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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY SEF 11 2008
PUBLIC SERVICE
CASE NO. 2008-00252 COMMISSION

CASE NO. 2007-00564

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

Question No. 157
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-157. With regard to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 6, line 18 through
page 7, line 2, please explain and provide all workpapers showing the method
and basis for the decision to increase residential electric revenue by 4.46%, as
well as to increase lighting rates by 4.54%.

A-157. LG&E is proposing to increase the two rate classes with rates of retum
significantly below the overall rate of return by approximately the same
percentage. The workpapers are included in the response to PSC-2 Question
No. 48.






Q-158.

A-158.

Response to AG-1 Question No. 158
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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. 158

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

With regards to LG&E Seelye Exhibit 2 which references Seeley Exhibit 27 as
the source, please provide specific references to Seelye Exhibit 27 as to how
(where) the following Residential amounts are developed or determined:

mme s op

a.

C.

Distribution Customer Rate Base ($179,824,501),

Rate Base Adjustment (-$2,922,528),

Customer-Related Expenses Excluding Taxes ($52,477,846),
Adjusted Income Taxes ($2,317,685),

Incremental Income Taxes ($1,102,250),

Expense Adjustments (-$2,253,096), and,

Other Revenue ($5,554,128).

The Distribution Customer Rate Base amount of $179,824,501 contains an
allocation of all rate base costs classified as customer related in Seelye
Exhibit 26, the Functional Assignment and Classification section of the Cost
of Service Study. The accumulation and subsequent allocation of these costs
to each rate class can be found in the Rate Base section of the Cost of Service
Study, Seelye Exhibit 27. These costs include the customer related portion of
primary and secondary distribution related rate base, the customer related
portion of distribution transformer rate base, distribution services,
distribution meters, customer accounts rate base, and customer service rate
base allocated to the residential class. The customer related portion of
primary and secondary distribution rate base and distribution transformer rate
base is determined through the application of the zero intercept for overhead
conductor, underground conductor, and line transformers.

. The Rate Base Adjustment of -$2,922,528 can be found in Exhibit 27 in the

Cost of Service Summary — Pro-Forma. It includes an adjustment to remove
Environmental Cost Recovery Rate Base, to reflect a decrease in depreciation
reserve, and to reflect a decrease in the calculated value of cash working
capital due to various expense adjustments.

The Customer-Related Expenses Excluding Taxes of $52,477,846 includes
an allocation of all expenses classified as customer related in Seelye Exhibit
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26, the Functional Assignment and Classification section of the Cost of
Service Study. The expenses from Seelye Exhibit 26 are accumulated and
allocated to each rate class in Seelye Exhibit 27. All categories of expenses
are included in the calculation of customer-related expenses, including
operation and maintenance (O&M), depreciation, regulatory credits,
accretion, property and other taxes, amortization of investment tax credit,
and other expenses. The components of expenses allocated to the residential
class in each category that make up customer-related expenses include the
customer related portion of primary and secondary distribution related
O&M, the customer related portion of distribution transformer O&M,
distribution service expenses, distribution meter expenses, customer
accounts expenses, and customer service expenses.

The Adjusted Income Taxes of $2,317,685 are the pro-forma income tax
adjustment allocated to the residential class found in Seelye Exhibit 27,
allocated to the customer component based on rate base.

The Incremental Income Taxes of $1,102,250 are the additional income
taxes attributable to the increase in revenue associated with the proposed
rate increase for the residential class allocated to the customer component
based on rate base.

The Expense Adjustment of -$2,253,096 is the residential portion of total
expense adjustments in Seelye Exhibit 27 allocated to the customer
component based on the relationship of customer related expenses to total
gxpenses.

The Other Revenue total of $5,554,128 is an allocation of residential other
revenue to the customer component based on the relationship of customer
related expenses to total expenses.






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. 159
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-159. Please provide LG&E Seelye Exhibit 5 in executable Excel format.

A-159. 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. 160
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

(2-160. Please provide LG&E adjusted test year electric General plant by FERC account
and sub-account.

A-160. Please see the table below:

ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION TOTAL

139210 TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT -

CARS AND TRUCKS $ 9,070,917.65
139220 TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT - TRAILERS 557,109.76
139400 TOOLS, SHOP, AND GARAGE EQUIPMENT 3,194,244 23
139500 LABORATORY EQUIPMENT 1,496,151.35
139610 POWER OPERATED EQUIP. - HOURLY RATED 2,285,136.20
139620 POWER OPERATED EQUIPMENT - OTHER 51,067.69

TOTAL GENERAL PLANT $ 16,654,626.88







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. 161

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

Q-161. Please provide LG&E adjusted test year electric CWIP in the greatest detail
available. Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable
electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-161.

