The AG
presented no evidence to demonstrate that this investment actually
came from common equity alone. Trimble County's construction has
been financed by all components of capital, not solely by common
equity. It is reasonable to allocate the disallowance on a pro
rata basis, in order to reflect this fact. The Commission notes
the 1inconsistency of the AG's position on this adjustment. While
proposing a higher level of debt for capitalization, this higher
level of debt was not reflected 1in the AG's proposed rate of

return.
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The Commission has determined that LG&E's total test-year end
capitalization should be §$1,355,523,360. The Commission has
accepted all of LG&E's proposed adjustments to capitalization with
the exception of the estimated additional expenditures on Trimble
County through December 31, 1990. As has been discussed earlier
in this Order, the Commission has determined that it is not
reasonable nor equitable to include these estimated expenditures
in rate base without concurrent adjustments to revenues and
expenses. Likewise, capitalization must reflect only the level of
Trimble County expenditures as of test-year end. The Commission
has also adjusted the capitalization for the amount removed from

-

rate base relating to the Trimble County coal inventory, materials

£

and supplies, and stores expense,

PROPOSED PHASE II PROCEEDING

LG&E proposed a "Phase II" proceeding in addition to the
current rate case. As proposed, Phase II would establish a
process whereby LG&E could recover the allowable 75 percent
portion of operation and maintenance expenses associated with the
operation of Trimble County. Four areas would be addressed in
Phase 1I1I. LG&E proposed to file with the Commission calculations
annualizing the first three months of actual operating and
maintenance expenses at Trimble County, as adjusted for
unrepresentative costs. Operating expenses would be reduced by
any Trimble County 1labor expenses recovered in this proceeding.
Operating and maintenance expenses would also be reduced by 25
percent of the administrative and general expenses assoclated with

the operation of Trimble County. Additional adjustments would be
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made to reduce the operating and maintenance expenses by the net
revenues realized from off-system sales attributable to the
allowable 75 percent portion of Trimble County and depreciation on
Cane Run Unit No. 3, if the unit has been retired.?0 LGsE offered
this process as a means to avoid the expenses“;nd time associated
with additional rate case proceedings, reduce the effects of
regulatory lag, avoid the problems associated with a forecasted
test year proceeding, and benefit LG&E's customers by allowing it
to avoid future rate filings for a period of time.?2!

The AG, KIUC, and Jefferson et al. are opposed to the Phase
I1 proposal. The AG questioned LG&E's willingness to provide
information = necessary - to. evaluate such a filing and how
representative three months of operational data and off-system
sales would be on a going forward basis.22 KIUC characterized it
as an attempt to inappropriately accelerate its Trimble County
cost recovery and that the plan was premature and poorly
designed.23 Jefferson et al. cited problems with the three months
chosen for annualization, the complexity of calculating the
annualization, and how known and measurable the final results

would be.2%pOD stated that the proposal was too narrow in scope.25

20 powler Direct Testimony, page 31.

21 Id., page 3.

22 peward Direct Testimony, pages 53 and 54.
23 Kollen Direct Testimony, pages 5 and 22.
24 Kinloch Direct Testimony, pages 15 and 16.
25 Brief of DOD, page 11.
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The Commission does not believe it is reasonable to accept
the Phase 1II proposal. The abbreviated proceeding would make it
difficult to properly match revenues, expenses, rate base, and
capital items. Significant non-Trimble County events would be
excluded from Phase ITI. There is 1insufficient evidence to
demonstrate that an annualization of three months of actual
Trimble County data would be representative of going forward
conditions.

REVENUES AND EXPENSES

For the test period, LG&E had actual net operating income of
5121,674,031.25 LG&E originally proposed several pro forqﬁ
adjustments to revenues and expenses to reflect more current and
anticipated operating conditions which resulted in an adjusted net
operating income of $122,043,734.27 Subsequently, LG&E proposed
several correcting adjustments. The proposed adijustments are
generally proper and acceptable for rate-making purposes with the
following modifications.

Revenue Normalization ~ Electric

LG&E proposed normalized electric operating revenues of
$502,388,879 based on the rates in effect at the end of the test
year. In normalizing its electric revenues, LG&E made adjustments
to reflect year-end customers, to eliminate a non-recurring
refund, and to eliminate the effect of changing to the unbilled

method of recording revenues midway through the test year.

26 powler Direct Testimony, Exhibit 1, page 1 of 3.

27 Id., page 3 of 3.
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KIUC proposed an adjustment to increase normalized electric
revenues by $4,896,459 to recognize for rate-making purposes the
initial booking of unbilled revenues reported by LG&E in January
1990. The adijustment proposed by KIUC reflects a 3-year
amortization of LG&E's initial booked amount oE $14,689,378., KIiuc
contends that a one-time event such as LG&E's initial booking of
unbilled revenues should be given rate-making treatment consistent
with that afforded the one-time downsizing for which LG&E proposed
a 3-year amortization. KIUC maintains that both the downsizing
costs and the initial booking of unbilled revenues should either
be amortized and included in the determination of LG&E's revenue
requirements or treated as one—time, non-recurring events that:
were booked during the test year, will not impact future earnings,
and should be excluded from the determination of LG&E's revenue
requirements.

LG&E's proposed adjustments are reasonable for determining
normalized electric revenues. No adjustment should be made to
amortize the amounts included in LGEE's initial booking of
unbilled revenues. The initial booking is a one-time occurrence
recorded during the test year that will not impact future periods
during which the approved rates will be in effect.

Revenue Normalization - Gas

LG&E proposed normalized gas operating revenues of
$194,585,467 based on the rates in effect at the time of filing
its application. In normalizing 1its gas revenues, LG&E made
adjustments to reflect normal weather conditions and year-end

customers. LG&E eliminated the effect of changing to the unbilled
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method of recording revenues and adjusted its gas cost revenues to
§130,285,428 based on its wholesale gas cost in effect at the time
the application was filed.

KIUC proposed an adjustment to increase LG&E's normalized gas
revenues by $5,034,036 to reflect a 3-year am;rtization of LG&E's
initial booking of unbilled revenues. This was the same
adjustment KIUC proposed for LG&E's electric revenues. For the
same reasons previocusly cited in the discussion of electric
revenues, the Commission finds that no adjustment should be made.

LG&E's normalized gas operating revenues have been reduced by
$11,289,435 to $183,296,032 based on LG&E's latest gas cost
adjustment effective November 1, 1990.%8 This includes gas cos«
revenues of $118,995,993 based on LG&E's current cost of gas.
LG&E's purchased gas expense has also been reduced to this amount
to reflect the current gas cost adjustment. With this adjustment,
LG&E's gas operating revenues will be properly normalized for

rate-making purposes.

Fuel Cost Recovery

On an adjusted basis, LG&E's electric fuel cost exceeded its
fuel cost recovery by $1,737,240 during the test year. The AG
proposed an adjustment to reduce fuel expense by $1,737,240 in
order to match fuel cost and fuel cost recovery to ensure that the
test-year under-recovery of fuel costs did not impact the setting

of base rates in a non-fuel cost rate proceeding.

28 (case No. 10064-J, The Notice of Purchased Gas Adjustment
Filing of Louisville Gas and Electric Company, Order dated

November 1, 1990.
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LG&E maintains that the BAG's adjustment was based on an
erroneous understanding of the fuel adjustment clause ("FAC").
LG&E contends that the timing difference that exists between the
incurrence of fuel costs and the recovery of fuel costs prohibits
a matching of fuel cost and fuel revenues in &ny l2-month period.
LG&E recounts that these types of adjustments have not been made
in its past rate cases because the FAC was not designed to match
revenues with expenses but was designed to track a variable cost
outside of a general rate proceeding.

LG&E opines that the over—- and under-recovery mechanism
approved in Administrative Case No. 30922 will improve the match
between fuel cost and fuel revenues but will not provide for;%#
full reconciliation of costs and that the proposed adjustment
would deprive LG&E of the opportunity to fully recover its costs.

It is true that the current FAC does not produce an absolute
synchronization of fuel costs and fuel cost recovery. Nor does it
result in a full reconciliation of costs that will produce a
precise matching of fuel costs and fuel revenues in any lZ-month
reporting period. The current FAC, however, with the over— and
under-recovery mechanism approved in Administrative Case No. 309
is fully recovering, meaning that all allowable fuel costs will,
over time, be recovered through the clause.

In the past, the FAC tracked fuel costs for one month in

order to determine an adjustment factor that would be applied to a

29 pdministrative Case No. 309, An Investigation of the Fuel

Adjustment Clause Regulation 807 KAR 5:056, Order dated
December 18, 1989 and Order dated April 16, 1990.
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subsequent month's kilowatt-hour sales. This factor, applied with
a 2-month lag to a different level of sales, would produce an
over- or under-recovery for the billing month that was not
tracked, or reconciled, 1in subseqguent months. Once incurred, a
monthly over- or under-recovery was lost, either to the utility or
the ratepayer, and was not subject to true-up at a later date.

The over—~ and under-recovery mechanism now in place ensures
that a given month's over- or under-recovery will be tracked and
included in the utility's fuel cost calculation in a later month.
The result is a fully recovering FAC through which all allowable
fuel costs will, over time, be recovered. With recovery of fuel
costs through the FAC assured, it is improper to include the OVeEgy
or under-recovery of a given test year in the determination of a
utility's revenue requirements. Therefore, an adjustment should
be made to eliminate LG&E's test-year under-recovery of
$1,737,240.

Labor and Labor-Related Costs

LG&E proposed adjustments to increase the test-year operating
expenses by $3,570,447 for 1labor and labor-related costs. The
actual cost items and the proposed adjustments to combined gas and

electric operations are as follows:

Total

Wages and Salaries 54,010,669
FICA Taxes 334,829
Federal Unemployment 21,262
State Unemployment 41,348
Health Insurance {636,899)
Pensions {462,358)
Dental Insurance . 29,463
Group Life Insurance 232,133

53,570,447
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Wages and Salaries. LG&E proposed to increase wages and

salaries by $4,010,6689. The propesed increase reflected the
effects of base wage increases granted to non-union employees
during the test year, a lump sum transition payment to non~union
employees during the test vyear, a 3 percegf wage increase for
union employees effective November 12, 1990, and a change in the
labor capitalization rate due to the future commercialization of
Trimble County. LG&E's adjustment included the annualization of
the actual test-year—end levels of wages for each employee group.
The November wage increase was applicable to all of LG&E's union
employees, including those identified as "project temporaries" who
work at Trimble County. Instead of using its test-year actuale
labor capitalization rate, LG&E used the capitalization rate for
the month of BApril 1990 and adiusted it to reflect the changes
expected 1in labor operating expenses due to the commercialization
of Trimble County. This adjusted labor capitalization rate was
inecluded in all of LG&E's labor and labor-related cost
adjustments.

The AG disagreed with three components of LG&E's proposed
adjustment: (1) allowing the 3 percent union wage increase for
the project temporaries, citing LG&E's statements that these
employees would no longer be employed once Trimble County was in
commercial operation; (2) the inclusion of the lump sum transition
payment to non-union employees, stating that future incentive
payments were not known and measurable and not appropriate for
inclusion; and (3) the use of the adjusted April 1990

capita.ization rate, 1inasmuch as LG&E had not established that
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April was a representative month and that LG&E was attempting to
recover Trimble County costs without making necessary adjustments
to off-system sales and expenses.

KIUC recommended that all non~Trimble County pre- and
post-test-year adjustments proposed by LG&E be rejected as
inconsistent with the basic underlying concepts of determining the
test year basis for fair, just, and reasonable rates.3% Kiuc
included the November 1990 union wage increase in this group of
adjustments. KIUC further argued that all pro forma adjustments
proposed by LG&E be rejected in the absence of a complete set of
appropriate pro forma adjustments to non~Trimble County operating
income and rate base.3l

B

LG&E's proposed adjustment to wages and salaries is
reasonable, except for two issues. While the November union wage
increase 1is based on the union contract, the Commission does not
believe it is appropriate to allow the 3 percent increase for the
Trimble County project temporaries. This particular group of
employees will be terminated once Trimble County is completed.3?
The use of the adjusted April 1990 labor capitalization rate
proposed by LG&E is not acceptable. The adjustment of the rate to
reflect what 1is expected to happen when Trimble County is

commercialized is not appropriate. In light of the Commission's

decision to include only the level of investment in Trimble County

30 Kollen Direct Testimony, page 25.
31 Id., page 29.
32 ¢, E., Volume IV, November 19, 1990, page 268 and 269.
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as of test-year end, it is not appropriate to use the estimated
labor capitalization rate. However, we have used the actual labor
capitalization rate for the last month of the test year, April
1990, without the Trimble County adjustment. The April 1990 labor
capitalization rate was 32.09 percent33 which reduces LG&E's
test—-year wages and salaries by $475,505.

FICA Taxes. LG&E proposed to increase its FICA taxes to

reflect increases in total wages and salaries, a change in the
FICA taxable wage base, and a change in the FICA tax rate, The
Commissicn has reviewed LG&E's calculations for the FICA taxes.
It appears that LG&E did npnot include in its calculations thf
effects of the November 1990 union wage increase. Wagg.
adjustments and payroll tax adjustments should be determined in a
consistent manner and reflect the same wage increases. Based on
the Commission's decisions concerning the wage and salary
adjustment, the FICA taxes have been recalculated which increases
LG&E's test-year FICA taxes by $133,583.

Unemployment Taxes. In calculating its proposed increase to

federal and state unemployment taxes, LG&E followed the
methodology outlined by the Commission in Case No. 10064. The
proposed adjustment is reasonable, except for the labor

capitalization rate. Using the actual April 1990 labor

33 Response to the Commission's Order dated June 29, 1990, Item

16{d), page 7 of 16, $3,314,676 / $10,330,308 = 32.09 percent.
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capitalization rate, federal unemployment insurance should be
increased $14,701 and state unemployment insurance should be
increased $33,850 over the test-year actual expense.

Health Insurance. LG&E's proposed reduction in health

insurance costs reflected its efforts in congrolling its medical
benefit costs, which had been an issue in LG&E's last two general
rate cases. The AG opposed the use of the adjusted April 1990
labor capitalization rate in the calculation of this adjustment.
Using the actual April 1990 labor capitalization rate, it is
reésonable to reduce the test-year health insurance expense by
$1,003,5962. _

Pensions. LG&E's proposed pension expense adjustmenfe
included the results of its latest actuarial study. The AG
disagreed with incorporating the results of this study in the
adijustment, stating that a change in wage assumptions was not an
appropriate reason to ask ratepayers to bear the additional
expense, The AG also opposed the use of the adjusted labor
capitalization rate. Except for the labor capitalization rate
utilized, the pension adjustment is reasonable, resulting in a
$566,651 decrease in test-year pension expense.

Dental Insurance. The AG again opposed the use of the

adjusted 1labor capitalization rate in determining the adjustment
to dental insurance. The Commission believes that the dental
insurance expense is reasonable, except for the labor
capitalization rate wutilized, and has determined the test-year

dental insurance expense should be decreased by $7,909.
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Group Life Insurance. In determining its proposed increase

to group 1life insurance expense, LG&E followed the methodology
outlined by the Commission in Case No. 10064, Included in the
calculations were the total November 1890 union wage increase and
the adjusted April 1990 labor capitalization rate. For the same
reasons stated concerning the wage and salary adijustment, the AG
opposed the inclusion of the union wage increase for the Trimble
County project temporaries and the adjusted labor capitalization
rate. In accordance with our decision on the wage and salary
adjustment, we have excluded the union wage increase for the
project temporaries and utilized the actual April 1990 labor
capitalization rate in making this adjustment, which increases thg
test-year group life insurance expense by $206,187.

401(k) Thrift Savings Plan. Included in LG&E's test year

expenses for labor-related costs was the employer's share of its
401(k) thrift savings plan ("401(k) plan"), which totalled
$449,029. This amount represented LG&E's match to amounts
deferred by its non-union employees who participated in the 401(k)
plan. LG&E proposed no adjustment to the test-year expense. LG&E
noted that the 401(k) plan was available only to non-union
employees, and very little of the matching share amount would be
appropriate to capitalize.34

The AG proposed to reduce the test-year expense to reflect

the capitalization of the expense at the test-year actual labor

34 ¢.E., Volume IV, November 19, 1990, pages 304 and 305.
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capitalization rate, and that it was inappropriate to totally
expense this item.35

The Commission's initial concern that LG&E had not adjusted
the test-year expense to reflect the effects of its corporate
reorganization, which occurred during the test year, was allayed
by LG&E's schedule which showed the annualized test-year-end
employer match to be 3385,349.36 We find it reasonable to include
$385,349 in expenses for the 401(k) plan, which generates a
reduction of $63,680 in test-year expense.

Supplemental Executive Retirement Plan. The AG proposed an

adijustment removing the test-year expense of LG&E's Supplemental
Executive Retirement Plan {("SERP"). The AG stated that the SE%%;
was designated for certain key employees, and in light of the
overall compensation and fringe benefits available to those
employees, the costs of the SERP should not be borne by
ratepayers. We agree, which reduces expenses by $247,922.

The Commission has noted in this proceeding several
references by LG&E to its analysis and outside evaluations of
portions of its labor and labor-related costs. 1In past orders the
Commission has encouraged this type of evaluation, as did the
management audit in several recommendations. However, LG&E has
not vyet performed an overall, comprehensive evaluation of its

total compensation and fringe benefits package. Such an

35 peWard pirect Testimony, page 31.

36 Responses to Data Regquests from Hearing, filed December 5,

1850, Item 18B.
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evaluation would compare LG&E's total compensation and fringe
benefits package with other utilities as well as with other
industries 1in 1its general service area. LG&E should undertake

such an analysis of its total compensation and fringe benefits

package as soon as possible.

Amortization of Downsizing Costs

During the last quarter of 1989, LG&E undertook a corporate
reorganization which resulted in a workforce reduction of 174
exempt and non-exempt employees. Throughout this proceeding, this
corporate reorganization has been referred to as a "downsizing."
The costs associated with this downsizing totalled $9,486,550 angd
were composed of separation -allowance payments, enhanced earlg
retirement benefits, post-retirement health care provisions, and a
gain on the purchase of retired employees® annuities.?? LGsE
proposed to amortize these costs over a 3-year period, and pointed
out that the annual amortization would not exceed the expected
annual savings resulting from the downsizing.BB

The AG stated that LG&E had incurred or accrued these costs
during the test vyear, had expensed these items during the test
year, that these costs would not be occurring on a going forward

basis,3? and recommended removing the test~year downsizing costs

in total and not allow amortization.

37  rowler Direct Testimony, page 18,
38 Id., page 18.
39  peWard Direct Testimony, pages 28 and 29.
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KIUC recommended that the downsizing costs be amortized over
a 1l0-year period linked to the Commission's acceptance of KIUC's
proposals concerning unbilled revenues. KIUC stated that if its
proposals concerning unbilled revenues was not accepted, the

Commission should disallow recovery of the downsizing costs as a
matter of consistency.40

LG&E incurred and recorded the downsizing costs in the test
year. LG&E has already recovered these costs from its ratepayers.
While adjustments in its workforce will occur, it is highly
unlikely that LG&E will be involved with a downsizing of this
magnitude on a recurring basis. We have removed the entire

$9,486,550 of downsizing costs for rate-making purposes. ]

Storm Damage Expenses

LG&E proposed an adjustment to increase storm damage expenses
by §723,291, LG&E calculated its adijustment by averaging the
actual storm damage expenses for the last 5 calendar years and
comparing the average to the test-year actual expense. The
methodology was essentially the same as was used by the Commission
in éase No. 10064.

Jefferson et al. performed an analysis of LG&E's storm damage
expenses for the past 15 years and determined that the test-year
expense level was not below normal. Jefferson et al. arrived at
the same conclusion using the 5-year period LG&E used but

substituting two abnormal years with two normal years of expenses.

40 Kollen Direct Testimony, page 25.
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As the Commission noted in Case No., 10064, the random
occurrence of severe storm damage cannot be accurately predicted.
The Commission finds it is appropriate to include for rate-making
purposes a level of storm damage expense which reflects a
reasonable, on—-going level of expense. _fraditionally, the
Commission has used historic averages in determining this
reasonable level of expense. In this proceeding, the Commission
has available the actual storm damage expenses for the past 15
calendar years. However, simply taking the average of an historic
period would not recognize the effects of inflation when looking
at such a long period of time. In Case No. 90-041%1 the
Commission . computed storm damage expenses by taking a l0-yeaws
average of actual expenses, adjusted for inflation by using the
Consumer Price 1Index - Urban. We feel this approach the more
reasonable and the preferred methodology to be used in determining
this adjustment, which results in a $520,533 increase in storm
damage expenses.

Provision for Uncollectible Accounts

LG&E proposed an increase of $100,000 ta the test-year level
of uncollectible accounts expense based on its analysis of the
appropriate total annual provision. The proposed increase was
determined using LG&E's actual 1990 accrual rate £for the

provision.

41 case No. 90-041, An Adjustment of Gas and Electric Rates of

the Union Light, Heat and Power Company, Order dated October
2, 1980,
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Jefferson et al. opposed the increase to the expense, citing
the £fact that LG&E's actual charge-off history and accruals for
uncollectible accounts over the past 5 years have experienced
significant decreases in overall percentage.

The Commission believes it is best to 1ea;é the uncollectible

accounts expense at the test-year level.

Location of Gas Service Lines

LG&E proposed an increase of §152,000 in expenses related to
the location of customer owned service lines on private property.
LG&E stated that this adjustment reflects the additional costs
that it expects to incur as a result of placing temporary markingg
to locate customer service lines.%? The Commission finds thays
LG&E has not adequately explained or supported the necessity for
this proposed adjustment. Therefore, the Commission has not
included the proposed increase in expense. The Commission is not
attempting to 1limit this activity. However, in determining the
reasonable 1level of expense on an on-going basis, consideration
must be given to whether the activity involves an item which
should be expensed or capitalized. LG&E did not provide specific
evidence to allow a thorough analysis of this issue.

Headwater Benefit Assessment

LG&E proposed an increase of $108,033 in expenses to reflect
the first year of a 3~year amortization of its Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission ("FERC") headwater benefit assessment. The

total amount of §324,088 reflects LG&E's initial FERC payment

42 powler Direct Testimony, page 21.
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pending LG&E challenges to FERC's original assessment of
$3,600,000. LG&E recorded this payment as a deferred debit.

KIUC claimed that LG&E had no regulatory authority to defer
this cost for future recovery. KIUC further stated that LG&E
selectively identified this cost as recoveraﬁie since it was not
specifically identified as an expense in its last rate case.
Under established rate-making theory, LG&E must bear the risks and
revards of such costs as long as specific regulatory authority for
differing treatment is absent. KIUC argues that by allowing this
adjustment, the Commission would establish a precedential basis
for future manipulation of actual earnings and improper increases
in revenue requirements in future rate cases. -

Given that LG&E has not heretofore recovered this payment
from its ratepayers, we find it reasonable to allow LG&E to
amortize the headwater benefit assessment over a 3-year period.

Depreciation and Amortization Expense

LG&E proposed to increase depreciation expense by $15,333,843
in order to annualize the test-year-end level of expense and to
reflect the first year of depreciation expense on Trimble County.
Of the total adjustment, $15,171,389 was for electric and $162,454
was for gas. Included in the annualization calculations were the
effects of LG&E's recently completed depreciation studies of the
electric and gas plant in service. The increase in the electric
depreciation reflected first year depreciation expense based on
estimated total cost of $715,000,000 adjusted for the 25 percent

disallowance.

e



The AG, KIUC, and Jefferson et al. all opposed this inclusion
stating that LG&E wanted to treat Trimble County in a vacuum, 43

4

that LG&E's proposed treatment lacked consistency,4 and that

LG&E's adjustment for Trimble County expenses did not meet the
known and measurable standard.?%® )

Although the first year depreciation expense based on the
CWIP as of April 30, 1990 is allowed, supra, we do not include any
depreciation expense on the additional expenditures incurred after
test-year—end. This allowance, together with other components of
LGsE's proposed adjustment we £ind reasonable and should be
included in expenses, which results in increased depreciation angd
amortization expenses of $14,431,836, §$14,269,382 electric ande
$162,454 gas.

Property Taxes

LG&E proposed to increase its property tax expense by
$982,754 based on the 75 percent recoverable portion of the total
expected expenditures for Trimble County estimated at
$715,000,000.

The AG, KIUC, and Jefferson et al. opposed the proposed
adijustment for the same reasons they expressed concerning the
Trimble County depreciation adjustment.

Consistent with our other decisions relating to Trimble

County, we have included a portion of the fixed costs of Trimble

43 peWard Direct Testimony, page 48.
44 Kollen Direct Testimony, page 19.
45 ginloch Direct Testimony, page 11.
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County to allow an increase in property taxes related to the
balance of Trimble County CWIP as of April 30, 1990, which
increases the test-year property tax expense by $931,857.46

EPRI Membership Dues

LG&E proposed an increase of $1,3I1,826 to expenses
representing the projected 3-year average of the annual membership
dues LG&E will pay the Electric Power Research Institute ("EPRI").
In order for LG&E to access the research and development programs
and materials produced by EPRI, LG&E became a member of EPRI in
July 19590. LG4E's evidence showed that the annual costs of its
membership in EPRI would be offset by the benefits it receives

-

from EPRI. The full membership dues are phased-in over a 3—ye§£q
period, and LG&E's proposed adjustment reflects the average of
those first 3 years' dues as calculated for 1990.

The AG opposed the proposed adjustment because LG&E had not
quantified any cost savings attributable to its membership in
EPRI. KIUC opposed the adjustment because LG&E had not proposed
all appropriate pre forma adjustments. Jefferson et al.
recommended the Commission withhold ratepayer support of EPRI
until EPRI's restrictive membership policy is changed or, at a
minimum, the Commission should exclude that portion of EPRI's dues
relating to nuclear research.

LG&E should have quantified expected cost savings and

included those offsetting savings. The payment of the membership

dues was clearly a post-test year transaction and the benefits

46  powler Direct Testimony, Exhibit 1, Schedule E, line 3.
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will 1likewise be reflected in reductions of future costs. 1In
order to properly include the dues in this case, the cost savings
expected from membership should have also been included. Because
these expected savings were not shown, we feel compelled to
exclude this proposed increase in expense;. The Commission
realizes that utilities need to undertake research and development
projects, and we are not opposed to including the costs of those
projects when they are determined to be reasonable and benefits
are demonstrated and factored into the proposed revenues and

expenses.

EEI Membership Dues

During the test year, LG&E recorded as operating expensg.
membership dues of $178,779 to the Edison Electric Institute
("EEI"). In Case No. 10064, the Commission excluded the
membership dues to EEI because LG&E had failed to show that its
membership in EEI was of direct benefit to its ratepayezs.47 The
AG proposed to reduce the test vyear expense for various
EEI-related activities it considered inappropriate. Jefferson et
al. proposed that all EEI dues be removed from the test year
because EEI was a utility industry lobbying organization.
Although LG&E gave three examples of ratepayer benefits derived
from its membership in EEI, it still has not adeguately shown that
there 1is a direct ratepayer benefit from membership in EEI. As

LG&E acknowledged, all of the major benefits associated with EEI

47  Case No. 10064, final Order dated July 1, 1988, page 60.
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membership are available to LG&E independent of EEI. Further,
EEI's leobbying activities are clearly a below—the-line expense,

New Office Expenses

In keeping with LG&E's position to exclude all costs
associated with the relocation to the new corporate headquarters,
an additional $2,48948 in legal costs related to the headquarters
relocation which were inadvertently included in the test year have
been excluded.