See attached. The requested information is being provided on CD.
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LGE 107001 Electric CWIP Balance
As of April 30, 2008

Description Amount
RELOC. DIST. HWY FACILITIES (85,919.16)
ReplMT Tr1 & Tr2 36 .37
MISC. SUBSTATION PROJECTS 720,369 27
METERS-LGE (147
MC ASH POND EXPANSION STUDY 772,144 76
DISTRIBUTION LINE TRANSFORMER 5,988,858.16
WHAS CENTERFIELD 69KV {11,099 76)
MIDDLETOWN CENTERFIELD 5,398.78
MIDDLETOWN TRIMBLE 34 {20,164 56}
CR LANDFILL VERTICAL 354,861 04
TC2 PROJECT 73,145,421 22
CANAL - DEL PARK 69 KV LINE (CIRC.6616) SURVEY FOR RECONDUCTOR 2973857
SUBSTATION PROTECTION MODIFICATIONS 506,094 54
BEARGRASS 138KV BKR REPL.. 17.95
PC INFRASTRUCTURE 2,736.51
TRANSFORMER REWIND (SMYRNA TR1) 2,712,841.76
TCSTATOR LEAK MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 40,206.06
TC MB CONDUCTIVITY MONITORS ACID INSTALL 21,190 64
CR5LP 1&2 FEEDWATER HEATER REPLACEMENT 469,008 21
CR6 SDRS BOOSTER FAN ROTOR REPLACEMENT 355,224 68
CANE RUN ABATEMENT 147,638 88
CRCT 11 CONTROLS UPGRADE 512,097 56
DEVELOPMENT FOR TRIMBLE COUNTY UNIT #2 11,812,398 80
LG&E SUBSTATION SPILL PREVENTION 1,224,464 80
OHIO FALLS REDEVELOPMENT 12,461,653379
RELOCATING PSRT 44722 06
ITSD FINANCE AND MATERIALS DEVELOPMENT TOOLS {3,788.99)
FORD - MIDDLETOWN 69KV DC 158,442 98
FUEL SUPPLY MANAGEMENT SYSTEM 648,526.31
BLUE LICK BATTERY REPLACEMENT 0.28
L.GE DIST. 34 5KV STORM 66781
LGE TRANS 34 5KV STORM 667.81
SAFETY TAGGING SYSTEM IT 10,546.13
WESTPORT ROAD (KY-1447) REDLEAF DR. TO HURSTBOURNE PKWY 14,031 64
LYNDON SOUTH BREAKER 6693 REPLACEMENT .12
CLAY 69 KV BUS TIE BREAKER REPLACEMENT 32,643.00
BRECKENRIDGE 138-69 KV (BR6) TRANSFORMER REPLACEMENT 143,808.79
BECKWITH TAP CHANGER CONTROLLER FOR STEWART TR 2 220,743 71
KNOB CREEK TR 1-115KB BUSHING REPLACEMENT 40,428 30
TAP CHGR AUXILLARY OIL FILTER SYSTEMS FOR VARIOUS STATIONS 28,722 28
REPLACE STATION BATTERIES & CHARGERS 24,313 47
BREATHERS FOR SUBSTA TRANSFORMER TAP CHGR 10,966 85
AUXILLARY CONTROIL. SWITCHES FOR GE AM13 8-300 BREAKERS 91,892 51
MC FGD QUENCH DIESEL GENERATOR 188,576 .07
TC 480V SWITCHGEAR UPGRADE RP & CH 224,821 00
TC LIMESTONE BALL MILL LUBE OIL SYSTEM UPGRADE 51,044 04

TC CONTROL SYSTEM UPGRADE ENGINEERING SCOPE

3,016,877 28



Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 161

LGE 107001 Electric CWIP Balance
As of April 30, 2008

Description
LG&E WORST CIRCUITS CIRCUIT HARDENING

CR RESERVE AUX A TRANSFORMER COOLER REPLACEMENT
CRS5 PRIMARY AIR DUCT ASBESTOS REPLACEMENT
CR6 RADIANT REHEAT PARTIAL REPLACEMENT

CR CONTROL ROOM

CR MISCELLANEOUS PROIJECT

CR ASBESTOS ABATEMENT

OXMOOQR 6653 RELAY PANEL REPL

BRECKINRIDGE 6653 RELAY PANEL REPLACE
REPLACE/INSTALL CROSS ARMS & INSULATORS
6623 RIVER PARK RELO

DAHI1A 6660 &6669 REALY PANELS REPL.

ETHEL 6669 RELAY PANEL REPL

HIGHIL.AND 6660 ELAY PANEL REPL

LGE DIST PF CORRECTION

PADDY'S RUN 3311B BREAKER REPLACE
CAMPGROUND 3801 BKR REPLACE

CONTROL CENTER CONSTRUCTION

COMPUTER PURCHASES LGE

MILIL CREEK 4531 CCVT REPLACEMENT
FAIRMOUNT TR2Z UPGRADE TO 44 8§ MVA
BLUEGRASS CAPACITY ADDITION

LY:REPLACE 6654 DISC SW

REHL ROAD PUMP STATION

MILIL. CREEK UNIT 4 INTERMEDIATE SUPERHEATER UPGRADE
TC 847 LINE TIE DISCONNECTS

TCFGD UPGRADE

CANE RUN NEW LANDFILL

ETHEL 138KV POST INSULATORS

MC1 FGD MULTIFUNCTION CONTROLLER

SHIVELY RTU REPLACEMENT

MILL CREEK UNIT 2 SH OUTLET DMW'S

AGC SETPOINT CONTROL

TRIMBLE COUNTY ASH/GYPSUM PONDS

TC2 AQCS LGE

MC 2 FGD MULTIFUNCTION CONTROLLERS

MILL CREEK UNIT 3 SUPERHEATER FINAL PENDANT REPLACEMENT
MC ASH SYSTEM OUTSIDE PIPING

MC2 RECYCLE PUMP UPGRADE

MC 3A COAL MILL GEARBOX

MC 4C COAL MILL GEARBOX

MC 2 STATOR LEAK MONITORING SYSTEM

MILL CREEK ASH POND PIPING

MILL CREEK 2A HEATER BASKETS

MC LIMESTONE ENGINEERING STUDY

MILL CREEK 3 COOLING TOWER FILL REPLACEMENT
MC COAL BARGE UNLOADER BUCKET

Fage 2 of 7
Charnpas/Seelye

Amount
498,466 88
213
94,801 00
287,009.76
567,015 49
241,039 59
152,995 07
028
0.24
253,420.60
152,279.17
78,560 .36
52,253.05
48,210 21
257,567 35
124,414 64
82,568.61
3,704,209 55
8,944 42
0.36
1,669,047 64
2,025,272 66
6,113 14
202,463 12
1,637,776 66
24,650 51
{5,867 72)
117,580.08
24,960 80
430,882 82
37,365 79
520,004 49
27,068.58
67191173
21,438,225.89
443,022 31
2,196,346.13
199,315 38
156,134.69
260,723 20
219,637 69
109,533.51
184,943.21
221,000.60
126,049.47
1,157,161 .87
135,799 60
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LGE 107001 Electric CWIP Balance
As of April 30, 2008

Description Amount
MC COAL HANDLING RAILROAD TRACK 137,101 03
NESC COMPLIANCE DAHLIA SUB FENCE 82,11591
INSTALL WILDLIFE PROTECTION OF CANAL SUBSTATION 78,197 86
PTS FOR CANE RUN PLANT 10,089 75
CANE RUN GEN BREAKERS 125,493.05
DPISTRIBUTION OPERATIONS REPORTING - LGE 22,877 18
DISTRIBUTION OPERATIONS SOFTWARE LICENSES 28,563 47
PC INFRASTRUCTURE - LGE 189,922 44
SYNERGEE ELECTRIC RELIABILITY 170,418.25
SURVEY & INSPECTION SYSTEM ENHANCEMENT PROJECT 171,795.21
MOBILE COMPUTING INFRASTRUCTURE 217,563.16
IMPLEMENT GIS REDLINING 105,485 35
LGE DOIT MOB COMP FOR GIS 136,213.01
OMS UPGRADE 109,205 52
BLUE LICK./ BULLITT CO. 161KV DOUBLE CIRCUIT 49.803.16
JEFFERSONVILLE (DUKE ENERGY) RTU ADDITION 12,722.55
MOISTURE IN QIL ANALYZER 50,116.58
AWARE BOILER TUBE SOFTWARE 82,973.06
PLANT LAB EQUIPMENT UPGRADES 2421770
FAIRMONT CIRCUIT WORK 177,333 72
BLUEGRASS CIRCUIT WORK 671,060.14
LGE ELECTRIC METER PURCHASE & INSTALLS 1,350,109.53
CR6 SLUDGE PROCESSING PLANT UPGRADE 4,111,158 41
CAPITAL SALES TAX ENTRY (473,132.31)
HANCOCK RTU REPLACEMENT 019
TCI LOWER SLOPE TUBE REPLACEMENT 202,401 01
TC SPCC COMPLIANCE CAPITAL 118,617.45
TCIFD VFD CONTROL MODULE UPGRADE 28,480.99
TC1 EXPANSION JOINT REPLACEMENTS 59,414.10
TC1 SCR BYPASS EROSION CONTROL 192,125.08
TC1 ASH PIT SEAL TROUGH SKIRTING REPL. 104,013 71
TC PURCHASE ACID DAY TANK 25,096.63
TC REPLACE G1 COAL CONVEYOR BELT 40,745.37
REVISED TC FUEL PIPE REPLACEMENT 490,505 12
TC MISC PLANT ENGINEERING 159,251.02
INSTALL COAL CONVEYOR BELT B 30,666.20
TC 1B AIR HEATER BASKET REPLACEMENT 623,486 40
CR6 BURNER AIR TIPS AND SOFA REPLACEMENT 546,878.29
CR6 LOWER WATER WALL SLOPE REPLACEMENT 157,666.16
CR6 SDRS MODULE PIPING REPLACEMENT 40,154.55
CRS5 SDRS EXPANSION JIOINT REPLACEMENT 16,538.17
CR SPCC COMPLIANCE 152,175 89
CR SCREENHOUSE RIVER LEVEL INDICATION 50,427 82
CANE RUN RAIL UPGRADE 83,103 .24
CR MISCELLANEOUS PROJECTS 220,679 29
CR ASBESTOS ABATEMENT 94,279.96