Holding Company Expenses

In keeping with the Commission's Order in Case No. 89-374,4°
$6,61250 in legal expenses incurred for the LG&E Energy
Corporation ("Holding Company") included in test-year operatiqg;
expenses has been disallowed.

Trimble County Marketing Costs

Test-year costs of $156,434°) associated with marketing the
25 percent disallowed portion of Trimble County has been excluded,
decreasing operating expenses by $156,323. The AG hacd proposed to
remove $500,000 in fTrimble County expenses, but produced no

evidence to support his assumptions.

48 Responses to Data Requests £from Hearing, filed December 5,
1990, Item 9,

49 Ccase No. 89~374, Application of Louisville Gas and Electric
Company for an Order Approving an Agreement and Plan of

Exchange and to Carry Out Certain Transactions in Connection
Therewith, Order dated May 25, 1990.

50 Responses to Data Requests from Hearing, filed December 5,
1990, Item B.

51 LGsE Hearing Exhibit No. 16,
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State Sales Taxes

LG&E proposed to increase its state sales tax expense by
$163,000 to reflect the change in the Kentucky sales taxes rate
effective July 1, 1550. Although RIUC opposed this adjustment on
the grounds that LG&E had not made neceééary the pro forma
adjustments, The Commission believes it is reasonable to reflect
this change 1in the state sales tax rate and has increased the
state sales tax expense by $163,000.

Office Supplies and Profesgional Services Expenses

The AG proposed to reduce LG&E's test-year expenses for
office supplies and professional services by $1,818,791. Thif
amount represented a reduction to the levels recorded in the year,
prior to the test year. The AG argued that LG&E had failed to
meet its burden of proof in jus%iﬁying these expense increases,
and advocated the Commission further decrease LG&E's test-year
expenses to reflect information provided subsequent to the hearing
as well as improper items of expense included by LG&E but not
detected by the aG.52

The Commission has reviewed the account description in the
Uniform System of Accounts ("USoA") for Account No, 921, Office
Supplies and Expenses. This account can include charges for items
such as printing, stationary, meals, traveling, and incidental
expenses, However, expenses charged to any account must be
evaluated on the reasonableness of the charge and how appropriate

it is to include the charge for rate-making purposes. The charges

52 Brief of AG, page 1.
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guestioned by the AG were recorded in subaccounts of Account No.
821 which were periodically "zeroed out." Thus, these charges
were not included in the test-year balance for Account No. 921.
Given the information available, the Commission finds reasonable
the test-year level of expense recorded in Accé;nt No. 921.
Concerning the professional services, LG&E has shown that it

had already removed or reduced several of these charges in its pro
forma adjustments. The Commission has specifically reviewed the
invoices provided to the AG for test-year legal charges. LG&E
edited many of these invoices and provided only very brief
descriptions for the edited items. LG&E claimed that it could nog
diseclose the nature of certain legal activities under thes
attorney-client privilege. The invoices 1included charges for
numerous proceedings involving Trimble County and other major
issues before or with the Commission. The Commission believes it
is reascnable to remove the charges for the numercus Commission
related proceedings since this level of activity should not be as
large with the completion of Trimble County, on a going forward
basis. .We have also removed charges relating to the invoices
where descriptions have been omitted, reducing test-year

professional services expense by $294,676.

Miscellaneous Expense Adjustments

The AG proposed to reduce miscellaneous expenses by $314,903.
Included 1in this proposed adjustment were contributions, economic
development donations, moving expenses, and commitment fees
recorded above the - line, which the AG argques were not the

ratepayers responsibility. The AG also argued that LG&E's
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commitment fees should not be as high as in the past, since these
fees had been related to the financing needs of Trimble County.

We have removed the contributions, economic development
donations, and the moving expenses from the test-year expenses.
The Commission traditionally has excludéﬁ above the line
contributions and donations from rates; and we have not been
persuaded that the moving expenses incurred in the test year
represent a recurring item of expense. However, it is reasonable
to include the test year level of commitment fees, because LG&E
will be incurring commitment fees for its financing reguirements
on a recurring basis. Taken together this reduces test-year
miscellaneous expenses by $151,507. —

Amortization of Management Audit Fee

In Case No. 10064, the Commission approved LG&E's request to
amortizé the cost of the Management Audit over a 3-year period.
This resulted in an annual amortization of $194,000.53 As of the
end of the test year, $226,33354 remained to be amortized. At the
present amortization rate, LG&E would have recovered the cost by
the middle of 1991.

LG&E should recover the total cost of the management audit
but it is not entitled to recover in excess of its cost, requiring
the amortization rate to now be adjusted. The annual amortization
rate for rate-making purposes should be $75,444 based on a 3-year

amortization of the unamortized cost at test-year—end.

53 case No. 10064, Order dated July 1, 1988, page 62.
54 April 1590 Monthly Report, page 28.
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Considering that the amortization has continued during the course
of these proceedings, LG&E will recover its entire cost by the
middle of 1992 at the $75,444 annual amortization rate. Test-year
expenses have been reduced by $118,560 to reflect this adjustment.

Annualization of Year—-End Customers

LG&E proposed an increase in operating expenses of $1,118,728
to reflect the increase in expenses related to annualizing the
number of customers at test—~year-end. Thig adjustment
corresponded to a similar adjustment to operating revenues.

The AG proposed an increase in operating expenses of
$947,065. The AG made several adjustments to the operating
expenses used in the calculation of the proposal, stating that»
several expenses included by LG&E had not been shown to vary with
the number of customers. The AG further stated that absent an
LG&E study which showed that expenses increased with customer
growth revenues, any adjustment based on an operating ratio is not
known and measurable.>>

The Commission specifically used the operating ratio
methodology in Case No. 10064 and LG&E has followed that
methodology in preparing its proposal. We have accepted LG&E's
proposed adjustment.

Directors and OQfficers Liability Insurance

The AG proposed to reduce expenses by $245,943 to reflect the
assignment of 50 percent of the cost of directors and officers

liability insurance to the shareholders of LG&E. The AG argued

55 peWard Direct Testimony, page 33.



that the protection provided by the insurance was for both the
shareholder and ratepayer. While there may be some benefits to
shareholders, the main beneficiaries are the ratepayers. This
insurance allows LG&E to induce highly qualified individuals to
serve on its Board of Directors. We feel it is not proper or
reasonable to include this adjustment.

Workers' Compensation Insurance

The AG proposed to reduce expenses by '$536,187 to reflect a
portion of the Workers' Compensation insurance expense recorded in
the test vyear as capitalized. The AG stated that it was unclear
whether LG&E was capitalizing any of the Workers' Compensation
insurance costs, but that such an adjustment was appropriate?®
LG&E indicated that it was 1in fact capitalizing its Workers'
Compensation insurance costs .2 The Commission believes the
amount included as workers' compensation insurance expense is
reasonable.

amortization of Investment Tax Credits

LG&E proposed to increase the amortization of investment tax
credits ("ITC") by $1,554,000. The proposal reflected the change
in depreciation rates used by LG&E and the amortization of ITCs
attributable to Trimble County. The proposal reflected Trimble
County ITCs for plant to be in service as of December 31, 1990.

The AG, KIUC, and Jefferson et al. opposed the inclusion of

the Trimble County ITC amortization for the same reasons expressed

56 q.E., Volume IV, November 19, 1990, page 185.
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concerning LG&E's proposed adjustment to depreciation expense
related to Trimble County.

As discussed earlier in this Order, it is reasonable to
nclude Trimble County CWIP as of test-year end and the related
first vyear depreciation expense in rates. Likewise, it is
reasonable to include the amortization on the Trimble County ITCs
related to the April 30, 1990 balance of CWIP, which increases the
amortization of ITCs by $l,507,000.57

Flowback of Unprotected Federal Excess Deferred Taxes

In Case No. 10064, the Commission ordered LG&E to amortize
$4,749,500 in unprotected federal excess deferred taxes and
$4,385,600 in state tax deficiencies over a 5-year period.58 T%gr
AG claimed that LG&E did not appear to be in conformity with the
Order in Case No. 10064 and proposed that the test year flowback
of the wunprotected federal excess deferred taxes be increased by
$162,300. LG&E stated that it had changed the amount of the
federal amortization due to the discovery of some errors in the
amounts originally provided to the Commission in Case No. 10064,
but even after the discovery of these errors, it had not informed
the Commission of the change. LG&E filed information concerning
_the <change in the amount of unprotected excess deferred taxes and
its change in the amortization amount.

The Commission has reviewed the account information. It

appears that both amortization amounts have been changed, not just

57 powler Direct Testimony, Exhibit 1, Schedule Y, line 5.
58 rCase No. 10064, Order dated July 1, 1988, page 61.
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the amortization for the federal excess deferred taxes.
Insufficient information has been provided to justify a change in
the federal amortization as ordered in Case No. 10064. The
flowback of unprotected federal excess deferred taxes is restored
to the level ordered in Case No. 10064 by $162,300.

State Income Tax Rate Change

LG&E proposed three adjustments to reflect the change in the
Kentucky income tax rate, which became effective January 1, 1990.
The adjustments were an increase in state income tax of $508,000;
an increase in deferred state 1income tax of $42,000; and an
increase in the amortization of cumulative state deferred tax of
$512,000. In all three adjustments, LG&E computed the corresg
ponding savings in federal income taxes relating to the state
income tax rate change.

The methodclogy used to reflect the change in the state
income tax rates 1is reasonable. But, based on the information
provided, these adjustments require recalculations to reflect the
level of state tax deficiency identified in Case No. 10064. The
state income tax is increased by $508,000; deferred state income
tax increased by $41,473; and the amortization of cumulative state
deferred tax increased by $446,582.

Tax Adjustment for Other Interest Expense

LG&E proposed to increase income tax expense by $198,430 to
reflect the income taxes applicable to other interest expense. In
Case No. 10064, the Commission determined that LG&E could not
recover other interest expense from ratepayers. Because LG&E

could not recover this expense from ratepayers, LG&E claims that

_43.....



the ratepayers should not recelve any corresponding income tax
benefits. We do not agree. According to the USoA, other interest
expense is recorded below the line.

It is not proper to make the proposed adjustment to income
tax expense without supporting documentation which shows LGSE
included other interest expense in the determination of its
above-the-line income tax expense.

Interest Synchronization

LG&E proposed two adjustments 1In order to determine its
interest synchronization. The first adijustment annualized the
interest expense on debt, and the second reflected the allocation
of JDIC on the computation. Traditionally, the Commission hag
applied the cost rates applicable toc the long-term debt and
short—-term debt components of the capital structure in order to
compute an interest adjustment. This was the approach the
Commission wused in Case No. 10064. The debt components utilized
in this computation reflect the effects of the JDIC allocation and
reductions to capital structure due to the 25 percent Trimble
County disallowance and the capital costs of LGEE's new office
building. Using the adijusted capital structure allowed, the
Commission has computed an interest reduction of $1,193,023 which
results in an increase to income taxes of $470,588.

Following the approach used in Case No. 10064, the Commission
has applied the combined state and federal income tax rate of
39.445 percent to the accepted pro forma adjustments. The
Commission finds that combined operating income should be

increased by $6,639,060 to $130,376,855.
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The adjusted net operating income is as follows:

Electric Gas Total
Operating Revenues $502,388,881 $183,296,032 $68B5,684,913
Operating Expenses 384,835,893 170,472,065 555,307,958
ADJUSTED NET
OPERATING INCOME $117,552,988 & 12,823,967 $130,376,955

RATE OF RETURN

Capital Structure

LG&E proposed an adjusted end-of-test-year capital structure
containing 43.13 percent long-term debt, 4.69 percent short—term
debt, 8.22 percent preferred stock, and 43.96 percent common
equity. Year—end, long~term debt was adjusted to reflect: (1T
the retirement of $16,000,000 of 4 7/8 percent First Mortgage
Bonds, Series due October 1, 1990;59 {2) the scheduled redemption
of 750,000 of 1975 Pollution Control Bonds due September 1,
1990;60 and (3) the refinancing of $25,000,000 of Series J 1985
Pollution Control Bonds at B8.25 percent interest with 1990 bonds
at 7.45 percent interest.®l The retirement of the $16,000,000 of
4 7/8 percent First Mortgage Bonds and the redemption of the
$750,000 1975 Pollution Control  Bonds were reflected as

adjustments to short-term debt. The refinancing of the 1985

29 Fowler Direct Testimony, Exhibit I, Schedule V.
60 14.
61 T.E., Volume IV, November 1%, 1990, page 11.
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Series J Pollution Control Bonds with 1990 bonds did not affect
the capital structure.

LG&E decreased year—end preferred stock and increased common
equity by $1,033,459, the discount and expense associated with the
preferred stock issues.b? LG&E also decreased common eguity by
$9,251,593 to reflect the adjustment to retained earnings for
unbilled revenues as discussed previously in this Order.63

The AG proposed a capital structure containing 43.11 percent
long-term debt, 4.69 percent short~term debt, 8.30 percent
preferred stock, and 43.90 percent common equity.64 The
difference in the AG's proposal and LG&E's proposal is that the AG
proposed to exclude unamortized premiums, discounts, and expensesw
The AG claims these amounts are not a part of the permanent
financing of a utility. Moreover, the AG disagreed with LG&E's
adjustment to place the preferred stock discount and expense in
the weighted average of preferred stock.®® fThe AG maintained that
the preferred stock discount and expense was properly recorded in
the capital stock account and should remain in the weighted
average of common equity.

Premiums, discounts, and other expenses of issuing securities

are an integral part of the financing of a utility and should be

62 powler Direct Testimony, page 1 of 2.
63 Id., page 1.

64 yeaver Direct Testimony, Exhibit, Statement 17.
65 Id., page 30.
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reflected as such in the capital structure. LG&E's adjustment to
place the discount and expenses associated with preferred stock in

the preferred stock structure is appropriate. The Commission

finds LG&E's capital structure is as follows: 312
p Mt [rin
er -
Percent o (g
Long-Term Debt 43,13 P e
Short-Term Debt 4.69
Preferred Stock 8.22 N
Common Egquity 43.96 . i
Total Capital 100.00%

Cost of Debt and Preferred Stock

LG&E proposed a cost of long-term debt of 7.72 percent after
adjustments for the refinancing of the $25,000,000 1985 Firsbs.
Mortgage Bonds. 66 The AG proposed a cost of long-term debt of
7.7% percent67 but did not include an adjustment for refinancing
the 1985 First Mortgage Bonds. To arrive at its cost of long-term
debt, LG&E included the unamortized premium on bonds in long-term
debt and adjusted interest expense by the amortization of
expenses, premiumsg, and the loss on reacguired debt.%8 The AG did
not include the unamortized premium on bonds in long-term debt and

adjusted interest expense by the amortization of the expenses and

66 calculated from Fowler Direct Testimony, Exhibit 2, page 1;
and T.E., Volume IV, November 19, 1590, page 11l.

67  Weaver Response to LG&E, 17.

68 powler Direct Testimony, Exhibit 2, page 1; and Exhibit 1,
Schedule V.
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premium but did not adjust interest expense by the amortization of
the loss on reacquired debt ., 69

It is more appropriate to adjust long-term debt by the
unamortized premium on bonds and to adjust interest expense by the
amortization of the loss on reacquired debt. ‘%e find the cost of
long~term debt to be 7.72 percent.

LG&E proposed the cost of short-term debt to be 8.38.70 The
AG proposed the cost of short-term debt to be 8.43.71 7The AG
subsequently agreed with a cost of 8,38, and the Commission
concurs.

LG&E’? and the AG’3 both agreed that the cost of preferred

stock is B.09 percent and the Commission concurs. -

Return on Equity

LG&E proposed a return on equity ("ROE") in the range of 13.0
to 13.5 percent,74 and subseguently revised its expected cost of
equity to be in the range of 13.25 to 13.75 percent.75 The AG

proposed a range of 12.0 to 12.5 percent.76 KIUC proposed an ROE

69 Weaver Direct Testimony, Exhibit, Statement 15.

70 powler Direct Testimony, Exhibit 2, page 1.

7L Weaver Direct Testimony, Exhibit Statement 16, page 2.
72 powler Direct Testimony, Exhibit 2, page 1.

73 Weaver Direct Testimony, Exhibit, Statement 17.

74 0lson Direct Testimony, page 36.

75 oison Supplemental Testimony, page 18.

76 weaver Direct Testimony, page 28.
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of 11.7 percent.77 Jefferson et al. proposed an ROE in the range
of 11.0 to 11.5 percent.’8

To determine the ROE, LG&E used a discounted cash flow
("DCF") analysis. In addition, LG&E utilized an interest premium
calculation and DCF study of eight other eleé%ric utilities as a
check on the results of its DCF analysis. LG&E adjusted the
results for financing costs and to show additional margin.

In its DCF analysis, LG&E used a dividend yield of 7.57
percent79 based on a projected dividend rate of $2.84 and a
6—-month high/low stock price average during the period May 1 -
October 26, 1990.89 LGsE relied on three methods of analysis tg
determine its estimated growth rate: 1) a study of past ands
current trends in dividends, earnings and book value; 2) retention
or internal growth; and 3) estimates of expected growth available
from security analysts.sl Based on its analysis, LG&E opined that
investors expect growth of 4.75 tco 5.25 percent.82 Overall,
LG&E's DCF analysis produced a return requirement of 12.32 to

12.82 percent.83

77 Baudino Direct Testimony, page 26.

78 Kinloch Direct Testimony, page 22.

79 olson Supplemental Testimony, page 17.
80 4.

8l 0Olson Direct Testimony, page 23.

82 Id., page 28.

83 olson Supplemental Testimony, page 17.
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Using an interest premium approach as a first check on its

DCF analysis, LG&E concluded its cost of common eguity to be 14.5%

percent. The risk premium of investors was estimated to be 4.75
percent. This was added to the current yield to maturity on
Double A bonds of 9.8 percent.84 As a second check of its

results, LG&E performed a DCF study of eight selected utilities.
The results indicated an investor requirement of 12.48 to 12.98
percent.85

LG&E determined that the results of its DCF analysis were not
in fact the returns required by investors. LG&E applied an 8
percent premium to its DCF results to compensate for. financing
cost and market pressure.86 LG&E concluded that its required ROB
should be 13.25 to 13.75 percent.87

To perform a DCF analysis, the AG selected 5 companies he
considered to be of comparable risk to LG&E. The companies

considered were combination gas and electric companies reported in

Value Line with characteristics similar to LG&E in capital

structure ratios, total assets, fuel mix, electric vs. gas revenue

88 According

distribution, betas, stock ratings, and bond ratings.
to the AG's analysis, LG&E has a slightly greater amount of risk

from 1its capital structure and operating leverage than the

84 (0lson Direct Testimony, pages 32-33.
85 0o1son Supplemental Testimony, page 18.
86 0lson Direct Testimony, page 36.

87 oison Supplemental Testimony, page 18.
88 Weaver Direct Testimony, page 6.
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comparison group but this risk is offset by the greater risk of
the comparison group from acid rain 1egislation.89

The AG used four methods of calculating growth for its DCP
analysis. The methods used were: 1) compound growth rate in
dividends per share; 2} compound growth Q;te in earnings per
share; 3) compound growth rate in book value per share; and 4)
earnings retention ratio multiplied by ROE. Based on these
calculations, the AG's recommended growth rate was 4.0 to 4.5
percent.90

The AG calculated a dividend yield from June 29, 1990 through
September 7, 1950 of 7.44 percent for LG&E and 7.75 percent for
the comparison group.gl The AG employed these yields in its DCE
analysis to reflect greater uncertainty caused by the Middle East
situation.?? The results of the AG's DCF analysis yielded an ROE
for LG&E of 11.74 to 12.27 percent and 12.06 to 12.60 percent for
93

the comparable companies. Based on these results the AG

determined LG&E's required ROE to be within a range of 12.0 to

12.5 percent.94

KIUC performed a DCF analysis using the same eight companies

that LG&E used in its DCF study of comparable companies and a risk

89 Id., page 18,
20 14., page 25.
91 14., page 26.
92 14.
93 Id., page 27.
24 14., page 28.
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premium analysis. KIUC calculated a 6-month average dividend
yield during the period from February through July 1990 of 7.22
percent for the comparison group95 and 7.28 percent for LG&E. 0

Averaging the 1Institutional Brokers Estimate System ("“IBES")

earnings growth project, Value Line compound dividend growth rate
from 1990 to 1994, and Value Line compound earnings per share
growth rate from 1990 to 1994 resulted in an expected growth rate
of 4.28 percent for the comparison group97 and 3.46 percent for
LGsE. 28 To complete the DCF equations, KIUC applied one-half the
growth rate to the historical dividend yields to arrive at a ROE
for the comparison group of 11.65 percent99 and 10.87 percent for
LesE. 100 gruc opined that its DCF cost of equity for LG&E was too
conservative given the DCF cost of equity for the comparison
group.101 KIUC found the comparison group results were not
understated based on a sustainable growth calculation it performed
as a check.102

In addition, KIUC performed a risk premium analysis as a

supplementary check on its DCF analysis. Adding a risk premium of

95  Baudino Direct Testimony, page 1l.
96 1d., page 18.
37 Id., page 13.
98 Id., page 19.

99 1d., page 16.

100 Id., page 20.

101 14

.+ page 21.

102 14., page 25.
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2.11 percent to the 89.65 percent average yield of LG&E's first
mortgage bonds for February and July 1990 resulted in a cost of
equity for LG&E of 11.76 percent.103 fn its final analysis, KIUC
averaged the results of its DCF for comparison companies and its
risk premium analysis to arrive at its estimat; of 11.7 percent as
a fair rate of return for LGsE.>04

Jefferson et al. opined that an ROE between 11.0 and 11.5
percent would offer LG&E's shareholders a fair return on their

investment .10 This was based on a review of returns recently

granted by other Commissions as published in Public Utilities

Fortnightly and KIUC's assessment of LG&E's level of risk ag

compared to the named utilities. -~

The 8 percent premium proposed by LG&E to adiust for
flotation cost and market pressure would overstate LG&E's cost of
capital. LLG&E is rated a solid Ra/AA by Moody's and Standard and
Poor and thus can be considered less risky than the average
utility investment. Pressure to finance ongoing construction is
declining and by its own admission, LG&E is in a one-of-a~kind
position to perform under the Clean Air Act. However, the current
state of the economy is timorous. The Commission, having
considered all of the evidence, including current economic
conditions, finds that an ROE of 12.25 to 12.75 percent is fair,

just, and reasonable. An ROE in this range would allow LG&E to

103 Id., page 24.

104 i1d., page 26.

105 kinloch Direct Testimony, page 22.
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attract capital at a reasonable cost and maintain its financial
integrity to ensure continued service and provide for necessary
expansion to meet future requirements, and also result in the
lowest possible cost to ratepayers. A return of 12.5 percent will

best meet the above objectives.

Rate of Return Summary

Applying the rates of 7.79 percent for debt, 8.09 percent for
preferred stock, and 12.50 percent for common equity to the
capital structure produces an overall cost of capital of 9.89
percent, which we £find to be fair, just, and reasonable. This
cost of capital produces a rate of return on LG&E's net original
;cost rate base of 9.52 percent which the Commission finds is faire
just, and reasonable.

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

The Commission has determined that LG&E needs additional
annual operating income of $3,618,915 to produce a rate of return
of 12.50 percent on common eguity based on the adjusted historical
test year. After the provision for state and federal taxes, there
is an overall revenue deficiency of $5,976,245 the amount of
additional revenue granted. The net operating income necessary to
allow LG&E the opportunity to pay its operating expenses and fixed
costs and have a reasonable amount for equity growth is
$133,995,870. A breakdown between electric and gas operations of
the reguired operating income and the increase in revenue allowed

igs as follows:
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Electric Gas Total

Net Operating Income

Found Reasonable $120,854,300 $ 13,141,570 $133,995,870
Adjusted Net Operating

Income 117,552,988 12,823,967 130,376,955
Net Operating Income

Deficiency 3,301,312 317,603 3,618,915
Gross Up Revenue Factor

for Taxes [1.00-.39445] .60555 .60555 -.60555
Additional Revenue

Reguired 5,451,758 524,487 5,976,245

The additional revenue granted will provide a rate of return
on the net original cost rate base of 9.52 percent and an overall
return on total capitalization of 9.89 percent, -

The rates and charges in Appendix A are designed to produce
gross operating revenues, based on the adjusted test year, of
$691,661,158. These operating revenues include $507,840,639 in
electrie revenues and $183,820,519 in gas revenues. The gas
operating revenues reflect the most recent gas cost adjustment

approved in Case No. 10064-J.

PRICING AND TARIFF ISSUES

Electric Cost-of~-Service Study

LG&E presented a fully embedded time-differentiated electric
cost-of~service study for the purpose of allocating costs among
the classes of service on the basis of cost incurrence. The study
used a base-intermediate—peak ("BIBP") method to allocate
production and transmission costs to costing periods and to

customer classes. ~The BIP methodology, which was approved by the
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Commission in Case Nos. 861.6,106 8926,107 and 10064,108 was
described by LG&E in the following manner:

The cost assignments to the base period were established
on the basis of the relationship of the minimum demand
to the maximum demand. This recognized that some level
of capacity 1is always present to meet costomer needs.
Base costs were allocated among classes based on their
individual contribution to the average system demand.
Intermediate peak costs were determined on the basis of
the maximum winter peak demand over and above the
average demand. Such costs were then assigned to the
winter peak period based on the relationship of the
number o©of hours in that period to the total hours in
both the winter and summer peak periods. Costs were
then allocated among customer classes according to each
class's contribution to the winter peak demand. The
remaining production and transmission costs were
assigned to the summer peak period and allocated on the
basis 889 each class's contribution to the summer peak -
demand.

il

All other electric cost-of-service methodologies used by LG&E are
essentially the same as those approved by the Commission in LG&E's
last two rate cases.

KIUC recommended that demand-related costs be allocated to
customer classes using the ©Probability of Peak ("POP") method.
This method represents a type of coincident peak allocation in

which each class's contribution to the utility's twelve monthly

106 rase No. 8616, General Adjustment in Electric and Gas Rates of
Louisville Gas and Electric Company, Order dated March 2,
1983, pages 33-34.

107 case No. 8924, General Adijustment in Electric and Gas Rates of
Louisville Gas and Electric Company, Order dated May 16, 1984,
pages 37-38.

108 case No. 10064, Order dated July 1, 1988, pages 81-84.
10% walker Direct Testimony, pages 11-12.
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system peaks are weighted by a given month's relative probability
of attaining the annual system peak.llo KIUC concluded that
LG&E's electric cost~of-service study could not be used because it
does not properly assign costs to customer classes. KIUC argued
that the BIP method is deficient because it alfbcates a portion of
demand~related production and transmission costs on an energy
basis and assigns too much of the remaining weight to LG&E's
winter system peak.l11

According to LG&E, the POP method proposed by KIUC results in
an assignment of nearly 90 percent of the weight of production and
transmission costs to the coincident peaks that occurred during
the summer months of July and August, with over 87 percent
assigned to the June-September period.l12 LG&E further contended
that the POP method leads directly to a class allocation in which
the 1lighting schedules, Rates PSL, 0L, and SLE, are assigned no
portion of the production and transmission demand-related costs
even though customers served under those rate schedules have
access to power whenever they desire it.113 KIuc even stated that
"demand~related fixed costs are incurred due to the utility's

obligation to provide service when requested".ll4 LG&E stated

that the BIP method is superior to the POP method in reflecting

110 kalcic Direct Testimony, page 11.
111 Id., page 10.

112 Brijef of LG&E, page 122,

113 Id., pages 122-123.

114 Kalcic Direct Testimony, page 8.
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the realities of cost incurrence on its system and should be used
in the analysis of cost of service.lt3

The Commission continues to believe that the BIP method is
appropriate as a means of allocating production and transmission
costs to the customer classes. The BIP megﬁod recognizes that
LG&E's embedded production and transmission costs were incurred to
meet all customer demand, not just that which is coincident with
system peak. KIUC's proposed POP method places too.huch weight on
coincident peak demand. If any customer has access to electricity
whenever it is demanded, that customer should bear the
responsibility of some portion of demand-related costs. )

LG&E's electric cost-of-service study 1is acceptable and

should be used as a starting point for electric rate design.

Gas Cost-of-Service Study

LGeE filed a fully embedded gas cost-of-service study to
allocate costs among the classes of service on the basis of cost
incurrence and to determine the relative contribution that each
rate class makes to overall return on net rate base. Pursuant to
a Commission directive in Case No. 10064, LG&E disaggregated its
customers in this cost-of-service study into the following
classes: Residential Rate G-~1, Commercial Rate G~1, Industrial

Rate G-1, Commercial Rate G-6, Industrial Rate G-6, and Fort Knox

115 prief of LG&E, page 123.
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Special Contract.116 For purposes of this study, LG&E combined
the sole customer served under Uncommitted Gas Service Rate G=-7
with Industrial Rate G-6.117 LG&E stated, however, that the
provision of service to Rate G-7 customers is markedly different
from that provided to Rate G-6 customers.l18

LG&E did not disaggregate the customer classes further into
transportation and sales categories. LG&E contended that since
all transportation customers may purchase any portion of their
annual gas requirements under the applicable sales rate schedules,
and since all but one of its transportation customers purchased
sales gas during the test year, a disaggregation of transportation
customers would be unnecessary.llg _

LG&E's cost-of-service model consists of the following steps:
{1) costs are assigned to the major functional groups (underground
storage, transmission, distribution general, distribution
structures, distribution mains, distribution services,
distribution meters, customer accounting, and customer services);

(2) functionalized costs are then classified into demand,

commodity, and customer components; and then (3) classified costs

116 1n the Commission's Order in Case No. 10064 dated July 1,
1988, at page 81, LG&E was directed to address, in its next
rate case, an assertion made by KIUC that LGEE's
cost-of-service study did not fully disaggregate its various
classes of customers.

117 walker Exhibit 2, page 1.
118 14,
119 grief of LG&E, page 125.
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are allocated £o LG&E's rate classes, 20 LG&E's gas
cost—of-service methodologies are consistent with those approved
by the Commission in Case No. 10064.

The AG criticized several allocation methodologies used by
LG&E and suggested alternative allocation “Factors. The AG,
however, did not conduct a cost-of-service study incorporating his
recommended allocation factors.t?l

The AG proposed to allocate exactly half of the
demand-related underground storage and transmission costs on the
basis of extreme winter seasonal requirements and design-day
demand, the same factor LG&E used to allocate all of the storage
and transmission .demand costs in its cost-of-service study. The
AG recommended that the other half be allocated on the basis of
total class usage.122

Similarly, the AG proposed to allocate half of the

commodity-related storage and transmission costs on the basis of

design-day demand, with the other half allocated on the basis of

total class usage.123

The AG proposed to allocate one~third of the costs associated

with distribution structures and equipment on the basis of class

120 waiker Exhibit 2, page 2.

121 T.E., Volume VII, November 26, 1990, pages 12-13.
122 gheehan Direct Testimony, pages 10-11.

123 Id., page 12.
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design-day demand, with the remaining two-thirds allocated on the
basis of total class usage.lz4

Finally, the AG recommended substituting a usage-based
allocator or a different customer-based allocator for LG&E's
customer-based allocator for the allocation of costs associated
with customer accounting and customer service expenses.l25

The AG has provided no evidence to support the reasonableness
of his cost-of-service allocation methodologies. In fact, when
asked to explain the basis for one of his proposed methodologies,
the AG's witness vaquely characterized it as "rule of thumb" and
"reasonable at a first glance."126 He also indicated that some of
his other recommended methodologies could be similar1§
described.}?? Explanations such as that hardly support the
reasonableness of the AG's recommended allocation methodologies.
Furthermore, the AG is unable to quantify the effect his
recommendations will have on class rates of return.+?8
Considering the lack of support for the AG's recommendations, the
Commission is unable to adopt them as alternatives to LG&E's
allocation methodologies.

KIUC criticized LG&E's gas cost-of~service study because it

does not establish separate classes for transportation customers

124 Id., page 14.

125 Id., pages 16-19.

126 T,E., Volume VII, November 26, 1990, page 54.
127 Id., pages 55-56.

128 Id., page 58.
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and sales customers. It contended this absence renders the study
useless with respect to the design of cost-based transportation
rates.129

KIUC asserted that the cost incurrence characteristics of .

transportation service are significantly different from those of
sales service based on an analysis of load factor and customer
size data for G-1 and G-6 sales and transportation customers.
KIUC contended that the larger load factors and customer sizes of
transportation customers indicate "radically different" cost

130 an@ asserted that the gas cost-of-service study

incurrence,
should disaggregate transportation customers from sales customers.
KIUC presented an alternative gas cost-of-service study in
which commercial and industrial G-1 and G-6 customers are
disaggregated further into separate sales classes and
transportation classes. With respect to the allocation
methodologies wutilized to assign costs to these classes, KIUC
adopts the same methodologies employed by LG&E in its study.lBl
KIUC's reliance on load factor and customer size data to
prove a significant difference in cost incurrence characteristics
is not sufficient to convince the Commission that such an extreme

cost differential exists. LG&E has clearly shown that all but one

of 1its transportation customers also relied upon and used sales

129 gisdorfer Direct Testimony, page 3.

130 Id., page 6.

131 Id., pages B-9.

.....62,...



service to some degree during the test year.le

This ability of
transportation customers to rely upon and use sales services is a
privilege not adequately considered by KIUC in its analysis. Nor

does KIUC's analysis acknowledge that LG&E's distribution system

is constructed in a manner so as to provide sales service to these
customers whenever such service is demanded. These factors must
be considered when attempting to determine differences in cost
incurrence characteristics between customers. KIUC's evidence
lacks such consideration and analysis.

LG&E has stated that certain differences exist in the
provision of service to Rate G-6 customers and Rate G-7

133 Yet LGsE combined its one G~7 customer with the

customers.
Rate G-6 <class for purposes of its cost-of-service study. LG&E
should, in subsequent cost-of-service studies, fully disaggregate
Rate G~7 customers from those served under Rate G-6.

LGeE's gas cost-of-sefvice study is acceptable and should be

used as a starting point for gas rate design.

Revenue Allocation

Based on the results of its electric cost-of-service study,
LG&E proposed to allocate increases to all customer classes
ranging from 7.4 percent for the residential and street and
outdoor 1lighting classes to 5.9 percent for the general service

and special contract classes. LG&E indicated that its allocation

132 T.E., Volume VII, November 26, 19%0, page 93.
133 walker Exhibit 2, page 1.
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methodology was designed to achieve a better balance between class
rates of return while maintaining rate stability and continuity.

LG&E proposed to allocate the full amount of the gas increase
tc the General Service ("G-1") rate. This proposal was based on
the results of LG&E's cost~of-service study which showed that the
rate of return for the residential class, which is served under
the G~1 rate schedule, was significantly below rates of return for
other classes. LG&E proposed no increases for its interruptible
rate classes, G-6 and G-7, or for the Fort Knox special contract.

KIUC, based on its electric cost-of-service study, proposed
allocations ranging from a 5.6 percent decrease for Carbon
Graphite, a contract customer, to a 13.1 percent increase for the
residential class. On gas, KIUC proposed decreases for G-1 and
G-6 industrial transportation customers. The amount of the
decreases were dependent on the amount by which the Commission
reduced LG&E's requested gas increase. None of the other inter-—
venors offered specific allocation recommendations.

LG&E's allocation proposals are supported by its cost~of-~
service analyses and are consistent with the Commission's goals of
gradualism and rate continuity. Having accepted LG&E's cost-of-
service studies, the Commission £finds that the resulting
allocation proposals produce an equitable' distribution of the
revenue increases granted and shall be reflected in the rate
design approved herein.

Electric Rate Design

LG&E proposed generally uniform increases in customer, demand

and energy charges with some changes in its existing tariffs and
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rate design. The changes included: switching from a minimum bill
to a customer charge for its water heating, space heating, and
traffic 1lighting rates; changes in demand ratchets that would
impact the billing demands for large commercial and industrial
customers; seasonal billing demands for industrial customers
served under rate LP; and making time-of-day rates available for
smaller sized 1industrial and commercial customers. In addition,
LG&E proposed changes in Public Street Lighting ("PSL") and
Outdoor Lighting ("OL") rates to equalize the prices, by lumens of
output, between mercury vapor and high pressure sodium lights.
LG&E also proposed to revise its interruptible service rider by
increasing the monthly demand credit to $3.30 per KW. —

Louisville opposed LG&E's proposed changes to the PSL rates
contending that the marginal cost pricing methodology employed by
LG&E wunfairly impacted Louisville with its older, more fully
depreciated street 1lighting system. Louisville recommended an
alternative rate schedule based on embedded costs and proposed to
be separated from LG&E's other PSL customers either through a
special contract or by establishing a separate tariff
classification.

Jefferson et al. proposed changing LG&E's residential rate
structure from a flat summer rate and declining block winter rate
to inverted block rates in both summer and winter. Jefferson et
al. opines that LG&E was deficient 1in 1its response to the
Commission's directive in Case No. 10064 that LG&E address the

issues of inverted block rates in the summer and declining block
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winter rates.,t34 Jefferson et al., based on its analysis of
LG&E's cost-of~service study, contends that LG&E's
temperature—~sensitive loads (summer air conditioning and winter
heating) have a major impact on LG&E's costs and the allocation of
those costs. Jefferson et al. proposes that Lé;E's cost recovery,
through rates, should also reflect the impact of these
temperature-sensitive loads.

Jefferson et al.'s proposal would reduce LG&E's energy rate
for the first 600 KWH to 5.435¢ on a year~round basis compared to
LG&E's existing rates of 6.402¢ and 5.833¢ in the summer and
winter, respectively. Jefferson et al. would increase the rate
for sales over 600 KWH to 8l189¢ in the summer and 6.227¢ in the
winter compared to the existing rates of 6.402¢ in summer, and
4.528¢ in winter. These rates were based on Jefferson et al.'s
analysis of LG&E's temperature-sensitive costs using the base,
winter, and summer demands from LG&E's cost-of~service study and
using one month of the test year, October 1989, as the measure of
LGSE's non-temperature-sensitive load.

LG&E argues that while unit costs are higher in the summer
than in the winter there is no load research evidence to support
Jefferson et al.'s proposal. LG&E contends that its existing rate
design reflects the differences in summer and winter unit costs
and, through the declining block winter rate, attempts to reduce
the average unit cost by spreading fixed costs over greater sales

volumes. LG&E further contends that deficient recovery of

134 case No. 10064, Order dated August 10, 1988.
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customer costs through the customer charge reguires these costs to
be recovered in the initial usage steps to prevent large users
from paying a disproportionate share of these costs. Finally,
LG&E argues that its declining block winter rates should be
continued to promote off-peak loads and that-customer acceptance
and revenue stability must be included in any consideration of
rate design changes.

The Commission finds most of LG&E's rate design changes
proper and reasonable. On PSL and OL rates, the Commission finds
LG&E'S alternative proposal proper and reasonable. The
alternative proposal, to which Louisville agreed, results in
approximately equal percentage increases for existing lights, bé
they mercury vapor or high pressure sodium.13% Fror mercury vapor
lights installed in the future, the rates would be higher, based
on LG&E's marginal costs, while for new high pressure sodium
lights the rates would equal the rates for existing lights.

The Commission is not persuaded that LG&E's residential rates
should be redesigned in the precise manner proposed by Jefferson
et al.; however, we find that a change resulting in an inverted
block summer rate is appropriate. The Commission finds there to
be substantial support for Jefferson et al.'s proposed inverted
summer rates. LG&E is a strong summer peaker with a significant
amount of capacity installed to meet 1its residential air
conditioning load. As LG&E pointed out, its unit costs are higher

in the summer than in the winter largely due to the relatively

135 T.E., Volume V, November 20, 1990, page 111.
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small increment of energy sales associated with the capacity

136 These summer

regquired to meet its air conditioning demands.
load characteristics indicate that LG&E's temperature- sensitive
load is a major contributor to its generating and transmission
costs and point out the need for long"terémreductions in peak
demand that can translate into lower future costs.

The Commission considers reduced peak demand, improved system
load factor, and lower unit costs to be common goals that are in
the best interest of all parties. To that extent, we are not
persuaded that LG&E's winter rate design should be modified.
Increased off-peak loads can produce many of the same benefits as
reduced on~peak loads. .

In recognition of concerns about cost recovery, customer
acceptance, and revenue stability we have chosen a moderate
approach to the implementation of an inverted block summer rate.
The summer energy rate will remain unchanged for the first 600 KWH
usage; the summer energy charge increase will be assigned in total
to the usage in excess of 600 KWH. Given the relatively small
number of KWH sold in relation to the capacity needed to meet air
conditioning demands, this increase should not affect LG&E's
revenue stability.

Cable Television Attachment Charges ("CATV")

LG&E proposed increasing its charges for CATV pole
attachments by approximately 35 percent. LG&E's calculation of

these charges was based on the formula established by the

136 walker birect Testimony, page 22.
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Commission in Administrative Case No. 251137 with an added cost
component for tree trimming expense.

KCTA opposed the increase contending that LG&E's allocation
of the entire amount of tree trimming expense included in Account
553.004, Tree Trimming of Electric Distribut;on Routes, to poles
was improper. KCTA opined that the vast majority of the expense
goes not to clear space for poles, but to clear space for LG&E's
overhead conductions and services and for clearing a path for the
span of lines between the poles. KCTA proposed allocating the
tree trimming expense based on LG&E's investment in poles compared
to 1its combined investment in poles, overhead conductors, and
services thereby increasing LG&E's pole attachment charges by
approximately 14 percent. KCTA also proposed that the approved
pole attachment rates be calculated wusing the overall rate of
return approved by the Commission in this case.

LG&E argued that since the cable television lines are strung
between the poles, those lines are benefited by the tree trimming
that clears the path between the poles. LG&E also pointed out
that pole attachment charges are assessed through a formula, based
on the percentage of usable space, that uses an allocation factor
to derive the appropriate charge.

The clearing of the span between the poles inures to the

benefit of all parties whose 1lines cover the span, be they

137 pdministrative Case No. 251, The Adoption of a Standard
Methodology for Establishing Rates for CATV Pole Attachments,
Order dated August 12, 1982.
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electric, telephone, or CATV. As such, the full amount of the
tree trimming expense is properly includible in calculating the O
& M component of the annual carrying cost used to derive the pole
attachment charge. Applying the annual carrying charge to an
allocated fix cost component, derived usimg the percentage of
usable space, effectively allocates the 0&M component of the
annual carrying charge. The result is a pole attachment charge
which reflects an equitable allocation and recovery of LG&E's
costs. The pole attachment charges proposed by LG&E, modified to
reflect the overall rate of return of 9.89 percent, are granted.

Gas Rate Design

For the G-1 class, LG&E proposed to increase customer charges
by approximately 24 percent and commodity charges by approximately
1.8 percent. . This propesal reflected the results of LG&E's
cost-of-service study and the need to improve the residential rate
of return. LG&E maintains that since the average residential
usage is significantly smaller than the usage of the commercial
and industrial classes served under Rate G-1, the customer charge,
rather than the commodity charge, is the appropriate rate to
increase for the purpose of achieving a better balance between
class rates of return.

The AG opposed the proposed increase in the residential
customer charge from $4.35 to $5.40, taking issue with several of
LGsE's cost allocators used in arriving at its customer costs.
The AG argued that the proposal acted as a disincentive for
conservation by placing the bulk of the increase on the fixed

portion of the customer's bill. The AG calculated a customer cost

......'70._



of $3.75 and opined that the existing charge of $4.35 was more
than adequate.

Jefferson et al. maintained that the customer charge increase
would overly burden the small, lower income customers in the
regidential class. Jefferson et al. argued that LGELE's stated
intention of increasing the residential class rate of return was
improper because the lower risk associated with serving the
residential class should translate into a lower rate of return.
Jefferson et al. proposed a rate design that included increasing
the customer charge by 2.4 percent, the amount of the overall
requested G-1 rate increase.

Although LG&E's proposal for increasing the customer charg;
may be logical and reasonable, the amount of the increase is not
consistent with the Commission's goals of rate continuity and
gradualism, While there is a lower risk associated with serving
the residential class some increase in the residential class rate
of return is warranted. As a means of achieving this increase in
return, it 1is proper to assign the majority of the revenue
increase to the customer charge. Given the magnitude of the
increase, the Commission will assign the customer charge an
increase of approximately 2.5 times the overall G-] percentage
increase, exclusive of gas cost revenues. The revenue increase of
.9 percent results in a customer charge increase of 2.3 percent,
producing a residential customer charge of $4.45. The

non-residential customer charge will increase by a similar

percentage, from $8.70 to $8.90.
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Late Payment Charges

The AG proposed that LG&E's late payment charge be abolished.
The AG argued that the charge was not cost-justified and that LG&E

had not shown that the charge served as an incentive for prompt

payment.

Jefferson et al. proposed a plan to change the way LG&E
credits partial payments as a means of reducing the number of late
payment charges imposed on customers with past due account
balances. At present, LG&E credits partial payments first to the
customer's past due balance, then to the current month's bill.
Jefferson et al. pointed out that this procedure results in a
customer being assessed a late payment charge when it makes =
partial payment sufficient to cover its current month's bill
because, after the payment is credited to the customer's past due
balance, the remainder is not enough to cover the current month's
balance. Jefferson et al. argued that this change would encourage
customers to make timely payments on their current balances
knowing there would be no late payment penalty assessed in a
subseguent month when the current month's bill was paid in full.

L.G&E argued that the existing procedure serves as an
incentive for customers to pay off their past due balances and
that the late payment charge functions as an incentive to
encourage timely payments. LG&E also argued that if the late
payment charge were abolished, the loss of the associated revenues
would have to be incorporated into the rates charged all

customers.
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LGsE's late payment charge has been in its tariffs for many
years. The AG performed no analysis on the effectiveness of this
charge as an incentive for timely payment of bills, The
Commission finds, as it did in LG&E's last rate case,l38 that the
late payment charge serves as an incentive é;d has an important
role in LG&E's bill collection strategy.

The arguments of Jefferson et al. to change the way LG&E
credits partial payments are persuasive. The Commission finds
Jefferson et al.'s plan to be a means of minimizing the instances
of recurring late payment charges for customers experiencing
payment problems. When a customer can pay the current month's
bill plus make a payment toward its past due balance, the customer
should not be assessed still another late payment charge.

The Commigsion is mindful of LGEE's concerns that
implementation of Jefferson et al.'s proposal could result in
customer laxity toward the payment of past due balances. In
considering those concerns, the Commission notes that LG&E retains
the ability to terminate service Iif payment is not eventually
made. However, to minimize the need for such actions, the
Commission will make the following modification to Jefferson et
al.'s proposal to create an incentive for customers to reduce
their past due balances: When a customer with a past due balance
makes a partial payment sufficient to pay the bill for the current

month's usage, plus pay $10.00 or S percent of the outstanding

past due balance, whichever 1is greater, LG&E shall credit the

138 case No. 10064, Order dated April 20, 1986.
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payment to the current month's bill first, then credit the
remainder to the past due balance. Crediting the current month's
bill first will eliminate the assessment of a late payment penalty
on the current month's bill, and reguiring some payment toward the
past due balance as a prerequisite for such cr;éiting provides the
customer an incentive to reduce the past due balance. The
Commission finds that such a plan is a reasonable modification to
LG&E's current collection procedures and should be approved. LG&E
is hereby directed to implement this change in the way it credits

partial payments concurrent with the effective date of this Order.

Transportation Service/Standby Service

KIUC recommended- that LG&E's tariffs be modified to make
standby service optional for all gas transportation customers.
KIUC claimed that, under LG&E's existing tariffs, transportation
service exclusive of standby service was limited to Rate T
transportation customers taking sales service under Rate G-7,
Uncommitted Gas Service. KIUC argued that this prerequisite
effectively forced transportation customers to take standby
service under Rate TS which is available to customers served under
sales rates G-1 and G-6.

LG&E contends that Rate T is available to G-1 and G-6 sales
customers but that a customer served on Rate T will have no
standby or back-up protection for its Rate T volumes other than

139

the G-7 rate for uncommitted gas service. L.G&E maintains that

139 T.E., Volume II, November 5, 1990, pages 115-116.
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KI1ucC has misinterpreted the Rate T tariff regarding the
precondition of being a G-7 sales customer.

The Commission can understand KIUC's reading and
interpretation of the Rate T tariff language which states
"available to commercial and industrial custo;ers serviced under
Rate G-7. . ." to mean that being a G-7 sales customer is required
in order to receive transportation service under Rate T. We also
understand LG&E's explanation that the intent of the tariff is to
indicate that for customers taking transportation service under
Rate T, LG&E will not be obligated to provide standby quantities
other than the uncommitted gas available under Rate G-7. Some
" modification of the tariff language regarding the availability af
Rate T 1is needed to eliminate this misunderstanding. The
above—-quoted reference to Rate G-7 should be eliminated and a
description of the limited protection of uncommitted gas offered
under Rate G~7 should be added. LG&E should so modify this tariff
when it files its revised tariffs setting forth the rates approved
in this proceeding.

Pipeline Demand Charges

KIUC proposed that the pipeline supplier's demand component
of LG&E's G-6 rates be reduced. KIUC opined that G-6 customers,
being subject to interruption during the winter, have a lower
guality of service than G-~1 customers, and that this lower quality
of service should be reflected in lower rates. We do not agree.

Rate G-6 customers are subject to interruption for only 80

days during the winter season. LG&E's pipeline demand costs are
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lower due both to its storage capabilities and the
interruptibility of rate G-6 customers.

KIUC presented no evidence or analysis to support its
argument. G-6 customers receive firm service for all but 90 days
of the vyear. The guality of their service is not significantly
different than that of G-l customers. 1In addition, LG&E's lower
pipeline demand costs are flowed through to all customers, both
firm and interruptible, regardless of whether the lower cost
results from LG&E's storage capabilities or the interruptibility

of its G-6 customers.

Fuel Adjustment Clause -

KIUC proposed that LG&E's electrie fuel costs be removed from
the base enerqgy charges contained in LG&E's tariffs. KIUC argued
that fuel costs should be recovered solely through the operation
of the fuel clause and should be shown separately from non-fuel
costs.,

We disagree. The fuel c¢lause regulation, B07 KAR 5:056,
requires the establishment of a level of fuel costs in base rates
such that, at the time of setting the base rates, the fuel
adjustment factor will be equal to zero.

Tariff Changes

The Commission has addressed a number of specific rate design
and tariff changes proposed either by LG&E or the intervenors.
Several of the changes proposed by LG&E include text additions,
deletions, or revisions which were not challenged by any party.

The Commission has reviewed all such changes and finds they should
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be approved. Due to their voluminous nature, these text changes
are not included in the Appendix.

OTHER ISSUES

Management Audit

While the Commission is encouraged by the organizational
efficiencies and expected savings described by LG&E concerning its
work force, the Commission remains concerned that all aspects
supporting LG&E's organization structure are not in place. LG&E
has indicated that the restructuring or downsizing dealt primarily

with management employees.l40

LG&E has apparently not completed
its evaluation of human resources needs and systems, but has begun
a process of continuous improvement recognizing that the changeé
will take time to implement properly.“l LG&E further indicated
that this was the first year that organizational development had
been seriously included in LG&E's five year plan and that a
manpower planning process was currently being designed for
implementation in January 1991.142

The Commission fully expects LG&E to pursue in a prompt and
expeditious manner the organizational and operational efficiencies
described during this proceeding. LGaE's efforts in this area

will be monitored by the Commission through the normal management

audit follow-up process.

140 ¢ 5., volume II, November 8, 1990, page 126.
141l wood Direct Testimony, page 4.
142 ¢ g., volume II, November 8, 1990, page 200.
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LG&E also discussed the 4KV conversion program stating that
the program was scheduled for completion in approximately the year
2004,+43 Because of the savings estimated by LG&E in an internal
study, the Commission encourages LG&E to continue its dialogue
with the Management Audit Staff regarding thg‘optimal conversion

schedule during the management audit follow-up process.

Energy Conservation Programs

Paddlewheel proposed that the Commission establish a task
force to design and administer capacity-avoiding conservation
programs for LG&E. Paddlewheel suggested that the task force
include LG&E Staff, Commission Staff, traditional intervenors, and
conservation experts located in LG&E's service territory.
Paddlewheel opined that the Commission, or specifically Commission
regulations, have impeded the development of conservation programs
in Kentucky. Paddlewheel recommended that the Commission provide
utilities incentives for conservation by allowing conservation
expenditures to be treated as rate base investments on which a
utility can earn a return rather than as operating expenses for
which it will be reimbursed. Subsequent to the hearing,
Paddlewheel filed a motion requesting the Commission enter an
Order formally establishing a task force.

LG&E indicated it was interested in expanding its energy
conservation programs and would agree with Paddlewheel that rate
base treatment of conservation expenditures would serve as an

incentive to encourage utilities to design and implement new

143 T.E., Volume III, November 9, 1990, page 1959.
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conservation programs. LG&E also indicated it would like to
participate in a collaborative process (task force) to develop new
conservation programs.

The Commission endorses the proposal to establish a task
force for the purpose of designing and overseeiﬁg new conservation
programs at LG&E. The Commission is also agreeable to allowing
utilities to earn a return on conservation expenditures as an
incentive to encourage development of such programs.