OF SPCC RISK MITIGATION

33,863.71
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LGE 107001 Electric CWIP Balance

As of April 30, 2008

Description Amount
PR SPCC COMPLIANCE 4,253.75
PR SUMP PUMP & MOTOR REPLACEMENT 21,248 82
BR CT UNPERGROUND PIPE SPCC (DEV) 14,973 41
CT6 A/B CONVERSION 3,799,248 65
PADDY'S RUN PLC EQUIPMENT REPLACEMENT 017
WATERSIDE DISTRIBUTION SUBSTATION 858,319 55
WATERSIDE SITE RELOCATION RECONFIGURE TRANSMISSION LINES 4,153,657 43
MC TURBINE TURNING GEAR DIESEL GENERATOR 448,225 7
EXKP CEDAR GROVE 16KV TAP 519 40
MILL CREEK UNIT #1 SOOTBLOWER THERMAL DRAIN PIPING 48,929.91
MC1 BOILER CIRCULATING PUMP INJECTION WATER PIPING 4,040.00
SO3 SORBENT INJECTION 2,116,008 90
CR6 COAL PIPE ISOLATION ORIFICE BOXES 80,727 98
CR5 BLOWDOWN TANK REPLACEMENT 40,280.71
CRS SUPERHEATER PLATEN AND PENDANT REPLACEMENT 3,547,184 .26
WATERSIDE AUXILIARY GENERATOR DIESEL FUEL TANK 15,537 49
MT 138KV COLLIINS TERMINATION 20,499 64
MIDDLETOWN - COLLINS 138 KV LINE 990 99
COLLINS 138/69KV 150MVA TRNSFRMR 31,234.59
WORTHINGTON CAPACITOR BANK INSTALLATION 39,398 77
LGE RTU PURCHASE 126,394 08
DIST CAPACITORS LGE 385,285.16
NEW BASE GENERATING UNIT - LGE 6.23
TC CT UNIT COMPRESSOR BLADE REPLACEMENTS 118,017.76
RTU REPL. CANAL & CANE RUN SW_STA. 46,230.96
BARCODE SCANNER REPLACEMENT 27,627 11
CR CIRCULATING WATER PUMP PROXIMITY CONTROL SWITCHES 52,043 84
MERCURY MONITORING 6,868 35
GALT HOUSE PROPERTY PURCHASE 301,648 75
MILL CREEK UNIT #2 COOLING TOWER BLEACH TANK. 12,746.92
LGE SONET COMMUNICATION 115,880 68
UPS GRADE LANE 2,135.504 43
UPS/GRADE LANE 12KV CIRCUIT WORK 944,987 43
O8] WORKSTATION MEMORY UPGRADE 2,161.87
CR51 BOILER FEED PUMP MOTOR 178,474.70
MAIS Il SERVER 19,094 32
TCCT DISCONNECT SWITCH DRIVE UPGRADE 5,637.05
TRANSMISSION OFFICE BUILDOUT 68,474 .20
EMS SOFTWARE UPGRADE IMPLEMENTATION 23,432.49
OVHD HUBBARDS LN TO AMBRIDGE CIR PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS 459,534.96
MUSEUM PLAZA RELOCATION (464,985 64)
CR HVAC FOR ANNEX BLDG 141,938 19
MC"B" FLYASH SCREW FEEDER AUGER 11,719 .30
MC4 COOLING TOWER FAN VARIABLE FREQUENCY DRIVERS 66,33251
MC2 PRECIPITATOR ROOM AIR CONDITIONER 5,838 00
MC GYPSUM TELESCOPIC CHUTE 14,183.79