The Commission notes that neither at present nor in the past
has it had a regulation or policy that acted as a deterrent to
utilities making conservation expenditures. In fact, over 9 years
ago the Commission stated, “We have in mind an aggressive
conservation program, which sees expenditures on conservation not
as an unfortunate necessity or misguided effort, but rather as an

investment, and as such an alternative to investment in added

generating capacity.“l44 {emphasis in original) We encourage LG&E
and interested intervenors to begin discussion on these matters
for the purpose of establishing general goals and establishing a
task force, including Commission  Staff, to develop new
conservation programs for LG&E, However, nothing in Paddlewheel's
motion convinces the Commission that there is a present need to

order the establishment of such a task force.

144 case No. 8177, General Adjustment of Electric Rates of
Kentucky Utilities Company, Order dated September 11, 1981.
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Cane Run Unit No. 3 ("Cane Run No. 3")

KIUC and Jefferson et al. recommend that LG&E be prohibited
from retiring Cane Run No. 3 until an independent evaluation of
the wunit could be performed to determine its reliability and
possible renovation to extend its active servgée life. Jefferson
et al. also proposed that the Commission establish a process
requiring a certificate of decommissioning be obtained by a
utility prior to retiring a generating unit. After the hearing in
this case, Paddlewheel moved to establish a case in order to
investigate the status of Cane Run No. 3.

LG&E agreed that it would not retire, or take any measure to
retire, Cane Run No. 3 until an independent evaluation was
performed on the unit, either by someone chosen by the Commission
or selected by agreement of the company and the intervenors. 14>
LG&E did, however, have some questions as to the cost and payment
for the evaluation and the time frame within which the study might
be performed.

The Commission endorses the proposal agreed to by LG&E that
an independent party be selected to perform an evaluation of Cane
Run No. 3 prior to its retirement from service. LG&E should begin
the process of selecting an independent expert to perform the
evaluation., In the event that LG&E and the intervenors are unable
to agree on an expert, the Commission will facilitate the

selection. The cost, as with any outside service, should be borne

by LG&E, with rate recovery at some future point. The Commission

145 7 E., Volume I, November 7, 1990, page 167.
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would expect the evaluation to be completed prior to the time of
LG&E's initial F£iling under the integrated resource planning
regulation in late 1881. The Commission finds no need to
establish & case at this time. Accordingly, Paddlewheel's motion

will be denied.

Ohio Valley Electric Corporation ("OVEC") Power Agreement

LG&E is one of 15 owners of QVEC, an electric utility which
sells power to the Department of Energy ("DOE") under a contract
that expires in October 1992. If the DOE contract is not renewed
in 1992, the OVEC power reverts to its owners. LG&E would have
rights to 165 MW of OVEC capacity if the contract is not renewed. _

KIUC- recommended that the Commission implore LG&E to take
reasonable steps to enhance the usefulness of the OQVEC surplus
capacity. KIUC proposed that the Commission hold LG&E financially
responsible for the OVEC capacity by refusing to allow additional
Trimble County capacity. or other capacity, in rate base so long
as LG&E's surplus OVEC entitlement results in sufficient capacity
to offset the need for additional Trimble County capacity.

LG&E should take reasonable steps to enhance the usefulness
of surplus OVEC capacity and all other available capacity, be it

‘through upgrading its hydro capacity or extending the useful life
of Cane Run ©No. 3. All of these planning issues, and any new
conservation programs, c¢an be reviewed under the integrated
resource planning regulation. As part of that review, and in
future rate cases, the Commission will reguire that LG&E fully
explore OVEC capacity, as well as other capacity alternatives,

prior to allowing additional Trimble County capacity in rate base.
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Reporting for the Holding Company

In the final Order in Case No. 89-374, the Commission
indicated that LG&E should provide certain reports to the
Commission concerning the activities of the Holding Company.
Since the issuance of that Order, LG&E has beé;me a subsidiary of
the Holding Company, as was envisioned in the application in Case
No. 89-374. The final Order in Case No. 89-374 did not contain a
specific date on which LG&E was to begin providing the listed
reports. LG&E should begin filing these reports immediately.
Reports due annually should begin with calendar year 1990, and
reports due quarterly should begin with the gquarter ending
December 31, 1990. These reports should be filed with the
Commission within 30 days after the end of the reporting period.

SUMMARY

After consideration of all matters of record, the evidence,
and being otherwise sufficiently advised, the Commission finds
that:

1. The rates in the Appendix, attached hereto and
incorporated herein, are the fair, just, and reasonable rates Ffor
LG&E to charge for service rendered on and after January 1, 1991.

2. The rates proposed by LG&E would produce revenue in
excess of that found reasonable herein and should be denied.

IT IS THEREFQORE ORDERED that:

1. The rates 1in the Appendix be and they hereby are

approved for service rendered by LG&E on and after January 1,

1991.
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2. The rates proposed by LG&E are hereby denied.

3. The tariff changes authorized herein are approved for
service rendered on and after January 1, 1991.

4. Paddlewheel's motions to establish cases to designate a
conservation task force and to investigate the status of Cane Run
No. 3 be and they hereby are denied.

5., Within 30 days from the date of this Order, LG&E shall
file with the Commission revised tariff sheets setting out the
rate and tariff changes approved herein.

6. Annual reports concerning the Holding Company shall
begin with calendar year 1990, while quarterly reports concerning
the Holding Company shall begin with the gquarter ending Decembe;
31, 1990. LG&E shall file these reports 30 days after the end of
the reporting period.

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 2lst day of December, 1990.

By the Commission

ATTEST:

/ﬁ//W/

Executivé& Director




APPENDIX A

APPENDIX TO AN OQRDER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION IN CASE NO. 90-158 DATED 12/21/90
The following rates and charges are .prescribed for the
customers in the area served by Louisville Gas and Electric
Company . All other rates and charges not specifically mentioned
herein shall remain the same as those in effect under authority of

this Commission prior to the effective date of this Order.

ELECTRIC SERVICE

RESIDENTIAL RATE
(RATE SCHEDULE R)

RATE:

Customer Charge: $3.29 per meter per month

Winter Rate: (Applicable during 8 monthly billing
periods of October through May)

First 600 kilowatt~hours per month 5.905¢ per KWH
Additional kilowatt~-hours per month 4.584¢ per KWH

Summer Rate: (Applicable during 4 monthly billing periods
of June through September)

First 600 kilowatt-hours per month 6.402¢ per KWH
Additional kilowatt-hours per month 6.555¢ per KWH

WATER HEATING RATE
(RATE SCHEDULE WH)

RATE:

Customer Charge: $0.93 per meter per month.

All kilowatt-—-hours per month 4.339¢ per KWH

Minimum Bill: The customer charge.




GENERAL SERVICE RATE
(RATE SCHEDULE GS)

Customer Charge:

$3.89 per meter per month for single-phase service
$7.78 per meter per month for three-phase service

Winter Rate: (Applicable during 8 monthly billing periods
of October through May)

811 kilowatt-hours per month 6.317¢ per KWH

Summer Rate: (Applicable during 4 monthly billing periods
of June through September)

All kilowatt-hours per month 7.102¢ per KWH

SPECIAL RATE FOR ELECTRIC SPACE HEATING SERVICE
RATE SCHEDULE GS

RATE:

Customer Charge: $2.24

For all consumption recorded on the separate meter during the
heating season the rate shall be 4.568¢ per kilowatt-hour.

Minimum Bill: The customer charge. This minimum charge is
in addition to the regular monthly minimum of Rate GS to which

this rider applies.




LARGE COMMERCIAL RATE
(RATE SCHEDULE LC)

RATE:

Customer Charge: $17.09 per delivery point per month

Demand Charge: -

Secondary
Digtribution
Winter Rate: (Applicable
during 8 monthly billing
periods of October through
May)
Bll kilowatts of billing $7.33 per KW
demand per month
Summer Rate: . (Applicable
during 4 monthly billing
periods of June through -
' September)
All kilowatts of billing $10.43 per KW
demand per month
Energy Charge:
All kilowatt—hours per month 3.139¢

LARGE COMMERCIAL TIME-OF-DAY RATE

RATE:

Primary

Distribution

$5.

68 per KW

per month

$8.53 per KW

per month

Customer Charge: $18.92 per delivery point per month

Demand Charge:

Basic Demand Charge

Secondary Distribution $3.71 per KW per
Primary Distribution $2.01 per KW per
Peak Period Demand Charge
Summer Peak Period $6.72 per KW per
Winter Peak Period $3.57 per KW per
Energy Charge: 3.139¢ per KWH

month
month

month
month



INDUSTRIAL POWER
(RATE SCHEDULE LP)

RATE:
Customer Charge: $42.22 per delivery point per
month
Demand Charge:
Secondary Primary Transmission
Distribution Distribution Line

Winter Rate:
(Applicable during 8-
monthly billing periaods
of October through May)

All kilowatts of $8.19 per KW $6.24 per KW $5.03 per KW
billing demand per month per month per month

Summer Rate:

(Applicable during 4-

monthly billing periods ——
of June through September)

All kilowatts of $10.82 per KW S$B8.8B per KW $7.66 per KW
billing demand per month per month per month

Energy Charge:

All kilowatt-hours per month 2.716¢ per KWH

INTERRUPTIBLE SERVICE

RATE:

The monthly bill for service under this rider shall be determined
in accordance with the provisions of either Rate LC, Rate LC~TOD,
Rate LP, or Rate LP~TOD, except there shall be an interruptible
demand credit of $3.30 per kilowatt per month.



INDUSTRIAL POWER TIME-QOF-DAY RATE
{RATE SCHEPULE LP-TOD}

RATE:
Customer Charge: $44.31 per delivery point per month
Demand Charge: -
Basic Demand Charge:
Secondary Distribution $5.32 per KW per month
Primary Distribution $3.34 per KW per month
Transmission Line $2.13 per KW per month
Peak Pericd Demand Charge:
Summer Peak Period $5.57 per KW per month
Winter Peak Period $2.96 per KW per month
Energy Charge: 2.708¢ per KWH
OUTDOOR LIGHTING SERVICE
{RATE SCHEDULE OL)
RATE: B
' Rate Per Month Per Unit -
Installed Prior to Installed After
January 1, 1991 December 31, 1990
Overhead Service
Mercury Vapor
100 watt* $6.92 $ -0~
175 watt 7.83 9.23
250 watt 8.87 10.32
400 watt 10.80 12,37
1000 watt _ 19.689 22.32
High Pressure Sodium Vapor
100 watt $7.69 $7.69
150 watt ‘ 9.84 9.84
250 watt 11.62 11.62
400 watt 12.27 12.27

Underground Service
Mercury Vapor

100 Watt - Top Mounted $12.06 $12.81
175 Watt - Top Mounted 12.83 13.81



High Pressure Scdium Vapor

100 Watt - Top Mounted $14.18 $14.19
150 Watt 19,33 19.33
250 Watt 22.17 22.17
400 Watt 24.40 24.40

* Restricted to those units in service on 5-31=79.

Special Terms and Conditions:

Company will furnish and install the lighting unit complete with
lamp, fixture or luminaire, control device and mast arm, The above
rates for overhead service contemplate installation on an existing
wood pole with service supplied from overhead circuits only;
provided, however, that when possible, floodlights served hereunder
may be attached to existing metal street lighting standards supplied
from overhead service. If the location of an existing pole is not
suitable for the installation of a lighting unit, the Company will
extend its secondary conductor one span and install an additional

pole for the support ©of such unit. The customer to pay _an
additional <charge of $1.64 per month for each such pole so
installed. If still further poles or conductors are required.to

extend service to the lighting unit, the customer will be required
to make a non-refundable cash advance equal to the installed cost of
such further facilities.

PUBLIC STREET LIGHTING SERVICE
{RATE SCHEDULE PSL)

Rate Per Month Per Unit

Installed Prior to Installed After
January 1, 1991 December 31, 1990

Type of Unit

Overhead Service

Mercury Vapor
100 Watt (open bottom

fixture) $6.22 s -0~
175 Watt 7.28 9.05
250 Watt 8.28 10.15
400 Watt 9.90 12.20
400 Watt (undevrground
pole) 14.31 ~-0-
1000 watt 18.39 22.07



High Pressure Sodium Vapor

150 Watt ; 8.90 8.90
250 Watt 10.66 10.66
400 Watt 11.10 11.10

Underground Service
Mercury Vapor

100 Watt - Top Mounted 10.16 .. 12..55
175 Watt - Top Mounted 11.12 13.63
175 Watt 15.09 21.47
250 Watt 16.12 22,57
400 Watt 18.9%86 24.62
400 Watt on State of
KY Pole 11.21 ~0-
High Pressure Sodium Vapor
100 Watt - Top Mounted 11.17 11.17
150 Watt 19.32 19.32
250 Watt 20.50 20.50
250 Watt on State of
KY Pole 10.48 - {}=
400 Watt 21.95 21,95
Incandescent
1500 Lumen 8.29 - ~0-
6000 Lumen 10.91 ~0-

STREET LICHTING ENERGY RATE
(RATE SCHEDULE SLE)

RATE: $3.972¢ per kilowatt hour

TRAFFIC LIGHTING ENERGY RATE
(RATE SCHEDULE TLE)

RATE:
Customer Charge: $2.45 per meter per month
All kilowatt-hour per month 4.992¢ per KWH
Minimum Bill The customer charge.




SPECIAL CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE
CARBON GRAPHITE SPECIAL CONTRACT

Demand Charge

Primary Power (28,500 KW) $11.82 per KW per month
Secondary Power ({Excess KW) $5.91 per KW per month

=

Demand Credit for Primary
Interruptible Power (24,500 KW) $3.30 per KW per month

Energy Charge
All KWH 1.946¢ per KWH

SPECIAL CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE
E. I. DUPONT DE NEMQURS SPECIAL CONTRACT

Demand Charge

$11.14 per KW of billing demand per month i

Energy Charge . -

2.012¢ per KWH

SPECIAL CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE
FORT KNOX SPECIAL CONTRACT

Demand Charge

Winter Rate:
(Applicable during 8 monthly billing periods of October through

May)
All KW of Billing Demand $6.32 per KW per month

Summer Rate:
(Applicable during 4 monthly billing periods of June through

September)

All KW of Billing Demand $8.52 per KW per month

Energy Charge: All KWH per month 2.605¢ per KWH



SPECIAL CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE
LOUISVILLE WATER COMPANY SPECIAL CONTRACT

Demand Charge

$7.62 per KW of billing demand per month

Energy Charge

2.138¢ per KWH
GAS SERVICE

The Gas Supply Cost component in the following rates has been
adjusted to incorporate all changes through Case No. 10064-J.

GENERAL GAS RATE _
G-1

——————

RATE:

Customer Charge:

$4.45 per delivery point per month for residential

service 4
$8.90 per delivery point per month for non~residential

service

Charge Per 100 Cubic Feet:

Distribution Cost Component 11.075¢
Gas Supply Cost Component 27.323¢
A

Total Charge Per 100
Cubic Feet 38.398¢



SUMMER AIR CONDITIONING SERVICE UNDER GAS RATE G-1

RATE:

The rate for "Summer Air Conditioning Consumption," as de-
scribed in the manner hereinafter prescribed, shall be as follows:

Charge Per 100 Cubic Feet:

Distribution Cost Component 6.075¢
Gas Supply Cost Component 27.323¢
Total Charge Per 100 Cubic Feet 33.398¢

GAS TRANSPORTATION SERVICE/STANDBY
RATE TS

RATE:

In addition to any and all charges billed directly to Company by
other parties related to the transportation of customer-owned gas,
the following charges shall apply: —

Bdministrative Charge: $90.00 per delivery point per month.

G-1 G-6
Distribution Charge Per Mcf $1.1075 $0.5300
Pipeline Supplier's Demand Component .2032 . .2032
Total $1.3107 $0.7332

_lo.,-



LG&E — Case No. 90-158 Rebuttal Testimony-Randall J. Walker
Responding Witness — William Steven Seelye



BEFORE THE

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF KENTUCKY

IN THE MATTER OF

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
i8

ADJUSTMENT OF GAS AND )
ELECTRIC RATES OF LOUISVILLE ) CASE NO. 90-158
GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY )

Q.

A.

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF
RANDALL J. WALKER

Please state your name.

Randall J. Walker

Are you the same Randall J. Walker who earlier filed
direct testimony in this case?

Yes.

Have you reviewed the testimony and Schedule 20 of Thomas
C. De Ward wherein he proposed to reduce electric fuel
expenses in the test period by $1,737,240 to match the
level of adjusted fuel related revenues?

Yes, I have.

Do you ayree or disagree with his conclusion that such
a reduction is proper in this case?

I disagree. Mr. De Ward's proposed reduction appears to
be based, at least in part, upon his impression that the

fuel clause is a fully recovering fuel clause (See De



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26

Ward response to Question #47a of LG&E’'s request for
information}. In order to get the impression that such
an adjustment is proper, one must either assume that the
fuel clause mechanism in effect during the test period
accurately tracked fuel costs on a timely basis, or that
the revised mechanism that became effective after the
test period (July 1, 1990} and which includes an over-
and under-recovery provision will do so. It is obvious
that the previous mechanism did not accomplish thisg, as
confirmed by the under~recovery during the test period.
Therefore, I can only assume that Mr. De Ward has chosen
to ignore the test period results and is basing his
recommendation on the "impression" that the inclusion of
an over- and under-recovery mechanism will somehow

eliminate future mismatches.

Wasn't there a data regquest by the Commission in this
proceeding that addressed this subject?

Yes. In its Order dated August 29, 1990, Question No.
22, the Commission asked for an explanation of the
differences between fuel costs and fuel recoveries and,
in view o0f the newly incorporated over- and under-
recovery mechanism, the reason any over-~ or under-
recoveries should be included in rate case revenue

requirements.
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What was LG&E's response to that data reguest?

We pointed out that a matching of fuel costs and
recoveries is impossible under the present methodology,
that the over- and under-recovery mechanism was not
placed into effect until after the end of the test period
and that the over-and under-recovery mechanism will not
provide for a full reconciliation of fuel costs and FAC

revenues.

Wwhat prevents the fuel clause mechanism from accurately
tracking fuel costs?

The recovery of fuel clause revenues is not synchronized
with the incurrence of LG&E’'s fuel expenses. In other
words, a timing difference exists between when the costs
are incurred by the Company and the billing of those
costs. For example, fuel <clause billings made in
November 1990 are based on unit fuel costs from September
1990. Likewise, fuel costs incurred in November 1990
will not be billed to the customers until January 1991,
In any given twelve month test period, the fuel clause
revenues are based on two months of fuel expenses that
occurred prior to the beginning of the test period and
10 months of fuel expenses within the period. Fuel
clause billings which recover the last two months of fuel
expenses in the test period will not occur until after

the end of the test period. This two month lag precludes
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a matching of expenses and revenues in any twelve month
period.

The Commission has always recognized that the fuel clause
mechanism was not designed to match revenues with
expenses over a particular period of time, but was
designed to track a variable cost without a general rate
proceeding. In its determination of revenue requirements
in past rate proceedings, no adjustments were made by the
Commission to match fuel expenses with FAC revenues.
Differences between fuel expenses and fuel related
revenues must remain in the 12-month test period,
otherwise the Company has no opportunity to recover its

costs.

why doesn’t the new over- and under-recovery mechanism
take care of this problem?

As pointed out in our comments filed with the Commission
on January 29, 1990, in Administrative Case No. 309, the
over- and under-recovery mechanism will only slightly
improve the match between fuel clause revenues and fuel
costs, but will not provide for a full reconciliation of
costs. That conclusion were based on several vyears of
historical data wherein recoveries under the then
effective mechanism were compared with computed
recoveries under the proposed mechanism. Attached hereto

as Walker Rebuttal Exhibit 1, are those computations.
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As shown on page 3, approximately $1,229 million of fuel
costs were incurred by LG&E during 1989 and the 10 prior
years, beginning in January 1979, and $1,224 million of
those costs were recovered under the FAC mechanism. By
incorporating the over- and under~recovery provision into
the mechanism, the recoveries would have been $1,225
million during the same period (Exhibit 1, page 6)-—— a
better match, but certainly not a full recovery.

The new over- and under-recovery mechanism merely gives
effect to differences between the Kwh’s wused in
determining the FAC rate and the Kwh’s to which the FAC
rate is actually applied, two months later. There is no
provision to reconcile expenses and recoveries month by
month as they actually occur. In addition, the Kwh
differences are multiplied by the FAC rate, not the total
fuel cost per Kwh, when determining the amount of monthly
over— and under—~recoveries to be tracked through future
billings, The mechanism cannot be expected to provide
for a full reconciliation of costs and revenues,

While the fuel clause mechanism applicable to LG&E and
all other regulated  wutilities within the state
"generally" tracks fuel costs, it was not designed to
precisely match fuel expenses and fuel recoveries. With
both fuel prices and sales volumes likely to increase
over the long-term, utilities will almost always be in

the position of under-recovering their fuel costs, even
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with the new over- and under-recovery mechanism.

Since the FAC and the Gas Supply Clause both have over-
and under~recovery mechanisms, why doesn’t the new FAC
mechanism accomplish the matching achieved by the Gas
Supply Clause?

First, the recovery of gas supply costs through the GSC
is synchronized with the incurrence of those costs. The
guarterly recovery charge is determined by calculating
the supply costs for a 3-month based on known purchased
gas and storage withdrawal costs and dividing such costs
by the expected customer deliveries in that same 3-month
period. The FAC, as mentioned earlier, does not bill for
incurred fuel costs until two months after the fact.
Second, GSC over—- and under-~recoveries which are tracked
through future billings result from a measurement of
actual guarterly supply costs against actual quarterly
GSC revenues within the same time period. FAC over— and
under~recoveries, on the other hand, are based on
differences between the Kwh's used to determine the unit
charge and the Kwh’s billed at such charge two months
later. Third, the amount of GSC over~ and under-
recoveries are determined on the basis of the difference

between total gas supply costs incurred during a specific

3-month period and the total GSC revenues recovered

during the same period. As indicated earlier, the over-
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and under-recovery mechanism in the FAC only deals with

the credit below or charge above a predetermined base.

What would the effect be on LG&E if the Commission were
to accept Mr. De Ward's proposal and reduce fuel expenses
by $1.74 million?

LG&E is entitled to recover all of its Jlegitimate
operating costs, including fuel expenses not recovered
through the FAC. Neither the fuel clause mechanism in
effect during the test period nor the revised July 1
mechanism is designed to provide LG&E with full recovery
of fuel costs in the twelve months contained in the test
period or any other specific twelve month period.
Therefore, the Commission must, as it has done in past
cases, recognize the inherent mismatch in fuel costs and
fuel recoveries under the FAC mechanism. OQtherwise, LG&E
would be placed in a position of not having an

opportunity to recover its costs.

Does this complete your rebuttal testimony?

Yes.



WALKER REBUTTAL EXBIBIT I



WALKER REBUTTAL EXHIBIT I

Page 1 of ©

gre‘obE’e peE' LIRS EpeeEZS’Y  SLTOOTO  1sETg06°ISS L0070  SEZI0CO  ZESTO'O  VOESIBP LSS LEVIE69° R LES bLm vEO 9oL’ 8
o8b’'6HF' 8 159'019°9 GT8°BLE'Y  ISEGD'D  pS1'9LI’GES §SZO0D GEZTO'G  SBBPI0'C  S6L°LSO'OBS LEE LTO B 059°5HT~ LZOE0Z' S
EPT ' BS6° 8 §25°900°L 9T9'1G66°T  PHEBO'O  S9T°OEL'L95 S5LZOGT0  SEZTOTO  TISTO'O  GFLLIS'TLS EEZFLED R b60 ¢ oE- LZE L99°8
LT oTE 6 S16°658° L 90Z°086°Y  BUEGOTO  PLECDEFSHEY TSEDG'D  GEZT0'G  9BSTO'D  £I6°ELL'SES DLS 8BE’E 0P En= 0TZ'I8E°'6
ZISLETTT FIZO6PT’S SEE‘FYT'Z  DEIBO'O  TID'LZEOFL PREOD'D  SEZIO'G  BLSTDC  RLP'TLZCHEY EI8°L66°0T 18261~ PEEIZTO T
9B b66'6 LT T ] SPE’S0S°T  BTZOOT0  6GE°TLE'LBY QOE0D0  GETTOCO0  EVPSTOD  TST0Z9 YL ks entiel 9TE ZET— 958" 062’21
00Z'6ZE'6 68L LT B ZIV'TIE'T  ZOZO0°0 LS ETZ'SY5 06200°0  GEZIO'O0  SIZGTH'O  TEET S99’ 9E9 LZF B0L76 BEG' 5T~ 5T0°ZER‘E
SELTTTS'® SRS 196°9 TST'085°T  GLTOD'0  BII'TE9'E9S 6TZO0°0  SEZID'O  BSHPTO'0  9LS°50F°TZO 55 PED’S 2LT B~ YZB ZIT'6
0T5'95¢8' 8 TbL TERTY DLL'9ZS'T  SLZOD'D  ZRE'LLI'EGS ZOZOO'0  SEZID'O  LEBPTB'0 GRS ETT OhS ITESTOLL 821 19~ 0ZLEZE L
sZL'Lbe’e 196°067° L £99°45E°T  OEZO0°0  Z9EHBZ’O6S SLEO0°0  GETIO'OD  LISTO"0  TSC'E6B’SLS 660°L89'8 BSE“po- LEYTLL’
TET'LTE'6 TIL'606°L TZELLE'T  FPTZO00  L9Z2°TOL'ERS SLZ00°0  SEZID'0  TIGIGT O  GTI'ZRO'BLS ZHR bLIS §IZ' 9E- DLY'OTL’S
9TL 0LS' 8% LBT EPO 8BS 628 LTSS T8000° 0§ ZOTOLZ 1SS o0EZ00°0% SEZIDT0% §9FTB 05 50T TOR OLY OEL'EZH 63 B6E’ BES- 621258764 96T
560°'TS9° L TR EBRE’9 08Z°L99 BTIN0"0  SOT’T6%'59% PTZO0'0  GETTIO'O0  6PPTO0  BIZE'LOG°HOS ZI6°65L" 8 LIZ Le~ 6TT LEL'Y
TET 96k L £E0'9kL"S 60T°0TL DETO0'0  E9FFLEZ9ES 180000  SETIOCO0  9TEYIO0  BLTSPL TGS SR ELT L 9L 61— YR Z6T L
£ET QL0 8 g15°902°¢L 515°£98 gEI00° ¢ OSL EZG'ESS 171000 SELTO0  ESEEOT0  GLSFRLRITLS EVE LEL L 666" B~ zsg'9sL L
GTTGEE’E 59 PTIL £LE'OLD SE000°0 £EG7959°S0L UCTe0d  SEZTOC0 §9€E0T0 09z Cedyczy 909°TT5‘¢ 4t A A 859 4858
geER’ ST TY LB9'505'6 TE0°659'T  STZOO'0  2T6'TEL'69L 8FT00°0  SEZID'O  EEETO°0  BShUbBILSL §L9'LTS0T 606"y~ BRI ZHS'OT
6E5cae’ o1 ELE'REL'S 996 bT0'T  §ZTO0'0  DZF'6Z9°Z6L £6000°0  SEZTO'0  DEETG'0 LESTTIST8ZE SET'TIOTL TBE* 6L~ LT19°160' 1T
pSZZe0'6 TOE‘EZT'® 256° 8589 6ZTO0"0  9LE'bEB’G98 STITO0'O  SEZTO'O0  USYTOTO  BEGTOS'PLL 5¢0°158°0% £E0S'ETT- 6US PLL DT
BE0°C96° 9 TIV 989°% #9559z 6900070  0ZS'6IZIVS BTTBO°0  GETTO'0  ESEI00 2PV EZO'OLS BEL'BOL'L 8YL 2~ BYSTLLTL
199 65T L GSB°GELD S05° £0b PLODD O YGETETH'SES S§TIO0'G  GEITO'G  Y9EI0°0 L6V GLEZ BEG bELTELY L HLE g~ 992 ' FEV'L
LSHILIG L LES' 00’4 8zg’ 92t 95000°¢  0T8°TLO'E€HS §¥000°0  SEYIOTE  YBZIDOD  GEZOLLTO9 9tzgEL’L SLR 5~ 66 FELL
S96'E5L7L SLb9TL L &80’ LE 30000°0  6LB'STRBIY $LOGD" 0  SEZTO'C  GOET0'0  ODY’EET'LLS 081°L86"L 60079~ 65T E9S°L
5Zv 008" 8% LbE OVE 8% €25’ Ob 4~ 20000 0%~ B9E°ORESLY 95000° 05 SEZT0°0% T6ZT0'0S TES'BE9°OLS bE8°T99 65 Witz STO YLa RS 1861
LLO'PSL L LLB'ETH L D09’ DEE 55000°0  pSZ'T60° 19 900000  SEZTO'L  TPZTO'C 0S8 IFOCETO LLY OB L Logig- veo yea’L
028 0BT L Lznigpa’s £5L 20t 1500070 OFPT‘96%° bS5 96006°0~ GEZIO'®  6ZZTO'®  DES HSSTHLS TZR°BS0°L 821" - SEE' 650 L
bIb p90°8 209 bt L ZTR°6bE 9500870  OZI'¥99°HI9 S5000°0 SEZTIG°0  OSTTO'O  SHTIRBSbES SFT'6ES'L bPE‘ T~ C1:1301 13
SP6°Z10°0T 6LB°6Z8°'6 £96°'¢8T £Z00D°0  L19'TH6°S6L TSO00°0  SEZYOTD  9BTTIOCD  LIZLELCET 08¥'I6L R 08F b1~ 8Y6° 5069
£86°98£° 0T 126°p99° 01 BEE9LE- ZEDDO D~ 0BE°955°E98 95000°0 SEZIL'O  I6TI0C0  986°LI6'GEE 696050 T YGE 69~ EZRTEIT T
YER VTV’ S LOF'BEE'6 LTh ot FO000°0  STL099°09L £ZO00°0  SEZIO'O  BSZTOCO 98G'ELE65H zbe’ote’ ol 160 TE~ £E8B°TPR 0T
66’208 L pSTIBES L £99°'55~ 60000° 0~ IbYZ8P BIG ZEQDD O~ GEZTD'O  EOZTI6T0  BSL6LE'655 SH6°6E6°L 085’551~ S¥Ss0I’
IR OEY'9 SE0'LbE’S £Z8° 91T~ ZZO00 0~ 9PEPZI0ES »0000°0 GEZIN'O  GEZTO0  6TI'EBSILOS BI0°PE0L PYT - [4:3 8844 4F 2
922'979'5 L95*8LE'D 1PE°BGE~ THO00 0~ SLT'990°59% 60000°0— S$€TT0°0  9ZZTO°0  OPDEOE’9Eg FEEPLG’ 9 [ 2:T4 Ans ZE9°e85° 9
95079107 L Theipes’L GHZ' LG~ BE000- 0~ SO0G°L89°TTS 72000~ SETTOC0  ETTTO'D  O0G9°FLI'9I9 EZTTLLY L 990° 0T~ BET LER L
0Z5750€E°L bea‘ete’L P18 216~ TE000 0~ G96'L0TTEES Z308078- SETTOT0  ELTED'O0  GET'LOS'EI9 F9G 66T7L £5E 07— TZ6 61T L
TOETLEZ LS Z9E'EELILS 6507956~  6BO0O 6%~ TOE LIS TEY 850807 0%~ SEZTO°0% LVTTO 0% GSBF°REL'DRD LIz TGE LS E50°LpS 9LZ°GEELS 8961
S06°25L°9 9PE LLT L OFE ¥TG- 680000~ 24L'BSZ’ 8BS T8000°0— SEZILTO  PSYITOTD  S0T'ZO0'I0% LT EE6°9 €62 5E~ 39%°896° 5
LEF'SET'S LEE'660°9 006° £0L~ 9ZI00 0~ £5L°0%9'BEg 68000°0— SEZTD'C  SYTI0'0 60’ QIF'GLS 859°965°9 958 pT— P TI9‘3
159'%£9'9 LSE°T0E L L8t 399~ ETT0D 0~ 99F°FZE’ 166 65800070~ GSEZT0'0  SHYITO D OLY'©9Z bBs §91°969'9 v¥20' 91— ETZ'FIL'9
630'HbLL 916°1L8°8 LYRLZT T~ LET00°0- TIELCELETRTL 2T00°0- GEZID'0  GOTIO"0 SIS GLE'8E% Z6T ZR0'L 667" 9T~ 169'§60°L
ZLL'EL0'E £6L'BTE’G TZO'SBZ T~ G91I00°0~ SOT'GEG'PGL ETTO00- GEZILTO  ZZET0°0  O9b‘fZe'CeL IE:TRE-THRS 269 6L~ SSF'B5R’ g
0TL'065'L £LE°SEL S £9T°66T° T~ §9100°0- OTL 50P'TIL LST007 0~ SEZID'O0  GLOTO'O  GIGTELZ GEL 80F 9267 L 14 58 STLI6Z6'L
$81'00Z'L 68F 6E6 L cot’ 68~ STT00 0~ ZT9'ELB’THO 910070~ GETID'0  OLOTB'0  LL6' TG 90L £I0°095°L LT te- SETFERS 'L
058 49¢t'9 £6b0sT L ££9° THL~ SETO0 0~ OLZ'LE6'GLS 991000~ SEETO-0  L90TO'0  bEPT950°S6%S 890°BSE’Y YA EZE PLE'D
969'560°9 600°LS6°9 1L 106~ 05700'0- £hS°0ZE°E9S SIT80 ¢~ SEZIL'O  OTTTO'0  9p9'F90°EBS 010’ b0’ 9 The R €65 RGT Y
906°806'% 198 SPR'L 956" 915~ 68000 0~ 0IE°TLE'ZHT SETC0' 0~ SEZTO'0  ODTID' 0  TIL'EEQ°D&S ST 269 ghLiLe— £50°0L5°9
S5LFE9E L CBO'FOT'E 2L 008~ §6T00 0~ woZ'650°799 agT00°0~ GEZIOQ  §20T6°0  F9L°T6L'60F 308 T4 ] 5L2'QE~ GLB' RIS
£90°Z08° LS LA TA T 168 FZ8 TS~ ZSTO0 05— $L8°bGZ bLD 65B00°05~ SEZTO 05 SPITE 05 290°79%'669 T66'LTD 85 Z6T 985~ b BOT S 6LET

SLE'60T°LES 907000~ SELTIN0 6211070  ZLB'EZZ°VO9 119'128°9 £LL g~ pHE'SEE'S

9YT'9bE €68 ZGTA0 95— SETTO0S EHOTO 0% EOT°L96°L9S TIDEST 9% FSE 945~ SH6°65T7 9% BLET
AdIACOTE ANNZATY INNTATY IOEHD Head *SHD 2% g Kt 7/ HAM 1500 35VIn0 150D

™oL zsvd ava ZIBN FIFITIIY Na 3598 SO0 NOTINNIWELIa pichi a33404 1304
15531 L3N
HSINGDEW ZHIAODTY -HIANN GNY ~TIA0 DRIGEOMEd ADOICUOHLAN

SENNIAZY DV¥J3 GNY 1500 1and

230
AON

835
SN

ANW
BV

834
N
23a
ADN

d3s
oY

AVH
-5k
b2
834
NY[C
i (o]
ALH

d3s
anv

g34
N
ke le
ADH



WALKER REBUTTAL EXHIBIT I

Page 2 of 6

908°620°6 grb ELL'E [3.3:08 4 T A STTO0 0— 6LB'6TB'9p3 TTI00° 0~ TISYG'0  00BTOO  PSTTTRO'6L9 ﬂou”wmm.m 688 B6L°6TE"6
058 088’8 EPE‘981°6 £6b 9T~ 760000~ Z6F°6E3° 809 $3000°0~- TISTB'0 SPFTI0'0 06 EET'SIS 689°L89°8 266" b1 T83°T06’'8
SL8°96T 0T £69°T5L70Y 2T0° 555~ 2L000"9~ TIVP'TOSYTIL STI0070- TIST6'0  96EYD'0  6TI'6E0°999 Tob L10°6 81579 EBE 0T0'E
Z9L'T8L'OT I9E 18T 1T 665° 66E— pS008° 0~ E6E°L66°6EL TSO00 0~ TISTO'0  &SHT0°0  TTE'B90'LIL £5E°809°0T 9gZ g~ 685°979'01
86y 'EZZ LT 9ER'HEG LT BEE GTE- BEODO O~ 956°9£8°6Z8 BLOODT O~ TISTO"D  EEPTO'O ch.hmwwcwh LB IBTTT 962’ 8T~ EET T0Z 1T
TRE RIS LT ¥OT TOZ €Y gZL ey~ LL00G 6= €TL'953°ELE bS000° 0~ TISIO0  LSPT0°0  969°L8B'PE6 ELE'TIOET £16°8E~ 98T 195'€1
£26°ZE0° 0T 886°8T6°0T 596" 969~ FZT00 0~ TIZ'EES TIL €006 0~ TISTO'0  ELBID°0  ODLO'LEF'66L TBE ELLTTT hmhwmi mﬂhdmmﬁ.ﬂa
0TZ°910'6 LEB TOV'6 LEL'5BE~ 79000°0- 0ZL'9ET'TZY LLODG O~ TISTO'O  PEPTOO0  OPI'LEF'099 PE9°TLY S TZ6° 01 E9L°TIS% 6
95T EVE'E 6ZZ'E90°6 £96°6TI~ 0ZoOD'0— 0T%' 9187665 PZTOS0- TISTO'H  LBETD"O0 68T’ 96T°LES SOE'ERT'H LZ6 7z~ TET'90E’®
IGE°9TL 6 BIE'TYE'6 YEQ SEZ9- 600070~ ObT'0EG'LSY zgooe o~ TISIO'G  &VPI0°0  EVI PEB'BED $05'550°6 9Zy ' gZ— ZEGEBO'6
129°868°6 9L1°506°6 §58° 9~ To000 6~ H08°LEG SS9 8700670~ ITSTO'G  T6FTO°0  LLE'6ZT'S09 AT g5y’ gz~ LY’ ESD'6
810" YR 6S ZHZ7ETLIOTS  PYZTSPES~  TS000T 05— 6BS'LEE°SLY 56000705~ TISTO 0% STBTO 0% O0F°58L'069 L58°08L 65 9gb SIS LEEF96L° 6% 9961
GEE°9B6R 0% 57196 290°'0£9~ 6600070~ 98Z°9TV 9EY TO00O 0~ TISTOO  OISTO'0  ZTER'GEC'TE9 b6 LEF 0T hﬂvwoml mewmwwwoa
1976'995'8 895°968° 9 LTS 6T~ 6E0D0 0~ L9L'39BL"BBS TS000°0- TISTO' O  09FT0°0 BT GTIT'T6S 96L°289'8 SLT LT TLO°SV9°E
580°960°6 SEETES 6 05T GEP— 65008° 0~ T6F'96L'DED 6600070~ TISTO'O  ZIW¥ID"0  T9c7ZLp’SET9 6LO'LER'D EL6 Th~ NmoJmhmdm
9S8 BEE 1T SBEFTZRE T 607812 BZ0OS 0- E£EB'BOS PSL L0007 0~ TT1SY0°0  ZLbYO°0  062'888°G65 I85°9E2 0% BIL' DT~ TOETLYEZTO0T
£E6°REE'IT L95"95% 27 SE0° 8TG~ ¥5000°0~ €£60'K50°SZY £9000°0~ TISTO'O0  ZHBT0°0  EEfB’Z6E'T6L 085 FOF 1Y Dgo’ 01— 0857 RTP 1T
0L’ 0257 0T 0RZ ' 6¥E'TT LLg’8eL~ LBOOG0- IEETOTT IGL §Z000°0~ TISIO"0 E£8FTO0 SBB ¥LS°STR 6L pEO7TY PLE ET- 99E' 80T TT
PEL'LISG 256 T60' 01 802 gLV TLOODTD- O0O06°868°L59 p3000°0- TISTO'0  L¥PTIO0  ZST 680'FOL oL’ 68t 0T Leo’ el g9E°L0zZ' 0T
8GR'EE€E’ G S60°£86'8 £9L° 05t 65000°0  G9T LIS’ Y¥6S L5000° 0~ TYTISTO'0  BIFPTO°0  S9E'OVO'TES I18°126'8 BLE TT~ 68L°HEG"E
tse'oLe’y E5F 626'9 960° 65— DTBO0" O~ [LGT'E9S'DAS TLO0O 0~ TISTO O  OFPYIO'0  POB G0Z'68% FZo'zeb’8 67€° 07~ ZeE eos’e
BGG'PLE’S ZES'LIE'S 9767952 0F000°0  ZLT'STE'LTY 65000°0 TISTO'0  DLSTO'O0  pZ8 TZZ'BO9 S3L'9BG'6 0 S9L°9¥5°6
LIS 0LE 1T 950" 85907 TR eI T0T00°0  Z90°LBE’SOL 0TO00 0~ TISTS'0  T0ST0°0  EE6°BST'GE9 T6L'SAL’6 0 Z6L'GRE’6
£28°09%'6% Z86°859'6% bST 8658~  LOTOO 0%~ EBG°08F'ZE9 0v000° 05 TISTL 0§ TSST0T05  YPE'SLI‘GEL OLE’ 0BV TTS 260" LTS5~ 990° 9TV TT1$ 86l
697 LE6' 8 PSS BLY 6 G80°ZS5~ 9800070~ 08G'69£°LTY T0T0D°'0  TISTOC0  TT9T0" ¢ ZLw'eLy 609 059°L88'6 6CG 86~ 6L9°506°6
OS5 TOV' 8 68T TL8°R 985" 650~ 08000 D~ OLT'LOT'LBS LOTOO0— TISIO O  HOPTO'Q  L9BGPE’GES GLI'BSE’§ g 6L1°95E°8
0L TEE'8 L68 180" 6 85106~ STI000°0- TITT'TS0'T09 8800070~ ITSID'0  E2PTO°0  CT6°2LZ’'VOB 2ZI'e65°E 65781~ 5IL' 91978
ooz Tre’el €2k 96L° 0T | ZE AR TZODO 0~ 660°FSS’PIL GBOOD'C— TISTD°0  TEPTO'O  GLE'TFL'FEY STL FBD'E GGG B~ 0B EDT6
L6 ZLT 2T 1€0'658°TT 6E6ETE 6y000°0 095 9VE'VSL STO00' 6~ ITSY0°O0  96PTO0 LGT'9TFR'LOS 9g1'5L8° 2 LEG'EE- EZT 60T 2T
SBLYERPETTT LOS PTE'TT e e SE000°0~ 069°T35'Z9L 2200076~ TTSID°0  6BPTO°0 SR VKT TIBL 68Z°ZES'TT zL6°gE- TE2°899° 11
mcwmﬁhwdca ST5'08F 0T LOE TLT~ SZ000 0— 890°679°169 0F0£0°0  TISTD'O0  IGSTO°0  AEG 6ZL 8BL EOT'SEZ 2T zg9° a8~ szL'ere’ey
CEB'6FI’E SILBT9°8 b4 4 b3000°0— SOE°EETIOLS SEOR0 0~ TIGTO'0  GLPID'O  LLB'ZLB'E6S S06'09L' ¢ tsg’ze- Z9z'taL’s
Tig‘est’e LTZ 0069 906" ThS— TE000° 0~ 6927 BLO°68S SZ000T 0~ TISTO'O  98BYD'D  L55'6TLEYS ib9'SLE’S PIZ 11— 858'58€'8
25 012°6 631'5TF'6 b5 60z £L000° 0~ LLI'FLI'EZY P300G°0~ TISTO°0  LPPI0TO LTS LLE'OF9 Z0E“99Z°6 85€° 8- 098°35LT°6
SEL’8LbioT 9£9'0LE’ 6 001° 805 LLODD'0  6BE°BHRSEGY Z600070- TISTO'O0  6TPTO'G  t285°Y08°¢(BS PSSTZLT'E G609 £y beY'2eL’e
LET ¥2L 6% 8117665 '0T$  S@6°0LLS-  TTT00 05~ 606°08%°bE9 €L060° 0%~ TISTO'0  BLPIG 0S G95°'STE 689 LTP 16T 015 68L'2T1- S0Z°POE'0T5  PEGT
ELL'9BG'g 60L° 961’6 9£5 65T~ TvO00°0~ S00°FZ9'609 LLODGD  TISTIO'O  BESYIL'0  RIE'ISLTERS 9YE 9887 01 SRT €1 P05 698707
LoL'601'8 y05pOF'E LeL ' p62- ES000°0— 9TL'TZZOSS TTT08°0~ TISTI0'0  00OPID'0  9CE’SETELS 96L°928'8 3T 2L~ LD 650"
LOE"HHE'S 20Z°0TZ'6 00T #ET zZ000'e  ¥98°LbS689 1700070~ TISTO'8  OLPTD'D  SO6°TRE'ELS SE7GEV'S 0L’ o1~ S56'6PF° 8
269121 OEB PTZ'ZT 8607 I0E SZODO'G  OBL'EBE’BOR £G000°0— TIST0°0  USPTOCO0  8¥6 CbI‘899 SYEIVEL'E L6 6T 5T8’'s9L’ §
TTE'GETRT 9E9° LS £ 288'829 QLO00'G  9€9°ZTT 668 ZZo0o'D  TISTO'0  EESTDTO0  LBT°TSZ WLE 9LT 29k £ 008" FT- LS BLY €T
ZE6LIT'ET ZES 509 TT a9€°210't  2T9T0B'e  0ST9LO'RSL SZO08'0  TYSTI0°¢  9ERTOO  685°TILIBSE GZT FET T 5LG'SF— 96L 6L ET
L0 889" g Er6 TED L S60°90E°T DZZOG'G  E95°6L9°€6% 8LO00°0  ELETO'O  tRPID'O  SHE'PSO €89 §LB'Z9E6 TLE O~ 1SZ°E88°E
b5 0LS L SEG 9Le’9 89’ v66 FET08°0  ZOL'695°0FS 29709°0  SETT0°¢  L6PI0°0  BEZ'SGETERE zeE'99T’'s ET0° 50T SOb"BEE'E
stEoLe’L ZTEED6'S £Z0'L96 £LT00°0 TPO'TLE'85% 0ZZO0'0  SEZTO"O  GEFPT0O°0 STITELZ ZYE LOT 068t zezfe- BEE'Z6R L
c60'18k’8 L756TL'L 895'L91°T  LBTO0G'0  8ZZ°WLH'Z6S FETO0'0  SE£ZTO°0  BIPTIO'0  SEL'069'T&S 68 0TR'E SS8’0Z— PESOEER
£9E°€9¢°6 BET 8PS L S2TSTE’Y  L6E00°D  DO6'IBITIY €LT00°¢  SEZTS'C gObID'0  8YSPRSPITSS LTS BI6°L 968’ €T~ SBETEERTL
15£°BE6° 0 BLE'EERLS ELL'POS' TS B6ZBD°0S 9317606'109 LETOO 0% SEZTO 0§ ZEbTo 0% 9U68'FPEIF 609 TI6'¥T0" 65 LSE'0LS~ 692'590'6% 86T
Ag3A003Y ANNIAZY SNNIATH FDHEVID Ha "DHD H&Y 7 il / Hidst ES0D JORLNO 1502
TVIOL asvg i £ LIND FIANOTIddaY oya 35VE &502 ROTINNIWEELIA Tand a3seos 13an4a
f8571 L3N

D3a
AON

435
ony

ANH
ity

g33
NNC
pol: ]
AON

435
onv

ANH
ugqy

234
NN
oicie]
AOR

435
ony

AW
vav
eyl
834
Ny
3¢
ACH

d3s
onv
e
Har
AN
"y
il
833
Ner



EXHIBIT X

WALKER REBUTTAL

Page 3 of 6

6B6T "9 03 BL6T
ERared M Y44k TToSTH RIS
paE‘rLe’e LY3 E6F 0T EGT b9 I~ OZZDO0— QLY TOE'EEL 99T00° 0~ 2TTPIO'O  ISZTO°0  ERETZ65°508 BLE'EET 0T §09° T~ LBETPET 0T
BO0'GET' S 08°E6F°6 009'BYE’ T~ 7OZO00— VEE'ETICLIY §ZZ00°0- ZTPIOD  LEYIO°0 T6R'OEE°6LY DLT'IET 8 050" g~ 0ZZ BET" R
LETLBE'E 0Ly 'E9L°6 E6T'9LE T- STCO0"0~ EEZ'TI0I‘589 QTIO0" 0= ZZRIG'O I0CT0° 0 0TR‘9BL TET PEE GTIE G B85 T~ n¢mﬂhﬁm.m
SeS RRLIOT L68'TTR 2T £1T°L99°7- TETOD0~ TISB EEg’ZLe Z0T00T 0~ ZZPTO'D  OZZTI00  Q9S'BLLLLL 0SL 98P 6 DET‘Z~ OF6' BB 6
967 0£5° 0T LYS ZLS 2T abe'2zvo’e¢- TEZ0G 0~ SEH'0B0°FER STZOO O~ ZZYTIB'0  LOZIO"D  E0ZT’ZOS°0E6 T08'0EZ 1T L4700 §597Z€Z°T1
PLE DGS DT ETT'S¥PO’ET 6EL'PER 2~ LLZOD O~ 9LE'LLI°0OR T6T00°0~ ZIZYEIL'0  TLZIO'C €2y 0Zb ' ive DBZ 065°TT 585" g~ 9LB'BES TT
£96°'658'6 165°850'CT 979'Z02'¢~ 9SLEZOD O~ 9BRG'ESDGEL TLTO0 0~ £9YTET0  9£ZIO'O  ZEO0EOL'OE® G06°892°01T 18y L~ 958°5L2° 01
60’ Est’e 605°LE8'S STY pEY T~ BZZOD O~ 9058'650°159 LLZOOT D~ TISIO'0  BEZIO'0  PYB'EVE 66T shb'0Eg’e 591° 1T~ T19°1h9°e
G80°LEDQ'E 069°€£60° 01 $09' 596~ 9pT00" 0~ ¥ES'LE0°ZI9 gLE00"0- TISTL0  SEZIB0 £80’89b'E5g 65L°EBT' O PET TI~ £E6e°poz’e
8T0'ZH0'0F z52° 658801 vz LTe~ SYTO0° 0~ TLZ'ZPE'BIL 92ZZ0070- TIGSTE 0  €8ZI0°D QP2 LIS E69 4:1: 3 13- 0 89L ' TI~ 059°906°8
BOLIZLE BY 867 SOL7OT I66°ZEE~ LPOBO D~  OFL'DED 80L 9pT00°0- TISTA'0 GUET0'D  G6T'G65°'PED 95" 1LY 6 790’5~ SH9°0RY 6
p2S 169765 POL'SET 0TS OET'POT IS~ LSTOO 05— Z56°GE0°TZL SITOD 0%~ TISTE 05 96ET0 0% STT'IEG'SIL ZZE" 266764 £1E’ 6~ sE9°100°01d
BBE'LLE'S 621°485'0T CPL 90T T~ BSTO0" 0~ <E£T9°1LH'QOL LFCO0 0~ TTISTO'O0  $9%T0°C QL9 ERZ’STL LeL oLy’el bTL’ £E~ 1Z9'p65°01
SBETTLTG PZOPEE'S BEL'Z9L~ STI00 0~ GLE'9bP LSY £9T00°0— TISTD'0  YHETO'H  BET 9HO°959 EEG 6IR’ R 16579~ (240l v 4
EED'ERS'E ITEOPT 0T YT LEG 68000 D~ 9FE"G660°TLY 851006°0— TISTE'0 €SET0°0  Z6L'BOb'E5o THETLOGTD o8E'LE- CEPTOPETR
TZLOLPS 1T SOTOTY' 2T £8E'Z08~ SOT00° 0~ GOE'LIESTZR FTIDO O~ TISTE'D SEET0'D  BET’ZES €24 ET9'560' 01 056 Y~ £95'0FPT’0T
SOL 68F'ET FZ0'€99' %Y 6TE EOZ'T— BZT00°0~ GBS QTP OLE &8000°0—~ TISIO 0 ¢ZBYI0°0 GS9E°'LEP‘E6 2SS SETIT BT P9T 59— SELIOTT BT
wo'Lpe’zT LB5°666' €T 9bs 8T T~ PZTIODTD— E£95°9HZ°526 SO0TOG' 0~ TISTG'D 90FPY0°C  OSI'VGE’6F6 O3 ShE'ET Lo’ 9y~ 0BY'T6L LT
POLEBS 0T 6E0°£89'TT SLZELL I~ BETOD O~ 9OT'OPT'ZLL PZTOO 0~ TISTE 0  LBETO'0  bbL'sze'ess F0S°9€8° 1T 180'L- SE9ERR T
BLE'TIL'® ZL0°5L5°6 6T ETE~ BZTO0T 0~ LI0'ZELSOED PETI00°0~ TISTB'0  LBETO'D  Z55'tbb°LB9 TTS'GES' 6 EPB S FOE TIPS 6
198°SED"6 LSLPEQL S 96899~ FOTON 0~ 96S°LOZ PO SET00°0~ TISTE'0 ZLETD'O G0 965" LDY BEL'PEC’S 5(8"' 9~ LS TPE‘S
PLZ B18'6 €00 bbS 0T 6eL GTL- FOTO0 D- LBT'914°L69 6Z100°0- TISTE'0 Z8ET0O0  L¥P'0D91°'8LD BLE'GSE'E 1238410 FPIT GER’6
e5gzeiol SET°0vg 0T 6£6'915— ZLOBO 0~ PTG BTV LIL pOT100°0~ TIGI8'0 LOBYO'0  1ZZ'Z06°'EED 9LE LE9’6 GfL's Th5°528'6
b8/ TRE6S E0B'ET6'0TS  PSL'TL6S~  BZT0O 0%~ 0686°062°7ZL bOTO0 0%~ TTSTO 0% LOPIO' 0% 967°L6D°6HL 3P0 ThS 015 8L6' 65— 24100 11-0t 12§
790°p26°8 09z°58L'6 26E' 198~ EETOG 0~ BRLTLIGLED L0000~ TISTO0 GERTIOD  ZLB'0GS5°E89 EBU C06°6 ShL'Z1- [34: R0 €0 1
ZEELOL'R £9B'gLy’6 ZLe'0ELm LTI00'0— 8BS 9LY'FZD 62T0070—- TIGTO'0 ZBEID'O  BOZ'6TOEZS £EL' 0TS 196°2~ ¥E3°ETS R
9BL'205°6 LE0' 50001 187’ €05~ SLO0GT0—  IER°ZiZ’299 LETOC 0~ TTIST0°0 GLETIO'D  PO6°GLL'LEY BIS GRLE 8%~ 6FO°9BL R
obD' LS TT 189'L60° 21 The' 008~ 001000~ G68°0RS' 08 LTIO0 0~ TISTR"0  v6ET0°0C  E6E'ZTS’ETL LB’ LB DT 5688~ £6L°960°0T
LIL'B6L T LLO'EGE ET %€ PST T~ 9ZT00°0- 6BTI'S60'HZ6 L4060~ TTSTH'0  GERTIO'C  LOE'69L°076 60T 602 ET SLE O~ FEPIETZ e
(FZ'BLO'CT SZS PE0'ET Tec' 96~ £T70870— GT6'595°L9% 007040~ T1STO'0 TIFIO'Q  FZ5’915°016 LB LEBT LT ETL 8- 019°988°2Y
8068 1T g05°092°21 B96' bEb~ 19000°0— L6L'E2ZR'TIR 9Z106°0— TIST8°0 SBEIN'D  S9F’€Lb QLR goOF ST 1T L8E° g~ 9L 818711
108°¢61°6 LST' 650707 95F' 598 SEIDC0- 0958°SEL S99 £TT06°0— TISTO'0 96ET0°C  60T'TIS'9RL o6b PER 0T LI0° T~ LOS'GER'OT
112°0L2°8 ZED 91’6 TE8'LGE™ ZFT00°0— ¥EE°SOT'FOY 1960670~ TISTC°0  0SPI0°0 E29°TERLI Q09 OFS'ZIL'E EEF TI- £L8°PELE
1082216 LOBE 986'6 500°998- TEI0G 0~ 2L8°2L0°199 OETOE O~ TISTSD  TEETOC0  OLG'RIGS9LY TE8°G6L° ¢ L9 69~ L0L's96’y
£08'9b5'6 geL'g0E’ 01 SZ6'98L— TTI00°0- 6BR'FTI6°THY ZRI0070~ TIGSTL'0  6BETIL°0 99L°'G2ZS8'2T9 9EF ' LBE‘R DELTT- 9TZ 6L’ R
GLL'GES 65 T98'GLOTOTS  TTT'OFES~ 99000704~ TOL'SEB' S99 TET00° 0%~ TISYO 0% OBETH' 0% 9L0'8GF g0L BIZ'FLL6S Sorfet~ 6LS'6BLTES
FBIA0DTY 3AN3ATY Frtansd 3DEVHY HMY "OHD HMY / HiA% / HIY 1502 3ONINO LS02