MC HYDRAULIC LIFT

15,660.57
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LGE 187001 Electric CW1P Balance

As of Aprit 30. 2008

Description
MC2 SEAL TROUGH REAR WATERWALL TUBING
UPS/SEMINOLE SUBSTATION ADDITION
UPS/SEMINQLE 12KV CIRCUIT WORK
MC PORTABLE WELDING MACHINES
MILL CREEK UNIT | WATERWALL WELD OVERLAY
MC 4-1 MAIN AUXILLARY HIGH VOLTAGE BUSHING
MC 4D COAL MILL GEARBOX
MC 4B COAL MILL GEARBOX
MC3 STACK LIGHTING
MILL CREEK UNIT 4 COOLING TOWER. FAN DRIVE
MC1 AIR HEATER BASKETS
MC4 INSTRUCTURE AIR COMPRESSOR
EASTWOOD SUBSTATION DISTR CIRCUIT WORK
PURCHASE PROPERTY FOR CONESTOGA SUBSTATION
REPLACE GE SFC PROTECTIVE RELAYS
NEW BECKWITH TAP CHANGER CONTROLLER FOR COLLINS TR 1
MILL CREEK UNIT REHEATER REPLACEMENT
MCUNITS 1,2, AND 4 FGD ENGINEERING ASSESSMENT
L.GE STORM
MC2 OXYGEN MONITORING SYSTEM
HUMANA DATA CENTER
MC COAL SCALE CERTIFICATION SLAB
TC CT LUBE OIL VARNISH SYSTEM
MC WAREHOUSE 11 DRIVEWAY
CR PLANT REACTANT SUPPLY CONTROL UPGRADE
CR5 REHEAT SAFETY VALVE UPGRADE
CR B REACTANT SCREEN DECK REPLACEMENT
VIDEQ WALL RELOCATION INSTALLATION
CR ASBESTOS ABATEMENT
MC "D" CONVEYOR TUNNEL FAN
MC 1B2 RECYCLE PUMP UPGRADE
MILL CREEK BARGE UNLOADING RUNWAY
TECHNOLOGY ROOM
COGNOS FOR STORMS
JT1128 RECONDUCTOR
MC E1 COAL CRUSHER MOTOR
MC2 UPS BATTERIES
MUD LANE HUMANA DATA CENTER
MC "A" EIMESTONE MILL GEARBOX REPLACEMENT
ADDITIONAL PROPERTY ADJACENT TO MADISON SUBSTATION
TC VEHICLE PURCHASES
MC LIMESTONE MILL SPARE GEARBOX REBUILD
SULFUR CHN ANALYZER REPLACEMENTS
MC UTILITY TRUCKS
DIST CONESTOGA TAP
TRUCK FOR SERVICE SHOP
CR4B HOTWELL PUMP MOTOR REWIND

Page S of 7
Charnas/Seelye

Amount

424,014 17
(17,517.72)
38,075.50
10,721 20
545,757 45
20,413 14
120,888 48
141,204 45
80,619 88
124,239 41
66,138.53
171,430.28
171,898 08
457,302 48

21708
1,056.43
276,991 70
3,102.57
82,351 06
34,322.02
435,753.02
162,654 59
18,074 .25
9,517.50
92,556 .63
104,806 48
67,256.15
4,477.51
13,821 70
14,791.10
55,583 64
80,378.85
6,833.77
23,120.09
345,645.77
59,133 86
12,413.17
3,777.58
33,432.66
10,651.60
63,646.33
95,030.43
34,342.73
42,088 54
11,308 69
26,992 29
18,895 54
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LGE 107001 Electric CWI1F Balance