THiel 35VE N LInn TSI oS asvg 1502 NOIIVNIWEILIG "14na aI3802 Ting
1551 13N

er Te3oL,

*SIVIOL

G6BET

2861

LE81

osclal
AOR

&35
2504

834
NW[l
J3a
AOH

438
anv
ne
nne
AVH
Yy

g932
e



WALKER REBUTTAL EXHIBIT I

Page 4 of &

PEL'TZL'S POETLTIB9  6EZH'YO0E'T  SPEGDTO  TSPUEOD'TSS  GOEO0T0  PPSTOCG  YOE'TERTL9S  Z9ZTEL'® £Z3°L5 L6S*PL~ BEQ'EIL’D
fEz’'o88'E 199'0t9'e  tLs'6uz’t  PZBOO'O  BST'GLTCGES  6BIZOD'D  PZSTOTG  SELTLE0'OVS  LKEFITEZ'S 0TY PIT 069°59T~ LZO'EOZ'R
TET 8L B §Z6'900°L  FOLTPL'Y  LOEOD'0  SST'GEE’L9S  SPEOLTO  084T0°0  OSL'LBSTILS  9BOEED’S 1X1-2 -1 y60°0E~  LZE'L99°%
20Z'668°6 oI6*6GR*L  BBZFEES'Y  G8¥00'0  BLY'OER'9ES  LIPOL°O0  £S5T0°0  ETE'ELL'GBS  GEBTSTILYE 692  8ZF o8 79~  DIZ'ISE’S
06 €TH°TT PIZ'6FT‘6  C6Z°PLB'T  EST00°0  TTO'LZBIORL  LOEDOTO  ZPSTO'Q  DPLD'TLY 969  LETPELSOX SLEE92— 18Z°ST- bEBZYIDTI
TE8'5E8°0T PPO68F S LES'9HG'T  GZZOOTO  ES6°TLE‘LBY  BHZOOCO  PIZSTIOCO  IEZ'0ZY'EPAL  OZIO86°TI T2y ebt~  STE'TET~ 8#SB'OYI°IT
LTI VEE’S B9L7LTO'E  EEE'QLE'Y  ZYTOO0  GLY'EIZT6FS £SZ00°0  §8FTO0  ZEE'SBY'SES GPTTGLE'S 6LZ'TET~  B66°SEZT~ GZO'ZLE'E
£ye‘089‘y S85°156°5  GSZ'6TL'T  SOE00°0  BZITTES’E9G  STZOG'O  OIVIOTO  SLGCHOBTTZY  GBSTOLO'E L66°SE LT 8L~ VIRTITT'E
PES'SLZE TYL'IES'S  EEL'EPP'T  T9Z00°0 TEECLLT'ESS  TTITOO'O0  LERTIOCO  6RSCETI'OPS  GRO'LIB'L LSV’ ¥S T I9~  ILIETRIL
pe0°695°8 190°062'L  EZOSGLZTT  9TZOO'O  ZYEBBZO6S  SOE0O°0  OPSIOC0  ZSECEEYISLS  ERTo98’9 phOELY 85E'bE~  LSBTTLLS
SOT'OPE'S TIL'6Y6"L  GEE°08E'T  STZOD'D  LIZ'TOL’ERS  TIZ0O'0  96FT0°0 BTT'ZHO'PLE  €BL698'S 659 by~ BTT9E~  GL9'OTL’Y
OLE'0DLES LBT'EB0" 6% E6L°L59% T0TO0"0% RY'OLT TSS9  9TZ08°05 TISPTO-0S 90T T0H QLS  OZZ BIL'6S CTS’ 665~  66E°9Z%~ 6TT'ISB'6S ZEST
996°506° L GI0°E86'S  TSL'TLE £9T00°0 SOT'IGHF'G9S  STZOGT0  TISHIOTO  PZEFLOS'POS  bZE‘OLL'S TIb 0T LIz~  BZT'LBL'E
LEEioteL £E0°9bL"9  SE1°0LL TET00°0  E9YLEZ’OPS  TAT00°0  9EETO'0  BLT'SPL'ZSS  6PT'ZOE‘L E60' 80T r9L° 8T~  BIB‘ZET’L
919°L10°8 8IG‘502'L  BERTTITE 6ETO0"0  0SL°E2S°ERS  ESTOO'0  96ETD'0  GLS'GL8'TLS  6FI'PE6°L $0Z° 957 606°8T~ TSR9SLL
68T 1E1°6 ZSBYILTE  LEE'9TE 65000°0 EE0'9%9°S0L  THTO0'0  9LEI0'0  DSZ°BO9TEZS BLETERS’S Lz zL ISZ'EL-~ BGR'PRE’S
98k Z66°0T LOB'S0S°6  GLS'SEBP'T  E6TI00°0  ZTG'TBLYE9L  GEI0G0  FLETO'O0  BSR'YPETLSL  BBGYEVS 0T 16085~ 605 vz~  BBT'ZHHOT
L60° 158 0T EL6'8EL°6  £TT’Z90'T  BETOD'O0  9TP'ETY'T6L 6500070  BSTIO'O0  LES'TST BZ®  BEG'ETLOT esT'86T—  I8ETEL—  LTIBTTEOIT
9565116 BOE'ELZ'E  SbEEéR PETOO'D  SLE'PSE’SYS  E£6T00°0  AZBYOT0  bES'TOSPEL  sEYsgbiot Dt6'Z9T—  EDG'EZT- &¥S'PLL'OT
GLY 608 L TI6°9659°9  636° 60t LEO00'0  OZS'ETZZ¥E  BET0OTO  SYETOC0  EPLOETOCOLS  EbLTZoRTL 3T 4L z- BEG TLL L
195 6ET L SSBSEL'S 909’ Eob PLDOO'O  TSE'EIRSHE PETOO'0  69ET0TO  LEB6LZTEBS  LEBTEBRIL LVS ETZ L6 8- 89z pEV’L
Leb'Lzg L LEG'00Z°L  OTS’9TE 9500070  OTB'TLOE8S  LSO0G"0  ZEXTOTO0  SEZ'OLLITO9  LeTLLL'L TLO' 6 SLB'S~ T60°VELL
69% ' ThL L SLE'9TL'L  £66°%T bO0D0'0  ELB'STRHEY  HLODGTO  SOETO'0  ODY'ELZ LLS  BEETHSSTL TEL~ £00'5- 69T £95°L
LIL PLE 88 LVG OFE B8  69L'EES S0000°64% BOE'OBE'GLS 96000705 TEZTOT0S ZE9'BES DLY  EBFOSD'ES THD G5~ IPI'ZT~  SZD'PLO’8S  TRET
DSE‘F067L LLB EZV L LLB'OBE 880006  HEZ°160°TOS  HOOOO'0  SEZTO'0 056 IO 19 £b9LO9fL FETET- toze- b0 r89°L
OT& thI'L LTO'BEB’?  £RBEEY £E5000°0  OPTT96K'PSS SDO0O0TO0  OFPZTO"E  OEH°HES'HLS  09T’LZT'L 6E£° 89 STT T~ 9¥6 6507 L
0BT B80T’ 0 ZO9'PILL  @ES’E6E ESD00°0 DZ1'¥99°PI0  0B0O0°0 STETO'S  GOT 8PS FPES  GER'PED'L 069°SPT yre - 680 TVS L
9v6'ZT0° 0T 6LB'6ZB°6  L9O'EST £€Z008°0 LIG'TPG SEL  £5000°0  BREYG'O  LIZ'LEV'ERD  190°508'% I85° %1 09%°%T~ OF6°SOBE
¥58 G0V 0T T26°p99°0T L9052~ OE0DO°0- G8E'DSSTESR  £9000°0  PEZISC0  9BE'LIGGER  TRSUITTIIIY ELE'TY VSE'69~  E£TR'ETTITI
PO ZOV'E LOBP*PEE'E  LO9L T0000°0  STL'0B9°05L  ETOOO'O  BSZYIBTO  9BSTREE'6SE  TTE'ROBIOY 166" T~ T60°TE~  EE8IVRCOY
£95°188"L $SZTHES’L  L8G'98- TO00°0~ TPE'ZEP’ET9  DEDOO'O- SOZTG"0  8SL°6L6°669  OLB'ISEL 505711 0BS 69T~ GBS SOT'§
LOE'BTE'S BEBSLPS'Y TEGTZEI- SZO0D°0~ 9PS'PZT’OES  TODOO'D  GETIGTD  ETTTERSCLYS  sosfZte’t £T5° T2~ PET'T6~  Z5T°SZT'L
a8k 959°5 L95°BLE'S  HBOTTZE~ £5000°0- SLT°990°'S5%  BIOG0°0~ IZZIG'D  OYOTEOE'9ES  OELP9NGS'9 89g8°'L7~ YBZ'¥T~ ZB9BES'D
e LLo L TPETBEG'L  STT LLb- 8L000°0- S$O5°LBS'YITS  SZOOD O~ OTZIO'0 OS5 °BLT 9T9 €9V hShb'L 098'z7~ 990" 0T~ 6BI'LE%'L
TeETZYE L PEE'STE’L  EBF'905- 08000°0~ Of6'€OT'EES  LSDPOTO- BQLITO'0 S8T'LO9'ET9  GhZ'GZT'L 11:5: 074 ESE‘ 07— TZH'6TIZL
E56'6ZT°LS 9L 66L LS G6TP'6595~  90TO0T0%~ TOE'LZS'TES  BLOOO' 0%~ LET10°0S GBY'SEL'OEY  TOL'TIP LS bep’' 653 650°£p5~ 9LZ GEBE'LS DOET
(55'Z65'9 SPELLEL  BELBEL- £2T00°0—- ZSL7BST'6BS  0BODO° O~ SSTTO°0 9617 700°T09  TIE'6E6°9 RET'S £6C°5E~ 5O’ 99679
LL9'BLT'Y LEE'668'S  649°0CL~ 6Z100°0- ESL'0G9°85S  S0T00° 0~ 6ITI0°0  6OF'GIF'GLS IR E6b°D SPE*IOT- 998 %¥I-  BZT'ITEH
08R'LE5’9 LEBIZOL'L  LLE'BT9- POTO0°0- 99V'PZE’TES  ETTOOO- ZTII0'0  OLI'§9Z'bES  055°660°9 8£0°96T~  #Z0°9I~ EIT'YIL'H
50 BER'L ST6°3L8'8 0BG’ fL6~ 0ET00°0- TEL'CLE'QIL  BZTOOO- 90TI0'0 9IS SLE'BES  £2Z°090°L §96° 12~ 66F'9T~  169°86D'L
265'50T7°8 E6L°BTL'6  ODZT'6BOT T~ LBPT0O'O- SOT'BSS'PSL  FOT0O°0- TETIN'0  05P°E€2E°Z8L  oI&'9bR’n EPT oL 899'6L— S5B'8GE'S
L9€'695° ¢, CLB'SBL'E  GOST9IZT- ILTOD0- OTL'SOB°TIL  QET08°0- SOTTO°0  BIBELZSEL LB EZT'® PLSLET GTE € STL'ETEL
T19'911°L BBE'EES'L  8LB'ZTE 8ZTO0 0~ ZTY'ELB'ZPS  LHTO0°0~ BEDTOT0  LLE EPB’HGL  BOL L89'L S5LLET Z£1°12~  §81'195°L
196°01E’9 ¢sbiost’t  zEs’eEs- SYI00"0— O0LZ'LB6'8LS  TLTO0'0~ $90T0°0  FBP'99B'SES  TS0'TRFE’S L1057~ SETTHT~ EZE'PLE’S
820°'ZIT'9 600'LEE'9 TEE bEQ- 8510070~ EFSYOZE'E9S  BZTO0TO- LOTTO'O  SFS'¥908°EHS  BIC FIO‘S YE9' 69— RS PZ~  £85°HGT'S
96 LEOL TV SEPL  GBRLEE— S9000°0~ O09E£°T£B°209  SBTO0TO~ 860T0°0  YITL'TEO'065 S5 BIV'S 0SL E9- BRLELE~  EGO°0LS'S
ESETERL L Z80°'F9T'8  EZL‘00L- 0T8O 0~ Z9Z°650°'T99  OSTO0 O~ SE0T0'0 9L IBL'609 OVR'PTI9’S 9rZ’ 09 9LZ'DE—  DLBIEES'S
£90°2Z0E'LS PI6'9ZE RS TSR'PZO'TS- TSTOOTOS- TLOEPCUELD 99000704~ 69TT0°OS Z90'Z9P'66%  SES'GLI'RS TS T9TS  ZBT'98%~ BRT'bOT‘RS GLBI

BLE'GOT LES  90T00°0~ 6ZITC"0  ZL8 Ttz ’b09  119°TZ6°9 EEL EE-  BRE'GSECQ

SIT'OFPE €8S 2ZSTO0° 0%~ EBOTLT05 CEOT'L96°L9C  TIG ESt’'9% BS6°9%- S96°65T°95 8LET
Xyanood ANNIATY FZATE FOUVHD Ha *BHD HMY / Hadi AELAODAY bt et Comice: SN O AR LS 1502

TIOL q5ve ova LINn FITNITIAEY ova 1803 NOILINNTIEIIZA Y3aNA 830 ¥3aNn Sn3d g3J¥04 1304
SNIQNIONT /83A0 8837 rS5ET
1anad TYSOd0
HOISSTHHOD

WSINVHDIW AWZAQDEY ~HIGNN @Y ~¥3A0 DNIXTdAV
SINNIATY D¥3 ONY LS00 '1ang

pricii]
AON

d3s
o0y

Hdav

g4
NYP
DaEa
ADN

dis
palras

A
Hav

433
e
Jeicled
ADN

438
onv

Hdv

833
oy
jolcis]
AQR

dis
onv
ane
[yt
AN
qev
Uil
933
NN
23a
ACN



EXHIBIT I

WALKER RERBUTTAL

Page 5 of &

088°LLE' S BYY'ELL'E6  895'S6L— £ZTOD°0- G6LB°6TE 9V3  TTI00 0— 0OVI0O*0 vz IVO°6L9  T90°LOG'SE 096 649" €L~  06L°6ZS'6
981 61R' G EYE'96T°6  9SESLLE~ Z5000°0~ T6Y'6E97805  9LODDT O~ EEPTO0  O6P'EEZ’STS  LRTRIR‘E 9TV EL~ ZTE6°FI~  T99'Z06’R
T6L E0Z° DT E69°TGL 0T Z06° LS~ LLODO O~ TTIVT9S°TTL  £2T00°0— SBETO'O0  GYT 6EQ°9PS  vLG'PY6°S8 Lze’eg= g15°9 £EETOT0 6
796 bT6' OT T9E° 18T TT 66E°95Z— YEOUD O~ EBETLEG'EEL  ZHO00° 0= GPFTOC0  TTE'G80°LIL  Z6T RES'OT 191° 0L S9ET g 695°919' 01
LT THE 2T 9B UES 2T 6957 LET~ ETGO0 0~ 556°9€8°6Z8  LLODO'O~ YEVTIO'D  ZOBLOT 0BL  Z&9 991’11 88L°% 9p7 8t~  EETTIOCCTI
TR 826°ZY POT'TOL €T EZLiTLg~ LL000°0~ ETL999°ELE  SEQOD O~ SLPTID"0 965 LER PE6 655 9BLEY SRT b1 EI6°8E~ 98T T89'CT
EZ6°7Z0°0T 896°8T6°0T S50°B6Ea- BZTO0° 0~ TIZ'EE9'ZEZL  GTDO0° O~ Z6BPTOD  OLD'LEV'66L  TTS'6Z6°TT 6EG ST LEL° 6 STL ERL'TT
TZE' 1660 LB6°TOF 6 9L5' 0T~ 99000°0~ O0ZL'9ET'ZZS  LLOGOOTO—~ HEPTO0  OFS'LEF’099 LEE OLY'S LhLi T 126° 01 £9L'T9%°6
b2 ' 6b6" 8 gzz't99'6  G9E'ETI- 61000 0— 0T19°518°664 YZTIDD O— (BETO'0 6BEBST’L6G 962°Z8t’S E00° T~ LZ6°T7~ ZEZS0E'®
9bE'ZIETE PZETRE'E  6L6'BLE~ BBOQD 0= DHI'DEE°LES  BHG00T 0= SFPTO0  CRT'POOHPIO  0657920°6 516° g2— 9Zb gl IE6TEBO’S
ZEL'TTE 6 LT 5066 §55°% TE00G'0  908'LES°GS9  6T000°0~ ZEPTOTO0  LLE'6ZT'S09  LOGGZO'6 g5¢ 96k 9I—~ LBS'ES0'SE
0ty ote’ 8% ZELCEZZTOTS £55°26ES-  BSOODL 0S5~ BESTLBE'OLY  BBOOD 05— €ZPTIOT0S O0b'6BLIDE9  IOLSOEE'6S ¥08' 664 98p° 514~ €BE'S6L° 6% 906T
T16°b88°8 TOP°9T9°6  0GE'IEL~ STTO0 0~ 9SZ°9ZF°9E5  I0800°0 ZISTO'D ZEV'GEE’T69 10T o6k 0T LEY'2Y LeFT0E~  Teb 9’ 0T
591°545'% §95°968°6F  £OF‘IbE- TE000°0- L9L°9BLBRG 85000 O0- ESPID0  VBIGTITEG  £66°988°% EI8' £~ SLZ'ZI~  TLO'SPO'E
6VS 9PT6 GEESTES 6 98L'pHE- 15000°0~ T6P‘96L°0E3  STI00'0- S6ETD'0  ISE‘CLE’SZY  GTII'6EL'S b96' LG~ £L6 TP~  ZSDTELE'D
ST EPE T SE9°268°TT  OV0'LOT~ bI00O° 0~ EEB'BOS POL  IPOODTO- OLPTIOTO  06Z°BPO°SE  THPIETE’OT TPT L~ EIL° 0T~  ToE’LbZ'ol
LES B0 TT £L95'99p°2T OE0°ZSP- 9500070~ E£68°FS0°5Z8 Y9000 0~ 05HTO0  EEG'ZEETSL  0ZE'OLETT oFL LY @00 0T=  0BS'BIP'YL
piz eee oy 082 6PEITT 990 TEL- 9EBO0 0~ ZSSCOTT'ISL  PTo00 0~ LEBIO'0  GBE'PLS SR  650°0%Z'ZY £92°671 PLSTET-  99E'80T'TT
9BE F09°6 TEE°T60°0T 5967 LEb~ ELBOD O~ OO06°B6R'LIS  BS000° 0~ SSBHTO'D  ZST'6BUPOL  LBLS9%Z’OY 1121 £90°81t—  99€°L0Z'6T
YOE'LEE’E SE07ERE'R 68T ROV BSGO0°0  S9ZCETS'PES  56000° 0~ GTPIO'O  GOE'OPO°TE9 EET TEG'S Z2E°6 BLE'ZT~  GBL¥EG'S
£OB°SLL S EGP'SZE'8  0G9TEST- TG00 0~ LST ES6'065  ELOODT O~ BEPTO'D  Y0B'SOT° 685 ZET ELF'S 168" g SZESOZ~  ZSE'ZOS'H
LIT 0E9°6 ZE9TLZE'E  pEPUEOt 6b000°0  ZLI’STE'LYI®  99800°0 6LSTO°D  PTEEZT'RO9 LTS FD9°6 TSL'LS o 69L'5P5° 6
8L9°T6E T 950°858°0T z8S ECL yOTOD 0  Z9GTL9E'SOL 9ED00DT0- SBYPIO'O  EE6°8STSZ9 8TOSBI6 v9L 00T~ O ZEL'SHE"6
PRI STT 65 TB6 8GR 6% BETRERLS~  BTTOO 0%~ £HG7O08B'ZSY  6PO0OT 0§ D9STOT0S IPESLI'SEL  E6DISOPTIS  BZI'S9S 860° LTS~ 890'GTY'TTS G661l
10796878 PEETELY’'E  BSHifRG- £6000° 0~ UBS'EHELZY  YOTOO'O  SISIOT0  ZLEELP'BOS  DET'6ZE'6 1):1 2 54 620°86—  GLI'SUE’E
teooeg’e GRT’TLE'® LSS GLE— TR800° 0~ OLT LOT'LES  PITOO'O~ LGETO'0  L9G’6PE’GS5C  SE5°LIE’S v85 ' BE~ 0 GLTIT95E°8
0vL 1668 LE9TO0°6  851°06- STE0D70- TTTI'ZS0°T05  €6000°0- BIPTOT0 ETI6ZLZ VD9 99T L9679 956° g~ LES 8T~  6TL°9T9'®
TI8°6%L 0T €TV BELI 0T ZI5 @~ TT000° 0~ 660°¥S9'PIL  TBOODTO- OQEVTIO'O0  SLE'IPLIPES  TIPTLLO'S pIE L~ 586781~  ©8Z'Eel’6
v9E‘vOT'ET 1E0°658°IT ZEE°GWE vpD00'0  DSETSFR'PAL  SI0BDT9- 96BTOTO LGEOTVPILLS  S6RTSLOTET BOL'Y LEB'EE-  EZT'EOTZT
S00° 98P IT LOS°BZR'TT TG ' 9EE~ EF0807e— 0B9'T9S°ZBL  TT000 G~ OOSTO"6  B8E’PHI°I8L  SEE'ETILTTIT 9ET° 18 TLE'GE- TEZIBY9°TT
pzsiyRziot SIS 057 0Y 166°G9%- PZDBO"G~ BID'EZI'TEY  PPOOO'C  SSSTOTO  BLB6ZL AL TOR'G9Z'TT 868°0¢ TL9T09-  HTLIETIE‘LT
LEASE 1T A STL'FTE'8  LBS'OLE~ 9040 0~ SO9E'EETI0LS  EVOOO O~ 89YTOH  LLBTZLRPEES  9VZ'STIL'H 655G~ LGE'TE~ T9T'EGL'E
ZY6°sLE’Y LIT'006'8  SEZ RIS 6806070~ 687°8Z0'60%  LZODG D LBYTIH0  LGO'HILE9S SO0 TBECE y9E’s P17°11~ $58°9BE°8
0T9'LbEE 691°91%'6  6FG 69— TIO00 0~ LLS°BLI'EZD  SH000°D~ 9VHTO'D  LIS'LLE’OFY  9ZDTIST'E §Lz L 85E° g 059°9LZ° 6
££6'T6F' 0T 9£9°0L6'6  LBZ'TIS S§LDGO°C  686'699°659  GBO0O 0~ ZZBTO0  EZS'IDC°EBS  E9TSI6Z'E 625° 9T 009°E9~  bETioEE’s
6ZLLY9 65 8IT'S6Y 0TS GRE‘LFPES~  ZZTGO'05- 606°C8S'HE9  TTO0G 0— 0QOGTO°0$ S99°STL 69  SSE°GEETO0TS  B96'LPTS  6BLZTI~ 90Z'BDL’ 0TS bEET
BTT VLG8 §0E°96T'6 1617622~ LEOOO O~ SO0°PZS'B09  GLO0G°0  OGRIG'C  PZE'ISPEE9  ELIT658°0T S58°2T SET €T~  boS'696°0%
GZO'E60 8 POS'H0P'E  PEPCTTE- 3500070~ STE'TZZ 958  Z2T0D°0~ EBETS 0 SEL'SEEELS  0UO'PY6°L 9L8'z9- STE e~ ZLO'E50°S
£L50'692°6 BOZ'0IZ'6 6587 BS £0000°0  b9R'EYS'E09  LEODD O~ BLYIG'O  SOG'T8R'ELS  GLE6GPCE 3R 8 T4 00L° 0T~ SEE'SHE'S
£50°' 188" 11 GER PTZ'ZT  LLLYE9E- SFO00 0~ OVL'E6£'B08 9500970~ GSSPTL0  BPE'IPT'E99 LEY'ZIL'G apo gz~ TLETDZ~  GTE'GRL°6
1¥9'5%0' 67 9E9°0LS £ GDB°9LE ES000°C  S5T8'ZZT'B68  6O000°0  OISES 0 LBITISZ'8L6 BOS'BPEEY B99°EIT- QOF FT—  9LG'9LBTET
9Z6 €9L T ZE9°G09'TY ¥BZ'BSY'Z  TBZOOD  OSZ'SLO'BSL  SBOOS O~ S9PTAT0 GBS TZL8S8  SIB'I65°TT POE' 209~  9L5°Sb-  9BL'BETEY
PLE LRG99 EPETEE'L  TEOTZTE'T  TZIOO'O  €£95'6LHEES 500070  SZVILTO  GAC'BGOE8S  TLZ'6BL'E 809 ETT~  ZLETOZ-  TSZEBE’6
LPT'BEL'L 91079499  ITT°HSO’T  GETO00  ZOL'E95°0FS  TEZOO'0  9ISEH'0  GEZ'SS5'ESS  BZO'OGE'R 9e9° 10t £T8°98T~ SOB'HGE'D
181°98L L ZIE'E06°5  69R'TL8 6FT00°0  TPO'ZLE'ESS  TTZOO'O  5SPTOC0  SYTTELZ'ZYS  9TE'GAE'L 502'6 zEe e- BEE'THRL
sv3'T2E’9 LTS'ETE'L  &TS'TO0'T 697060 §Z2'PL5°26§  G6TO0°0  OEFI00  SEL'0E9'26S  BES ZLY'S 601'29 S50°02~  bESOEV'E
9ZL'5Lr’ 6 BST'8PS'L  B95°988°T  6OEOGT0  DO&TURTITEIS  6VT00°0  BFBETO0  BETS'USRIE9S  GLPCROL'L BP0 SET-  §SB'ET~ SBETEL6 L
950 ELT 6% BLETEER LS LTSTEEL'IS 6BZOG'OS 99T°606'T0%  69T00°0% LOBTO'0S BER'GZE 6Z9  Z9T'9tR‘es OS2 BLTS- LGE'OLS— 69Z°GH0°6% €861
Ad3A0238 annIas INNIATH FDHHD HeM “OHD HMY 7 4N AHZAQDEY REIAOSIY 3o¥Lnoe R e n]
THLOL ASVYE o3 LINN TIEVDTIIEAY o) &} LS00 NOTIVNIWNHILIZA SIGRNL HAND H3ANN SN1d gados 1308
ONIMVIONT Z83n0 5537 55
103 TTNS0AD8Ed

NOISEIWHCD

mlei]
HON

dus
anv

AV
udv

833

23d
AON

435
oM

ANH
Hay

g3

k]
HON

438
oY

AN
Hav

g34

23a
ADN

da3s
onv
ane
21l
AN
qav
i3
g34



WALKER REBUTTAL EXHIBIT I

Page & of 6

6867

220 ©3 GLET "WRL TE30L

6TH 296 ¥22° 1% «STVIOL
L0’ ZFE R L¥5'86b 0T 0PB'GE1°E— 2Z6T0670~ OLPTOE’REL  6PTO0TO- ELZTOOD  ELE'Z69'90F  96IF69Z°0T LTE SET 805’ T LBE PET 0T 240
£58°'p90°8 805 E6F° 6 PTL@ZE T~ PTTOD O~ PBES'EZS°LS9  09ZDOTD- TOTIO0  I6BIOEL'ELS  LVE'SERL £ZL'GET~  OSDYE- 0zZT YET’'S AOH
LEB'GSE'g OLF EBL'6  EESPLOV'T— GDZDOCO~- €£EZ'Y09798Y%  TEZOOO— OETIL'O  DZRU9RLES9  ERL'STBIL 197085~  665'7T— EBG LTE'S oo
ZhL'SRT 1L L6 ITP ZT 956°621'7T— 6ZT00°0- TSB'E€ER'TLE  BTZOG'0- S0ZTO'0 0SS VAL LLL VLI B6E'6 LTRA T 06T'2~ OBETBEY' 6 435
066°9%6 01 LBS ZLG 2T LHS'GE9 T~ GETOD O~ EEP'D6D°PEE  S0TOGT0- LITIO'0  EOL'ZBS'OES  LSS'GTE'TI 95L ‘86 p58° T SSH TET' T oy
982 VI 01 £TI°6p0°E€T LZ87029°2Z~ T6200°0- OL6°LZY006 6210070~ £6270°0 EZT0ZV IPE  9EL'SLY'ZT 9V GES 995 g~ 9L8°B65°TT e
660°008'6 I165'960°2T I6P'9SZ°I— EBZODTD- BBITESOTBEL  SETOOO- ZBZIO'0  ZEO'EOLPOER  SDELS6PY‘OT 006°08E 131 A 969°SLT 0T NArC
£E60°£58'8 605°LE8°6 STy P8y’ T~ BZZDOO—- Q0S°650°'TS5  T6Z00°9~ 0IITO°8  FYe'Epb 669 OL9'fES’S GEL’ §6- 931’11~ T112'Tv9’8 Al
954 0E£0° 6 065°EH0° 0T GZZ°ELE~ LYT00 0~ PE5°LE0'ZH5  EPZT00T0~ SIZTETL  EROTOOFTESD  BIS'GVI’E S60 LY~ YEY'TT~  EGB'bOZ° vy
90£'¥91' 0t Z9Z°658° 0T S56'pOL— 9600070~ TLZ'ZPEEIL  BZZODOTO- ESZTOCO  OVZETSEEY  L15°86B'S SELTE 85L°TI~  059'%06'% wVH
BEZ'0S% 01T 562°G0L 0T LSO'g52- 9EQ0G 0~ OVL'G6V BOL  LPTOOTO- PUETOD  B6I°G60°FE9  BIT'69F°6 ghy - Z80°' 6 b9’ 0ok’ 6 844
£66° 509765 PSLISEE 0TS TOLS 06T TS~ 6LIO0 0S— ZSE'S60°TZL  B60OO O~ ETIYEQ DS 9TT’TES'STL  LGL'H0T'0TS  GEH'HTIS  £I¢'6~ %£9°100'0TS £86T NWE
b0z TIZ'6 BZ1'F8S'0T SZ6°ZLE'T- S56T00°0~ E£TE'TILV O0L  9E000° 0~ SLbIO'O  OLS EBZ°SYTL  TST'ES5°07T (2184 BIL'CE~  TZBTHOS°OT fekcia
Z6F'Z60°6 FIO'VEE'E  ZLS'THE- BZIO0°0— SL6°9FPFPLSY9  BLIOOO~ TECTO'D  BEI'BEN'SG9  OLE'SEL’E £95° p8- 165°9- $TS°9L6'S AOR
$95° €256 TIE'OPT 0T 9%L° 915~ LtLDes 0~ SFETE60°TLY  96TGOT0— STIETO'0  Z6L°BOP B59  8£5°855°¢ 9T0° 6y~  0BEREIE-  ZEROV6'E 100
95L TR’ 1T S0T'0TP’2T  BPE’T6E- TLOOD O~ GDE'LTIETTZE  EETOD'O~ E€BETIOCC  BSYITZISCETL  BEEEODYOT S1Z°Z6— 0S6° by~  £95°0HT°0T das
TV TELET YIO'E99' YT Z09' TEE~ 36000 0— SYPS'RTV'GLE  LLODD'O—~ PEYTO'C SOLTLEVP66  TLGE'LSCP 11 A 1 FST 69~ 9TLTOTZ'PT anv
6LYTEIL T LBS°G66 €T BOE TEZ T~ E€£T00°0— E9S°9FZ°976  ZLO00°0- 6ERTO0  OST H6E°666  TIC €£09°€l L08'LTE S66'96—  O0BB'IGEIET Ine
YIL'BEG' 0T GE0'L98°TT GZE'LZY'Y~ 3¥T00°0—- BOZ'OQPT'ZLL 9600070~ §IPTO'O  PPLESZE'E€SE  LEG'9LofPY 174814 180 L~ SBOERE IT NAC
£6L°L39°g 7L0'5Z5°6 OTE'LSE- SET00°0~ LTD'ZRE'OLS  TETIOO°0- GLETO'0  ZS9'PBy'L89 IS OLE'6 6LE P9~ Ebe‘G- POE‘TES 6 A
LTT'G550'6 LSLEDL'6  DEQ'BPY- 10760 0— 965°L0OZ°ZFS  9bTo0'0~ S9ET0°0 SOB96S'L09  BT9°T6Z'R zETEh- 5¢8° 9~ PLE THE S Hd¥
LEQ'LG6'6 E00°BYS 0T §91°99G- b8000° 0~ LST'9TB°L6%  9SETGO'0~ SLEYO'@  LVP OOT'BLY  BPZ'OZE'S L0’ e~ 0PBPE9~  FIT'SER’'S ¥R
SYETLEECOT SET ope’0T 06T'Zos— 0L000°0~ BTS'BTRF'LTL  TOTO0 0~ OTHT0°GC  TZEZ° Z06°0E3  18G ¥#59°6 £02° 0T sLL'e T85'528'§ 834
B9L'0E8' 6% EOB'ETE 0TS SER'EH0 TS~ 0610005~ 060'06Z°ZZL  PBOOD 05~ LZFTO 05 96Z°L60'6FL  IG6°689'DT%  906°8PIS  6L6'64~  CZD'ICG’ DTS 2851 MWD
T66'6%L°8 092'59L°6  BIT'SLO’T- 09TUO 0~ EFBLILYS'LPY9  0LO00°O0- THETO'0  ZLB'OSG'BES  PLLSYZE'E 168°G1 SPLIZT~  825°9T6'6 ot s
58L'929°8 £38'BEY'6  090'ZTe- DETOD 0- 8BS'9L5°VZ9  OST0O' 0~ T9ET00  80Z'GTO°EZS  9%T'ZEBB R LeR 82T~  196°¢- P69°E1I9'S AON
L36'BIG 6 LEOTGO0° 0T 090" LEb— 9900070~ YEZ'ZIT'Z9Y  09100°0~ TSET0'0  bPOB'SEL'LED  BZE'HI9’E 855°0LT-  Tap- gbo‘osL’e o0
DET' 605" TT TB9°L60°2T T155°8g9~ 98DB00- SA9°O0BPR'ODE  OTIG0T 0~ TRETINCO  £6L°ZTS°EZL DOV EGE'6 6% b6 958° g~ £6L'960° 01 das
ELS'9bE 2T LLO'EY6°ET GOS'ST0°T— OIT00 0~ 6TT'SE0° V26 950007 0- SUBIOO0  LOE'69L°0Z6 LEE‘EBL'EY 32706 GLE G- YeE STzl any
ZEETIT T STS'PS0ET  £80°EE6— 207000~ ST6°596°£99 99000 0~ 4GZYI0°O  VYZ9°'STS°0TI6 629 BLG6°ZT zEL 92T £IL 8- 0T5'958°TT “anr
TTE 6PL°T1 209'092°27 L6T'TTs~ £9000°0~ L6L°CTH I8 OTINO 0~ TOBTO°0  G9BF'ECLE'GE8  OCTI'EPL'TIT 9TL T LsL' e S9L°BT3 I NAC
GERTEET’ 6 LS27E50°0T ZLE'GZ6 6ETO0°0~ 0JG'GEL'SSD  S0T00°0~ EOFPTO'O 60T TZ9°9BL  ban'bip’0l t61°0F L1060 T LOG SER DT A
gsz'aLe’e TPO'BZI'E 684 'TSE- THTO0 0~ PF66°G0T°%09  €£9000°0~ BFPFT0'0  F99'FbL 009  B9L'D0L’E LB TI~ EEF'TT—  £L0°P2L'S ¥dv
558°S5T°6 LOB'986°'6 1S ZER- 9ZT00°0~ ZLS'ZLO'T99  BETOO0- ZLEIG'OD  OLS'9IB’9ED  SZQ°SEL'B 90L° 65~ ZL9°69~  £02°5%2°8 EA
£06°9P5° 6 BIL'LOE 0T S¢&°95L- TTT06 0~ £8P FT6°Y89  TPI00°0— OLEID'0  B9L'GZE°TTY  6Z9'0BE’S 6B1'C G3L'T1~ o9tz'66t°® g3
85L°556° 65 T88°6L070TS TET'0ZSS~  BLODD 0%~ TOE'SEB 959  9ZT0DO- SYETO°05 O9L0'8SH 9OL €00’ VvI8'6S% EHC 08 G9E'ST—  6LETEBL'ES LBET VD
AEIACDIY INNIAAAE AN SOEVID HMS " 9HD Heat / HMH Xd3A0DFE AMEACSEE  ZDvIne 150D
TdLOL gsvg o3 LINN FIeVor1ddy o 4 L5037 NOIIUNTWHELIC HIaNa vIne 3NN SNId QE0E0d 1303
SNTINTORT JU3A0 SSTY 15873
ik Rvs0aCcyHd

ROISSTWHNOZ



Commonwealth of Kentucky

County of Jefferson

I, Randall J. Walker, say that the statements contained in the foregoing
testimony are true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Dated this 6th day of November, 1990.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Randall J. Walker on
this 6th day of November, 1990.

N e NS

Linda E. Martin, Notary Public
State at Large, Kentucky

My commission expires May 12, 1993,
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BEFORE THE
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF KENTUCKY

IN THE MATTER OF

ADJUSTMENT OF GAS AND )
ELECTRIC RATES OF )
LOUISVILLE GAS AND )
ELECTRIC COMPANY ) CASE NO. 90-158

REBUTTAL TESTIMONY OF BENJAMIN A. MCKNIGHT

Would you please state your mame and with whom you are associated?
My name is Benjamin A. McKnight. I am a Certified Public Accountant and
a partner with the firm of Arthur Andersen & Co., independent public

accountants.

Have you previously submitted testimony in this proceeding?

Yes, I have.

What is the purpose of your rebuttal testimony?

The purpose of rhis testimony is to comment on certain recommendationg
included in the direct testiony of Mr. lLane Koilen, on behalf of the
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, and Mr. Thomas C. De Ward, on
behalf of the Office of the Attorney General for the Commonwealth of
Kentucky. Specifically, I will address Mr. Kollen's recommendation that
this Commigsion should amortize louisville Gas and Electric Company's
(LG&E or the Company) January 1, 1990 balance of unbilled revenues over

three vears as a reduction in future rates. I will also address an
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adjustment proposed by Mr. De Ward to reduce the Company's capital
structure for the test year ended April 30, 1990, for 25% of the Job
Development Investment Tax Credit (JDIC) attributable to the Trimble

Countty Unit I generation station.

Do you agree with Mr. Kollen's proposal to utilize the Company's unbilled
revenue balance as of January 1, 1990, $29.8 million, to reduce annual
revenue requirements by $9.9 million for a three-year period?

No, I do not. Mr. Kollen's proposal is based on the erroneous conclusion
that an accounting entry to record unbilled revenues for financial
reporting purposes created a "windfall” benefit that was retained by the

Company for its shareholders.

Would you explain the basis of your disagreement with Mr. Kollen's
conclusion?

Yes. In past LG&E rate cases, 12 months of revenues have been matched
with 12 months of fuel, gas and other 0&M expenses in order to determine
a revenue deficiency or excess. In the ratemsking process there were no
unbilled revenues because, in each rate case, test year adjustments were
made to match 12 months of revenues and expenses and set appropriate
rates based on the answer produced. The same procedure is being followed

by the Company in this proceeding.
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Let's now compare this regulatory treatment with the past accounting
practice followed by the Company for financial reporting purposes. Prior
to 1990, LG&E was one of many utilities that recorded revenue on the
billed basis. As I indicated in my direct testimony, there were a number
of reasons for this accounting practice, including the delay in the
payment period for income taxes. The Tax Reform Act of 1986 eliminated
this significant income tax related benefit. Consequently, in 1990, LG&E
changed its accounting practice and began recording unbilled revenue for
financial reporting purposes. The bookkeeping entry to record the

$29.8 million pre-tax cumulative effect of unbilled revenues as of
January 1, 1990, simply changed the Company's accounting practice to
track the revenues actually produced by past regulatory treatment,
instead of limiting the recognition of such revenues for financial

reporting purpoges to amounts billed.

This bookkeeping entry has no impact on amounts billed to customers or on
LG&E's cash flow and provides no additional economic benefit to the

Company's shareholders.

If there is no economic benefit that results from recording unbilled
revenues, what would be the effect of this Commission adopting

Mr. Kollen's proposal?

Mr. Kollen's proposal increases ratemaking revenuves for the accounting
recognition of unbilled revenues. This results in a level of operating
revenues for purposes of setting rates that is overstated and not

representative of a 12-month period. When this excessive level of test
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year operating revenues ig mismatched with 12-months of fuel, gas and
other 0&M expense, any revenue deficiency is understated. The econcomic
effect of computing the revenue requirement deficiency with excessive

opersting revenues is to disallow, on a dollar—-for—dolliar basis, recovery

of what otherwise would be allowable costs for regulatory purposes.

Is that the intended result of Mr. Kollen's proposed treatment of

unbilled revenues?

In his direct testimony, Mr. Kollen has linked his recommendation for
unbilled revenue with his recommended repulatory treatment of certain

downsizing costs associated with LG&E restructuring its management and

professional workforce.

Mr. Kollen's testimony (page 38, line 18) states:

"In order to be consistent with the Company's proposed treatment

of the initial balance of unbilled revenue which I previously
discussed, the Company should not be allowed recovery of its
downsizing costs. However, if the Commission accepts my

recommendation to recognize the initial balance of unbilled

revenues over a three year pericd for ratemaking purposes, then
I would recommend that LG&E be allowed to recover its downsizing

costs. To reiterate, my recommendation is internzlly consistent

and stands in direct contrast to LG&E's biased and one-sided

proposed treatment. Either the Commission should recognize both

the initial balance of unbilled revenues and downsizing costs

for ratemaking purposes or they should both be rejected.”
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Is there any relationship between unbilled revenues and downsizing costs?
No, there is not. The Company's accounting for unbilled revenues is
simply a bookkeeping entry that recognizes for financial reporting

purposes the revenues actually produced by past regulatory treatment.

In contrast, the Company is requesting recovery through future rates,
over a three year period, the $9.5 million net cvost of its downsizing
program. These costs have not been previously reflected in rates or

congidered for regulatory treatment.

In substance, Mr. Kollen propeses to offset recovery of the Company's
downsizing costs with an otherwise unrelated adjustment that would
overstate regulatory operating revenues and understate any revenue
requirement deficiency. The objective of Mr. Kollen's scheme is to
indirectly disallow recovery of the downsizing costs and, as he states in

his testimony (page 36, line 9), "to mitigate the rate effects of Trimble

County.”

Mr. McKnight, are you recommending that this Commission reject

Mr. Kollen's proposed adjustment for the initial balance of unmbilled

revenueg?
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Yes, I am. This Commission should accept the Company's proposed

adjustments for unbilled revenues because they result in a representative

12-month level of operating revenues for setting future rates.

Mr. Kollen recognizes this result on page 37 of his testimony (lines S

through 14).

Would you please comment on the adjustments to LG&E's capital structure

for the test year ended April 30, 1990, that Mr. De Ward has proposed for

Trimble County and the related JDIC?

Yes. In his direct testimony and as set forth on his Schedule 4,

Mr. De Ward has proposed several adjustments to the Company's capital

structure. Mr. De Ward has proposed removing 25% of the cost of the

Trimble County generating station from the capital structure and

attributing this disallowance to the stockholders of the Company.

amount of this cost exclusion is $169,292,671.

Although Mr. De Ward

The

attributes this cost disallowance to shareholders, the appropriateness of

which will be addressed by the Company's witness, Mr. COlson, this 25%

portion of the plant was financed with a variety of sources other than

shareholders' equity, including preferred stock, debt amd JDIC.

Mr. De Ward has also proposed s related adjustment to LG&E's capital

structure to deduct 25% of the JDIC attributable to Trimble County.

proposed adjustment would reduce the Company's adjusted total capital

structure by $13,323,750.

This



10.

1il.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18,

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26,

27.

If the $169,292,671 of excliuded Trimble County cost was financed in part
by JDIC, is Mr. De Ward's proposed reduction for the $13,323,750
appropriate?

No, it is mot. Mr. De Ward has double counted his deductions for Trimble
County with his second adjustment. Once 25% of the cost of Trimble
County has been removed, the $13,323,750 has been considered because it

is simply the portion of the $169,292,671 that was financed with JDIC.

The proof of this double counting is that 100%Z of the cost for Trimble
County Unit I is $677,170,684. Mr. De Ward's two adjustments to the
Company's April 30, 1990 capital structure total $182,616,421, which

represents 26.97% of the cost and not 25%.

Does this conclude your rebuttal testimony?

Yes, it does.



LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY

1, Benjamin A. McKnight, say that the statements contained in the foregoing
testimony are true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Dated this 5th day of November, 199%0.

/2544,_

Benjihln A. McKnlghﬁﬁ /7

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by Benjamin A. McKnight on this 5th day

of November, 1990.

Notary Pu
LoulSVllle Kentucky

My commission expires: Wﬂyq /7( /?4/
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PREPARED REBUTTAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF

CHARLES E. OLSON

Please state your name.

My name ls Charles E. Olson.

Are you the same Charles E. Olson whose direct testimony was
filed earlier in this case?

Yes.

Have you reviewed the testimony and exhibits that have been
filed in this case by Richard A. Baudino, the witness for
the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, and Carl G.K.
Weaver and Thomas C. DeWard who appear on behalf of the
Attorney General?

Yes, 1 have.

Do you agree with the analyses and conclusions of Mr.
Baudino?

I agree with parts of his testimony. However, I disagree
with his conclusion concerning the cost of common equity
capital.

What cost of common equity does Mr. Baudino recommend, and
how did he obtain his result?

Mr. Baudino recommended a return on common equity of 11.7
percent for Louisville Gas and Electric Company
(Louisville). In reaching his conclusion as to the cost of
equity, Mr. Baudino relied on the discounted cash flow (DCF)
and linterest premium approaches. His DCF estimates are

based on results for the group of comparable electric
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companies I used in my direct testimony as well as on data
for Louisville. His interest premium conclusion is a
function of his DCF results for the group of electrics and
bond yields for the group and for Louisville.
Turning to Mr. Baudino's DCF analyses, what is your first
disagreement with his implementation of this approach?
I believe he has underestimated the cost of eqguity to
Louisville because his dividend yields are not up to date.
Mr. Baudino's testimony was filed at the end of September.
Yet, his dividend yields extend only through July. Schedule
No. 1 of my rebuttal exhibit shows that the average dividend
vield for the six month period ending September 1990 for the
group of electrics is 7.41 percent, and for Louisville the
dividend yield for that more recent six month period is 7.46
percent. In both cases, the more current yield is about 20
basis points higher than the yields used by Mr. Baudino.
How did Mr. Baudino estimate expected growth for the group
of electric companies and for Louisville?
He calculated averages of the following growth rates:

1. Compound dividend per share growth rate from

1990 to 1994 from Value Line.
2. Compound earnings per share growth rate from
1980 to 1994 from Value Line.

3. The IBES earnings growth projection.

Mr. Baudino gave equal weight to each of these growth
rates. 1 note, however, that he has relied on different

factors and different weights in previous testimony. Given
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this, it seems that Mr. Baudino's weighted average growth
rates of 4.28 percent for the group and 3.46 percent for
Louisville certainly reflect his judgment. Reliance on
judgment is something for which Mr. Baudino criticized me.

It is important to note that the most forward-looking
of the three growth estimates employed by Mr. Baudino is a
five year growth rate. Thus, any improvement in growth
beyond the end of the projection period is not recognized.

Comparison of Value Line's projected dividend and
earnings growth rates, shown on Mr. Baudino's Table 2, along
with the projected retention growth rates on Table 4, shows
tﬁe importance of looking beyond the end of the near-term
projection periods. Value Line's average projected earnings
growth rate for the group of electrics is 5.53 percent, but
their projected dividend growth rate for the next few years
is 3.85 percent. The increase in book value through
retention growth is projected to be 3.76 percent. Since
Value Line expects earnings increases on the order of 5.5
percent, and earnings are either paid out as dividends or

retained as book value, it 1s reasonable to expect that, in

the long-term, dividend and book value growth rates will

tend to increase at higher rates as well. Value Line
apparently does not think this will happen in the next four
or five years, but their data do suggest that long-term
expected growth is likely to be greater than growth expected
for the next few years.

Does the same relationship hold true for Louisville?
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Generally, it does. Mr. Baudino did not provide a retention
growth rate for Louisville as part of his DCF analysis,
However, in his rebuttal of my testimony, he stated that
Value Line's projected retention growth rate is 2.9 percent.
Value Line's estimate of the Company's earnings growth rate
through 1994 is 4.93 percent, or two to three times its
projected dividend growth rate of 1.74 percent, and close to
twice its projected retention growth rate. This suggests to
me that their estimates of dividend and retention growth are
not representative of long-term expectations.

It is important to note that the IBES growth rate
Mr. Baudino relies on for Louisville is 3.7 percent, but the
current mean IBES estimate 1s 4.9 percent. Obviously, the
use of this more recent growth rate would increase
Mr. Baudino's weighted average growth rate for Louisville.
Also, both the Value Line and the IBES estimates of expected
earnings growth are within the projected growth rate range
of 4.75 to 5.25 percent I used in my DCF analysis. Finally,
at page 21 of his testimony, Mr., Baudino states that his DCF
estimate for Louisville -- 10.7 percent -- "...is probably
too conservative." 1 believe this 1s because he failed to
consider probable trends in growth beyond the end of the
Value Line and IBES projection periods.
You stated earlier that Mr. Baudino relied on the DCF and
interest premium approaches in estimating Louisville's cost
of equity capital. Please explain his application of the

interest premium approach.
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Mr. Baudino computed an average DCF return requirement for
the group of comparison companies, subtracted an average
bond yield for those companies to get a risk premium, and
then added that premium to a yield for Louisville's bonds to
get an estimate of the return requirement for Louisvilie.
Do you have any comments on Mr. Baudino's risk premium
analysis?

Yes. The risk premium analysis Mr. Baudino performed is no
better than the DCF method that determined the cost rate for
common equity. 8Since, in my opinion, the results of his DCF
study understate cost of equity in this case, it is
axiomatic that I believe his return requirement developed
using the interest premium approach is too low as well.

At page 26 of his testimony, Mr. Baudino says that his
recommendation of a cost of equity for Loulsville is
¥...based on averaging the results of the comparison group
analysis utilizing analysts' forecasts and the risk premium
analysis." However, since the bond yields of the companies
in the group are virtually equal to Louisville's bond yield,
as one would expect them to be since the companies were
chosen for their comparability to Louisville, there is
really no separate risk premium analysis. Mr. Baudino has
merely subtracted a bond yield amount from his DCF results
for the group and added the result back to Louisville's bond
vield, which, by definition, is practically the same.
Further, Mr. Baudino did not say which bonds are represented

by the data he shows in his Table 8, and he did not provide
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a source for those bond ylelds. Therefore, is would be
difficult to evaluate the data in Table B or to update the
table.