As of April 30, 2008

Description Amount
WIND STORM 26,223.17
TClI CATALYST LAYER PURCHASE & INSTALLATION 140,597.54
MC D1 COAL CONVEYOR BELT 31,576 80
STORM 458,628 91
THUNDERSTORM 372,680 34
SNOW & ICE STORM 73,921.50
WIND STORM 19,636 88
CRS TURBINE GENERATOR COLLECTOR RING REPLACEMENT 66,164 .61
CRS3 TURBINE STEAM SEALS AND PACKING REPEACEMENT 181,269 05
CR5 52 BOILER FEED PUMP MOTOR REWIND 73,938 87
ICE STORM 87,146.90
CRS HIGH VOLTAGE BUSHING REPLACEMENT 241,396 79
TC CAP SALVAGE EQUIP 1,914 97
MC GYPSUM OVERLAND CONVEYOR BELT 26,743 97
MOTOR REPLACE. LGE - CORPORATE 12,408 45
MC 3A COOLING TOWER FAN MOTOR REWIND 10,433 81
BLANKET CABLE FOR JOINT TRENCH 2,333,478 10
CAP, REG, RECLOSERS 340 93,613 57
PURCHASE AND INSTALLATION OF ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT 238,824 77
GAS MAIN EXT. 406 ELEC DIST WORK 163,124 42
TRANSMISSION LINE RELOCATION 175,146.73
TRANS LINES NEW FACILITIES (26,201 .78)
LINE PARAMETER UPGRADES 207,070.32
LT8 3157,165.45
LT9 TRANSMISSION 1,649,095 20
CAP/REG/RECL. 340 513,005.15
NEW BUS COMM OH 330 {657.10)
NEW BUS COMM OH 340 358,317.92
NEW BUS COMM UG 340 5,836,694 07
NEW BUS COMM UG 341 4,930 94
NEW BUS COMM UG 344 221,448 89
NEW BUSINESS GAS SERVICE 341 - ELEC DIST RELOC. 2,185.56
NEW BUS INDUS OH 340 {54,580 52)
NEW BUS INDUS UG 341 29,842 42
NEW BUS RES OH 340 310,273 00
NEW BUS RES UG (95,292.60)
NEW BUS RES UG 341 112,327 32
NEW BUS RES. 344 UG 34,30212
NEW BUS SUB OH 340 305,808 25
NEW BUS SUB UG 341 9,698,558.68
NEW ELECTRIC SERVICES 1,318,176.10
NEW EL SERV UG 4,526,157 30
NEW BUS. SERV 341 UG 101.42
NETWORK VAULTS 343 (1,645.50)
NETWORK VAULTS 1,656,311.63
PUB WORKS RELOC OH 330 150,383 29

PUB WORKS RELOC OH

1,350,941 10
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LGE 107001 Electric CWIP Balance

As of April 30, 2008

Description
PUB WORKS RELOC UG 340
PUBLIC RELOCATIONS U/G
PM INSPECTION 340
PRIORITY MAIN REPL. - TRANS LINE WORK
CUST REQ 340
CUSTOMER REQUESTS 344
CUSTOMER REQUESTED GAS 406 - ELEC. DIST
REPL DEFECTIVE CABLE 340
REPAIR REP. DEFECT. EQUIP 003065
REP/REPL. DEFECTIVE EQUIP RC319
REP DEF EQ OH 340
REP DEF EQ UG 340
REPL. DEFECT EQUIP OH 345
REP DEF POL'S 320
REP DEF POL'S
POLE REP/REPL. 340
REPAIR STREET LIGHTING 332
REP DEF ST LIGHTS 340
REPAIR DEFECT. STREET LIGHTING
L.GE GENERAL RELIABILITY 01015
DIST. O/H RELIABILITY 340
DIST U/G RELIABILITY 340
REP THR PARTY DAM 340
REPAIR THIRD PARTY DAMAGES-419
STREET LIGHTING 332
STREET LIGHTS OVERHEAD 333
STREET LIGHT UG 332
STREET LIGHTING 347
STORM 003230
SYS ENH EXIST CUST 340
TROUBLE OVERHEAD 340
TROUBLE UNDERGROUND 340
TOOLS AND EQ 340
WEATHER 003400
TRANSFORMER 340
TRANSFORMER INSTALL - JOINT TRENCH

Amount
3,347 74
175,414 43
14,334 28
(4,896.71)
(264,107 62)
5,074 18
3,871 81
2,571,941.65
95,231 21
93,132.07
4,668,357.94
2,429,117 52
1,213,867 09
(549.22)
038
5,236,972.23
1,716,437.51
321,958.33
1,221,000.22
21,276.22
1,216,982 66
628,331.69
2,649,658 27
30,193 08
898,670.64
1,158,561 81
1,588,642 74
1,185,012 65
96,634.91
468,177 41
4,545,327 02
1,813,034 17
579,064 .05
55,829 91
3129,543.65
288,635 64

Total § 263,290,548.24







LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-00252
CASE NO. 2007-60564

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

Question No. 162

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

Q-162. Please provide LG&E adjusted test year electric depreciation reserve and

depreciation expense by FERC account.