Are there other indications that Mr. Baudino's risk premium
for the group, and therefore for Louisville, is too low?
Yes. There are other sources of data that provide a
comparison between common stock returns and the returns on
corporate bonds. One such source is the Paine Webber study
I described in my direct testimony. Another well known
study on this subject is updated and published annually by
Ibbotson Associates of Chicago. The most recent of those

publications is titled Stocks Bonds Bills and Inflation,

1990 Yearbook - Market Results for 1926-1989. The Ibbotson

data show that over the 1926 to 1989 period, common stock
returns gave averaged 12.4 percent, and long-term corporate
bond returns have averaged 5.5 percent. The difference
between these fiqures of 6.9 percent is the average risk
premium over the period of over 60 vyears. I am not
suggesting that risk premiums have been constant over that
period or that the risk premium for Louisville's stock over
its yield bond is 6.9 percent at this time, but I do believe
that the Ibbotson data provide an indication that Mr.
Baudino's estimate of the risk premium for the group of
electrics and for Louisville is quite low.

Did Mr. Baudino include an allowance for flotation costs in

his cost of common equity capital for Louisville?

No. At page 21 of his testimony, Mr. Baudino says:
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...the problem with making an adjustment for

flotation costs in the cost of equity calculation

is that it assumes that all future issuances will

have the same expenses associated with them.

This is simply not a valid assumption, and would

cause ratepayers to shoulder a cost burden which

the utility may never incur.

Mr. Baudino fails to mention that if flotation costs
are not estimated correctly, there is also a chance that
utilities will not recover the costs they do incur. 1If no
allowance is made for flotation costs, this will surely be
the case.

As an alternative to adjusting the return reguirement,
Mr. Baudino suggests that the Commission allow Louisville to
collect flotation costs in the cost of service. However, it
has not been the practice of the Commission to collect
flotation costs 1In this way. The point to be made here is
that Jif the Commission does not see fit to adopt the
approach Mr. Baudino suggests, then the investors' return
reguirement should be adjusted for flotation costs as I have
recommended.

In discussing a flotation cost adjustment, Mr. Baudino
also mentions that it is unclear that ILouisville will be
making any public issuances of common stock in the near
future. I explained in my direct testimony why an
adjustment should be made for flotation costs whether or not
a company has current plans for a public issue of stock.

Finally, Mr. Baudino says that a market-to-book

adjustment is completely unjustified because Louisville's

market-to-book ratio is already above one. This, of course,
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is an inappropriate argument because, if Louisville's
required return is allowed and earned, the Company's market-
to~book ratio would tend to be one unless an adjustment for
financing costs or market breaks is made. If common shares
are issued when the market-to-book ratio is about one, the
result of having to subtract underwriting and other expenses
from the amount paid by investors is that net proceeds per
share received by the Company are below book value and the
market-to-book ratio then is below one. In other words,
dilution of the existing shareholders' investment occurs.
For this reason, Mr. Baudino is incorrect to conclude that
a market-to-book ratio is unjustified because Louisville's
market-to-book ratic is currently above ¢ne. I wonder if he
would have recommended an upward adjustment if the Company's
price had been below book value.

At page 28 of his testimony, Mr. Baudino says that you erred
in your calculation of retention growth. 1Is he correct?
No, he is not. 1In estimating expected retention growth, I
first calculated an estimate of retention growth based on
Louisville's 1989 return on equity of 11.1 percent and its
1989 retention ratio of 14.1 percent. Combining these two
figures produced a retention growth figure of 1.6 percent.
I believe even Mr. Baudino would agree that this growth rate
is not representative of long-term expectations. Next, I
stated that I believe investors expect future returns for
Louisville on the order of 14.5 percent. Since this figure

is 3.4 percent greater than the 1989 return, I added 3.4
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percent to the 1989 retention growth figure. The resulting
expected growth rate is 5.0 percent.

Mr. Baudino says my calculation is wrong because,
assuming investors expect a return of 14.5 percent for
Louisville, a forward looking retention growth rate would be
calculated by multiplying the expeqfed return by the 1989
retention ratio. The flaw in his reasoning is obvious. If
earnings are expected to improve, then the retention ratio
also would be expected to improve.

For example, if a utlility's earnings per share are
$1.00, its dividends per share are $.80, and its average
book value per share is $10, its retention ratio would be 20
percent (1-$.80/%$1.00) and its return on equity would be 10
percent ($1/$10). The company's retention growth rate,
therefore, would be 2 percent (.20 x .10}. However, if its
return on equity is expected to be 12 percent, then earnings
per share would be expected to be $1.20 (.12 x $10).
Assuming that dividends remain at §.80, the expected
retention ratio would become 33 percent (1-%$.80/%$1.20), and
the retention growth rate would be 4 percent (.33 x .12).
In other words, the retention growth rate has increased by
the same amount as the expected increase in return on
equity. If, on the other hand, the retention ratio remained
at 20 percent, as Mr, Baudino suggests would be the case,
then the dividend would increase by $.20 ($1.20-%$1.00) to
$1.00. This represents a 25 percent increase in dividends

per share. 1 belleve it i1s Mr. Baudino who fails to
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understand the mathematics of this situation.

Please turn now to the testimony of Dr. Weaver. What cost
of common equity capital did Dr. Weaver recommend, and how
did he arrive at this estimated cost?

He recommended a cost rate for common equity of 12.0 to 12.5
percent based on DCF analyses of quisville and a group of
comparable companies,

What investor return reguirements did Dr. Weaver's DCF
studies produce for Louisville and the comparable companies?
For Louisville, the return reguirement was 11.74 to 12.27
percent. For the comparables, his estimated cost rate was
12.06 to 12.60 percent.

What are your primary areas of disagreement with Dr.
Weaver's study?

I believe he underestimated the expected growth rate for
I.ouisville he used in his DCF analysis and that he should
have included a market-to-book adjustment to account for the
costs assoclated with issuing common stock.

Please describe Dr. Weaver's approach to estimating expected
growth and explain why you believe Dr. Weaver has
underestimated expected growth.

Dr. Weaver calculated historical compound growth rates in
earnings, dividends, and book value per share as well as
average retention growth rates for the period 1979 to 1989.
Although I agree that historical growth rates should be
considered in estimating expected future growth, I believe

projected growth rate data should be considered as well.
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Dr. Weaver has failed to do this. I note that in his
testimony in Loulsville's last rate case he rellied entirely
on Value Line's projected retention growth figures. Dr.
Weaver did adjust the historical growth rate he found for
Louisville because, in hls opinion, the historical growth
rate underestimates expectations for the future. At page 28
of his testimony he says:

The dividend yield of LG&E indicated to me that

investors expect higher growth in the future than

what has been achieved in the past. For this

reason, I used the higher growth achieved by the

five companies rather than the 1low growth

achieved by LG&E to formulate this estimate.

He adds that, for consistency, he also used the DCF
calculation for the five similar companies in formulating
his final recommendation. In fact, his final recommendation
of 12.0 to 12.5 percent is quite close to his DCF results
for the group of 12.06 to 12.60 percent.

The expected growth rate that Dr. Weaver used for both
Louisville and the group is 4.0 to 4.5 percent. As T
mentioned previously, the current mean IBES consensus
earnings estimate for Louisville is 4.9 percent. This
indicates that Dr. Weaver was correct to conclude that
higher growth is expected for Louisville in the future than
has been experienced in the past. It also suggests that a
forward-looking estimate that is even higher than 4.0 to 4.5
percent is appropriate.

You mentioned that Dr. Weaver's recommended cost of equity

for Louisville is about egual to his DCF results for his
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group of comparable companies. Does this seem reasonable to
you?

Not entirely. At page 18 of his testimony, Dr. Weaver says
that Louisville has slightly more risk than the group of
comparable companies. To the extent that Louisville's risk
is greater, its return should be greater as well.

Why did Dr. Weaver say he did not include a market-to-book
adjustment to the investor return requirement?

The first reason he gave is that Louisville does not have
any current plans to issue common stock. I have already
explained why it is proper to make an adjustment even if a
firm has no plans to issue additional common shares to the
public. Secondly, Dr. Weaver pointed out that Louisville's
market~to-book ratio at the time he prepared his testimony
was already above one. He added that when investor
expectations are Jignored, the application of a market
determined cost of equity to a book value capital structure
may cause market prices to converge toward book value.

However, he next assumed that because the Commission has not

.made a market-to-book adjustment in recent decisions,

investors do not expect one now and have adjusted the price

they are willing to pay for Louisville's shares accordingly.

I do not believe Dr. Weaver has provided adeguate support

for this assumption. Alsco, I note that in response to the

Company's data reguests (Question No. 10), Dr. Weaver said:
The Public Service Commission is called upon to

make numerous decisions and as circumstances
change, the decisions may change. I believe that
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investors would be foolish to rely teoo heavily on
past decisions as determinants for future
decisions.
Because Dr. Weaver has not made an adjustment for the costs
associated with common share issuances, I believe he has
underestimated the cost of equity to Louisville.
You have mentioned that both Mr. Baudino and Dr. Weaver
stated that one reason they did not include a market-to-book
adjustment for flotation costs 1is that Louisville has no
current plans to issue common stock. Can you provide
additional support for your belief that an adjustment is
necessary whether or not a utility has plans to issue new
shares in the near-term?
Yes. Myron Gordon has explained that a regulatory agency
must:
... estimate the proportion that the proceeds per
share on an issue bear to the price of the stock
and adjust the allowed rate of return so that the
price per share is the indicated ratio of the
book wvalue per share. If the proceeds on an
issue are 91 percent of market price, the agency
should maintain market price at about 110 percent
of the book value. The welfare of the stock-
holders is 1independent of the firm's stock
financing rate, and the utility may be expected

to set the stock financing rate to satisfy the
demand for service.*

* Myron J. Gordon, The Cost of Capital to a
Public Utility. East Lansing, 1974, pp.
165-66. Footnote reference omitted.

Have other authors addressed this lssue?
Yes. Another article on flotation costs which addresses
this issue is entitled "Common Equity Flotation Costs and

Rate-Making" by Eugene F. Brigham, Ph.D, Dana A. Aberwald,
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CPA, and Louis C. Gapenski, all of the University of

Florida. The article was published in the Public Utilities

Fortnightly, May 2, 1985, pages 28 through 36. Dr. Brigham

et al. discuss the need for including an adjustment for
flotation cost to "market-determined cost of equity" such as
the discounted cash flow (DCF) method. On page 28 of the
Bringham et al. article it states:

Specifically, the market-determined cost of
eguity should be adjusted (increased) to reflect
issuance costs assoclated with past issues
regardless of whether the company plans to issue
stock in the future or not, and the adjustment
should be applied to the total common equity,
including retained earnings.

Continuing on page 28:

The flotation cost adjustment - whether bonds,
preferred stocks, or common egquity - is designed
to convert market rate of return into fair rate
of return on accounting book values.

In the conclusion, at page 36, Brigham summarizes the
results of the article by saying:

Further, the adjustment 1s always required,
irrespective of whether or not a company plans to
sell new stock in the future, and the adjusted
return must be earned on total equity, including
retained earnings. Otherwise, it would be
impossible for investors to earn the cost of
equity, even under ©prudent and efficlent
management.

Also, Roger A. Morin, Ph.D, Professor of Finance at

Georgia State University, in his book Utilities Cost of

Capital, (Arlington, Virginia: Public Utilities Reports,
Inc., 1984), states on page 108:
It is important to note that under the conven-

tional approach [to the DCF model], flotation
costs are only recovered if the rate of return is
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applied to total equity, including retained

earnings, in all future years, even if no future

financing is contemplated.

Another author, Cleveland 5. Patterson, Ph.D.,
Associate Professor of Finance, Concordia University in

Montreal, writes in the July 16, 1881 Public Utilities

Fortnightly an article entitled, *"Issue Costs in the

Estimation of the Cost of Equity Capital" (pages 28 through
32). He states on page 30 that "...the issue costs could be
amortized by means of perpetual increment to the rate of
return [on common eguity.]" He goes on to say that this
perpetual increment would be appropriate in all years after
issuance.

In another article by Patterson entitled, "Flotation
Cost Allowance in Rate of Return Regulation: Comment ,"

published in The Journal of Finance, September 1983, pages

1335 through 1338, he writes on page 1136:

«+«.T' [the required rate of return on equity
adjusted for flotation cost] is independent of
the rate of external financing and is applied to
the equity base 1in every vyear whether new
financing is contemplated or not.

He continues on page 1337:
...in other words, the flotation cost adjustment
is not made to reflect current or future
financing costs...; it is made to compensate
investors for costs incurred in preceding stock
issues.
Dr. Olson, do you have any comments on the testimony of the
Attorney General's accounting witness, Thomas C. DeWard with
respect to capital structure?

Yes. Mr. DeWard recommends reducing Louisville's common
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equity ratio by 25 percent of the cost of Trimble County.
He makes this recommendation because 25 percent of Trimble
County's capacity and cost will not be reflected in
Louisville's rates.

Is this an appropriate adjustment?

No, it is not. Mr. DeWard's adjustmint is based, implicitly
at least, on the assumption that the below-the-line portion
of Trimble County could not carry any debt capital if it
were financed on a stand-alone basis, but this is simply not
true. Trimble County is a new unit that was buillt below
budgeted costs. No economic case can be made for treating
the 25 percent below-the-line share of Trimble County as a
100 percent equity financed investment.

Can an accounting case be made for such treatment?

No. No write-off of the investment is expected. Therefore,
there will be no reduction in Louisville's common equity.
Under the circumstances, lt is reasonable to assume that all
of the assets are financed by the entire capitalization.
What would be the effect of reducing Louisville's common
equity ratio by 25 percent of the cost of Trimble County?
The common equity ratio would be reduced to 35 percent, and
Louisville's bond rating would decline tec Baa/BBB. A far
higher return on common equity would be regquired.

Have you updated your direct testimony?

Yes,

What is Louisville's updated dividend yield?

Louisville's dividend yield for the period of about six
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months beginning May 1 and ending October 26, 1990 was 7.57
percent. The high price during this period was $39.75, the
low price was $35.25, and the average price was $37.50. The
dividend rate employed in the yield calculation is $2.84;
this 1is the current dividend rate and also the projected
rate through September 1991,
What long-term growth rate do you believe investors expect
for Louisville at this time?
I continue to believe that investors expect Louisville's
long-term growth to be 4.75 to 5.25 percent. As I pointed
out previously, the IBES consensus estimate of expected
earnings growth has increased to 4.9 percent, or to about
the mid-point of this growth rate range.

wWwhen the dividend yield of 7.57 percent and the
expected growth rate of 4.75 to 5.25 percent are combined,
the investor return requirement becomes 12.32 to 12.82
percent. When the B percent market-to-book adjustment is
included, the cost of equity is 13.31 to 13.B5 percent.
Have the results of your interest premium check of the DCF
results changed as well?
No. The interest rate on Double A rated public utility
bonds has not changed substantially since the time I
prepared my direct testimony. Therefore, the 14.5 percent
cost of equity I found using the interest premium approach
has not changed.
what is the current DCF result for the group of comparable

electric companies that provided your second check of the
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DCF results for Louisville?

The updated dividend yield for the group, shown on Schedule
No. 2 of my rebuttal exhibit, is 7.48 percent for the May 1
to October 26 period. Schedule No. 3 shows the IBES growth
rates for the comparable electrics as of October 1990.
Although the average IBES growth rate for the group declined
slightly from 3.5 percent to 3.2 percent, I believe the
expected growth rate is still within the 5.0 to 5.5 percent
range I found in my direct testimony. Combining the 7.48
percent dividend yield and the growth rate of 5.0 to 5.5
percent produces an investors' return requirement of 12.48
to 12.98 percent, When the market-to-book adjustment of 8
percent 1s included, the cost of equity becomes 13.48 to
14.02 percent. This is slightly above the cost of equity I
found for Louisville.

What is your current recommended return on common equity for
Louisville?

Based primarily on my DCF study of Louisville, my
recommended return at this time is 13.25 to 13.75 percent.
Does this conclude your rebuttal and supplemental testimony?

Yes, it does.
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My commission expires: QZMMA , 1798 .
J J



Schedule No. }

LOUISVILLE GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

Selected Electric Companies
Dividend Yields
April - September 1990

Dividend

Company Yield

CIPSCO 8.71%
Cilcorp 7.48
IPALCO Enterprises 7.36
Kentucky Utilities 7.60
Orange & Rockland Utilities 7.98
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric 6.47
Southwestern Public Service 7.97
Teco Energy 5.69

Average 7.41%

LG&E Energy 7.46%

Source: Testimony of Richard A. Baudino, Tables 1 and
5. Standard & Poor's Stock Guide.
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LOUISVILLE GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY

Schedule No.

Selected Electric Utility Companies

Projected Earnings Growth Rates

company

CIPSCO
Cilcorp
IPALCO Enterprises
Kentucky Utilities
Orange & Rockland Utilities
Southern Indiana Gas & Electric
Southwestern Public Service
Teco Energy

Average

5-Year
Projected

Growth

2.2%
2.8

Source: Institutional Brokers Estimate System,
accessed through CompuServe Information

Service, October 1990.
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In The Matter Of:

AN ADJUSTMENT OF GAS AND )
ELECTRIC RATES OF LOUISVILLE ) CASE NO. 90-158
GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY )

RESPONSIVE TESTIMONY ON REHEARING OF
M. LEE FOWLER

Please state your name.
M. Lee Fowler,.
In what capacity are you employed by Louisville Gas and
Electric Company ("LG&E")?
I am vice president and controller of LG&E.
Are you the same M. Lee Fowler who testified previously in
this case?
Yes.
What is the purpose of your testimony?
I will respond to the issues raised by Mr. Thomas C. DeWard
and Mr. David H. Kinloch in their rehearing testimony submit-
ted in this case. In his rehearing testimony submitted on
behalf of the Attorney General’s Office, Mr. DeWard addressed
the issue of adjusting rate base and capitalization to reflect
the test-year depreciation adjustment. Mr. Kinloch addressed
the issue of storm damage normalization on behalf of Jefferson
County.

RATE BASE AND CAPITALIZATION ADJUSTMENT
In his rehearing testimony, Mr. DeWard maintains that LG&E’s

rate base should be adijusted to reflect the accumulated
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depreciation associated with the pro-forma level of deprecia-
tion expense determined to be appropriate for inclusion in
cost of service. Did LG&E make such an adjustment in Case No.
90~1587

Yes. A downward adjustment of $15,333,843 was made to net
original cost rate base to reflect the pro~forma adjustment to
depreciation expenses that we had proposed. See Fowler
Exhibit 4 (page 1, line 10) to my original direct testimony.
However, it should be pointed out that we also added to rate
base post test~year Trimble costs of $28,371,988 which was not
allowed by the Commission. See Fowler Exhibit 4 (page 1, line
6}. In the initial Order in this proceeding dated December
21, 1990 (the "Rate Order"), the Commission held that the net
original cost rate base could not be adjusted for post test-
year additions to Trimble.

Mr. DeWard refers to the adjustments made by LG&E and the
Commission to reduce the capital structure for excess plant
and inventories and materials and supplies related to excess
plant. Please comment on this discussion.

Mr. DeWard is discussing an issue that has no bearing on the
need to reduce capitalization to reflect an adjustment to
depreciation expense. These adjustments to capitalization,
which relate to the 25% of Trimble not allowed in customer
rates, are wholly unlike the proposed adjustment for deprecia-
tion. The 25% of Trimble is a non-jurisdictional asset. LG&E
agreed to eliminate the investment in this non-jurisdictional

asset through a reduction to both rate base and capitaliza-
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tion. Mr. DeWard is attempting to use these adjustments to
support his proposal to adjust capitalization for depreciation
applicable to the 75% of Trimble allowed in customer rates.
His proposed adjustment relates to depreciation on a jurisdic-
tional asset in rate base, not investment in a non-jurisdic~
tional asset.

Is it appropriate to adjust total capitalization to reflect
the depreciation adjustment?

No. Lowering capitalization to reflect the depreciation
adjustment would have the effect of projecting the capital
structure beyond the end of the test year. Therefore, Mr.
DeWard’s proposed adjustment for a single item of expense
violates the Commission’s policy relating to post test-year
adjustments to capitalization.

Simply stated, Mr. DeWard’s entire argument is: It is
proper to reduce rate base; therefore, capitalization should
be reduced. However, it is no more appropriate to adjust
capitalization for a pro-forma adjustment to depreciation
expense, which is charged against operating income, than it is
to adjust capitalization for any other adjustment to revenues
or expenses. While we do not agree that an adjustment is
appropriate, if total capitalization is adjusted to reflect
depreciation on the 75% of Trimble County allowed in customer
rates, then capitalization should be adjusted to reflect all
of the other pro-forma adjustments to operating revenues and

expenses, including the revenue increase.
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Wouldn’t this require a redetermination of LG&E’s capitaliza-
tion after taking into consideration all adjustments to net
operating income and revenue requirements?

Yes. Rates would have to be determined from a capital
structure which has been adjusted to reflect all adjustments
to operating revenues and expenses, including the increased
revenue regquirements. This approach would be equivalent to
projecting total capitalization beyond the end of an histori-
cal test year, which the Commission does not allow. In fact,
the Comnission expressly rejected our proposal to extend
capitalization beyond April 30, 1990, to reflect known and
nmeasurable costs associated with completion of the Trimble
Generating Station.

Are you recommending this methodology?

No. In order to be consistent with the "matching" principle
set forth in the Rate Order, rates should be determined based
on capitalization at the end of the test year. The adjust-
nents to capitalization previously made for 25% of Trimble
County not allowed in customer rates, unamortized retirements,
and the capital costs of the LG&E building (because this
adjustment was voluntarily made by the Company) are the only
appropriate adjustments to capitalization.

In his testimony, Mr. DeWard claims that in the absence of his
proposed adjustment LG&E receives a windfall. Do you agree?
Absolutely not. Mr. DeWard does not seem to understand the
difference between rate base and capitalization. The Commis-

sion’s allowance of first year Trimble depreciation has
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absolutely no effect on capitalization. The additional
revenue granted offsets the depreciation adjustment with no
impact on capitalization. In addition, LG&E is not overcapi-
talized. Net original cost rate base exceeds capitalization,
as determined in the Rate Order. See pages 11 and 15. The
proposed adjustment would cause this difference to be even
greater. Finally and most important, Mr. DeWard‘s proposed
adjustment to capitalization is not proper because it is
contrary to the Commission’s policy regarding post test-year
adjustments to capitalization.

In prior rate orders, did the Commission adjust total capital-
ization to reflect a pro-forma adjustment to depreciation
expense?

No. For example, in LG&E’s previous rate case (Case No.
10064), the Commission allowed an increase in test~year
depreciation expense of $1,871,837, but properly did not make
a corresponding downward adjustment to capitalization. In its
Order in Union Light, Heat, and Power'’s recent rate case (Case
No. 90-041), the Commission made an adjustment to depreciation
expenses but did not indicate that an adjustment to capital-
ization was made. To my knowledge, the Commission has never
adjusted capitalization to reflect a pro-forma adjustment to
depreciation expense.

Should the Commission use rate base instead of total capital-
ization for setting rates?

Using ratebase is an option the Commission might want to

consider. The use of total capitalization does cause sone
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confusion. If property is excluded from rates, as in the case
of 25% of Trimble County, it is abundantly clear what happens
to rate base. However, it is not always clear by what amount
capitalization should be reduced, because the net original
cost of utility plant is booked as an asset not as capitaliza-
tion. An example of the confusion that setting rates based on
capitalization can cause is Mr. DeWard’s contention early in
the case, which he later retracted, that capitalization should
be reduced by the cost of 25% of Trimble plus the investment
tax credit attributable to this amount. Excluding 25% of the
original cost of Trimble from capitalization may have also
caused Mr. DeWard to jump to the erroneous conclusion that
capitalization should be adjusted to reflect the depreciation
expense.
éTORM DAMAGE NORMALIZATION

In his responsive testimony, Mr. Kinloch maintains that the
calculation of average storm damage expenses for the 10-year
period 1980~90 should exclude actual storm damage expenses
incurred during July 1987. Do you agree with Mr. Kinloch’s
approach?

No. Mr. Kinloch has arbitrarily excluded storm damage
expenses for the month of July 1987 because they were unusual-
ly high. Although expenses incurred during 1987 were high,
that is no reason to exclude a portion of 1987 expenses in
calculating an average. The purpose of calculating a l0-year
average 1s to determine the expected value, based on all of

the data, which then is used as a measure of the level of
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storm damage expenses on a going-forward basis. We believe
that it would be highly unusual and inappropriate to arbi-
trarily remove some of the data because it is "too high". Mr.
Kinloch has taken a very straightforward and objective

calculation and turned it into a highly subjective measure of

normal storm damage. Where would this end? Would it not be
just as appropriate to exclude the years with the two lowest
storm damage expenses because they are simply "“too low"?

We repeat our assertion that Mr. Kinloch’s exercise is
analogous to calculating the average height of a basketball
team without including the center’s height in the calculation.
Although well above the average, the height of a basketball
center is a real, observable, and measurable occurrence. The
analogies used by Mr. XKinloch, in contrast, have not been
observed -~ nor are they ever likely to be observed. It must
be stressed that like the height of a basketball center, the
amount of storm damage which LG&E incurred in 1987 was a real,
observable, and measurable event. Neither the Commission nor
the intervenors are in a position to guarantee that this level
of storm damage will not reoccur in the future. Certainly,
LG&E has an obligation to repair storm damage and restore
service in an expedient manner without regard to the level of
expense that might be incurred.

The five year average storm damage expense calculated by the
Company was $1,307,782. The Commission subsequently used a

10-year period to determine an inflation adjusted average of
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$1,105,024. What were the actual storm damage eXpenses for
19907

Actual storm damage expenses for the year ended December 31,
1990 were $1,673,760. This demonstrates that the use of a 5-
or 10-year average is not unreasonable and that Mr. Kinloch’s
elimination of a portion of the 1987 storm damage expenses
from the calculation of the average is unwarranted.

Mr. Kinloch’s rehearing testimony suggests that the Commis-
sion’s use of a 5-year average in Case No. 10064 was designed
to allow LG&E to recover the July 1987 storm damage expenses
as a non-recurring expense item and that "by now, the July
1987 non-recurring costs have been recovered" by LG&E. Is
that accurate?

No. 1In Case No. 10064, LG&E proposed a 3-year amortization of
storm damage eﬁpenses, but the Commission decided instead to
use a 5-year average to measure the level of exXpenses on a
going~forward basis. In the Rate Order, the Commission used
a 10~-year average to measure the expected level of expenses on
a going-forward basis. Mr. Kinloch seems to misunderstand the
difference between the amortization of an investment or non-
recurring expense (like downsizing) and the calculation of a
normalization adjustment {(like the storm damage adjustment)
which attempts to measure recurring expenses on a going-
forward basis.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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I, M. Lee Fowler, say that the statements contained in the foregoing testimony are
true to the best of my knowledge and belief.

Dated this 6th day of March, 1991.

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me by M. Lee Fowler on this 6th day of
March, 1991,
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