A-162. See attached.
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ACCUMULATED
DEPRECIATION

DEPRECIATION

ACCOUNT DESCRIPTION EXPENSE

PRODUCTION PLANT

STEAM PLANT

131160 STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS
131200  BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT
131400 TURBOGENERATOR UNITS
131500  ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT
131600  MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT
131700 ASSET RETIREMENT OBLIGATIONS STEAM PLANT
TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION PLANT
HYDRAULIC PLANT
PROJECT 289
133100 STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS
1332060  RESERVOIRS, DAMS AND WATERWAYS
133360  WATERWHEELS, TURBINES AND GENERATORS
133400 ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT
133500  MISCELLANEQUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT
133600  ROADS, RAILROADS AND BRIDGES

TOTAL HYDRAULIC PLANT-PROJECT 289

OTHER THAN PROJECT 289

133100
133500
133600
133700

STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS
MISCELLANEQUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT
ROADS, RAILROADS AND BRIDGES

ASSET RETIREMENT OBLIGATIONS HYDRO PLANT

TOTAL HYDRAULIC PLANT -
OTHER THAN PROJECT 289
TOTAL HYDRAULIC PRODUCTION PLANT

PRODUCTION PLANT
OTHER PRODUCTION PEANT

134100
134200
134300
134400
134500
134600
134700

STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS

FUEL HOLDERS, PRODUCERS AND ACCESS
PRIME MOVERS

GENERATORS

ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT

MISC POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT

ASSET RETIRE OBLIGATIONS OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT

TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT

206,864,177 88)
568,807,645 04)
123,648,834 87)
106,787,642 51)
(4,952,239 42)
(2,273,547 35)

— o~ — —

5 (1,013,334,087.07)

§ 57,742,998.83

(4,195,027 39)
(610,260 52}
(1,718,794 77}
(935,568 59}
{30,196 45)
{16,543 21)

(7,506,390.93)

(36,981 83)
(2,249 88)
(857 19)
(16,982.96)

(57,071.86)

5 {7,363 ,462.79}

b

702,678.84

(2,583,649 74)
(1,570,130 30)
(27,750,758 90)
(12,959,559 64)
(3,326,408 6%)
(872,882 43)
(115,962 92)

5 {49,i79,352.62)

3

7,423,757.07




ACCOUNT

DESCRIPTION

FRANSMISSION PLANT
PROJECT 289

135310
135600

STATION EQUIP -NON 8Y5 CONTROL/COMM
OVERHEAD CONDUCTORS AND DEVICES

TOTAL TRANSMISSION PEANT-PROJECT 289

OTHER THAN PROIECT 289

135010  LANDRIGHTS
135210  STRUCT & IMPROVE-NON SYS CONT /COMM
135310 STATION EQUIP -NON SYS CONTROL/COMM
135400 TOWERS AND FIXTURES
135500  POLES AND FIXTURES
135600  OVERHEAD CONDUCTORS AND DEVICES
135700  UNDERGROUND CONDUIT
135800  UNDERGROUND CONDUCTORS & DEVICES
135910 ASSET RETIRE OBLIGATIONS TRANS PLANT
TOTAL TRANSMISSION PLANT .
OTHER THAN PROJECT 289
TOTAL TRANSMISSION PLANT
DISTRIBUTION PLANT
136100 STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS
136200  STATION EQUIPMENT
136400  POLES, TOWERS AND FIXTURES
136500 OVERHEAD CONDUCTORS AND DEVICES
136600  UNDERGROUND CONDUIT
136700  UNDERGROUND CONDUCTORS & DEVICES
136810  LINE TRANSFORMERS
136820  LINE TRANSFORMER INSTALLATIONS
136910 UNDERGROUND SERVICES
136920 OVERHEAD SERVICES
137010 METERS
137020 METER INSTALLATIONS
137310 OVERHEAD STREET LIGHTING
137320  UNDERGROUND STREET LIGHTING
137340 STREET LIGHTING TRANSFORMERS
137400  ASSET RETIRE. OBLIGATIONS DIST PLANT

TOTAL DISTRIBUTION PLANT

Attachment 1o Response to AG-1 Question No. 102
Page2 of 3
Charnuas/Seclye

ACCUMULATED
DEPRECIATION

DEPRECIATION
EXPENSE

(430,495 16)
(15,22978)

(443,724.54)

(1,305,788 82)
{1,878,598.65)
(75,637,201 37)
(21,086,625 97)
(14,441,750 77)
(21,214,099 33)
(495,122 60)
(1,742,437 86)
(2,908 33)

{137,804,533.70)

5 (138,250,258.64) §  6,076,139.05

(4,779,133.11)
(47,816,486.68)
(66,050,244 47)
(88,296,089 87)
(23,750,428 58)
(43,101,015 82)
(50,464,654.87)

(3,968,445 14)

(1,578,497 51)
(16,268,906 24)
(12,468,356 BD)

(3,820,326 48)
(16,447,235 10)
(17,561,130 04)

(89,350 62)
(12,489 46)

8 (396472,990.79) & 25,756,405.32




ACCOUNT

GENERAL PLANT
TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT -

139210

139220
139400
139500
139610
139620

CARS AND TRUCKS

TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT - TRAILERS
TOOLS, SHOP, AND GARAGE EQUIPMENT

DESCRIPTION

LABORATORY EQUIPMENT

POWER OPERATED EQUIP. - HOURLY RATED
POWER OPERATED EQUIPMENT - OTHER

TOTAL GENERAL PLANT

GRAND TOTAL

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question Ne. 162

ACCUMULATED
DEPRECIATION

Page3 of 3
Charnas/Seelye

DEPRECIATION
EXPENSE

(8,987,533 13}
(199,257 14}
(1,075,630 52}
(854,603 83}
2,261,153 76}
(22,818 95}

3 (13,400,397.33)

5 161,879.78

5 (1,618,200,549.24)

$ 9786385880 !

NOTE §: EXPENSE IS NOT TRACKED SEPARATELY BY PLANT ACCOUNT






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, 163

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

Q-163. Please provide all LG&E calculated, known, or estimated electric uncollectible

expense by customer class.

A-163. This information is not available.

The Company does not maintain
uncollectible expense by customer class.






Q-164.

A-164.

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. 164
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye
Please provide LG&E electric customer deposits by class as of 4/30/2008.
See response to Question No. 167. The following information represents the

total customer deposits, electric and gas. The Company does not maintain
electric and gas customer deposits separately.

Account Type Deposit Amount
Residential $12,889,889.37
Small Commercial 4,528,581.73
Large Commercial 2,030,463.00
Public Authority 1,156.00
Industrial 622.529.57

Total Deposits $20,072,619.67






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. 165
Responding Witness: Shannen L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye
Q-165. Please provide LG&E electric interest on customer deposits by class.
A-165. See response to Question No. 167. The following information represents the

total customer interest on deposits, electric and gas. The Company does not
maintain electric and gas customer deposits separately.

Account Type Interest Amount
Residential $ 601,743 64
Small Commercial 163,564.81
Large Commercial 65,184.65
Public Authority 9.83
Industrial 20.379.39

Total Deposits $ 850,882.36






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. 166
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

Q-166. Please provide actual and estimated LG&E electric meter reads by class during
the test year.

A-166. The following information represents the total actual and estimated meter reads

for both electric and gas. The Company does not maintain meter reads by class
separately.

Actual Meter Reads 8,450,676
Estimated Meter Reads 400,365






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. 167
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-167. Please explain how and where customer deposits and/or interest on customer
deposits is reflected in the LG&E electric class cost of service study.

A-167. Consistent with the Commission’s Order in Case No. 98-474 (KU) and Case
No. 98-426 (LG&E) interest expenses on deposits are not included as a
component of revenue requirement and customer deposits are not deducted from
rate base or capitalization. Consequently, neither customer deposits nor interest
on customer deposits are considered in the class 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. 168

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

Q-168. Please provide the following by month for the period January 2003 through July

2008 by rate schedule for LG&E electric:
a. customers billed, and,
b. billed KWH (as applicable).

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

A-168. a. andb. See attached.



Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Customers Billed by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008

Customers Tul-2008 | Jun-2008 | May-2008 | Apr-2008 | Mar-2008 | Feb-2008 | Jan-2008 Dec-2007 | Nov-2007
Residential Service RS 355,291 355,828 354,401 | 353,463 354,271 352,676 | 352973 352,637 352,884
Total General Service GS 40,976 40,784 40,885 40,756 40,812 40,727 40,735 41,476 41,353
Large Commercial LC 2.818 2,777 2,802 2,763 2,778 2,781 2,766 2,709 2777
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 65 66 66 66 66 65 66 64 66
Large Commercial Special Contracts | i | [ | i 1 | |
Large Power Industrial Service LP 365 365 368 368 366 364 372 364 369
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 64 63 64 64 Gd 64 64 64 64
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Public Street Lighting PSL 1,625 1.628 1,623 1,660 1,660 1,666 1,654 1,619 1,654
Street Lighting Energy SLE 113 118 17 118 119 119 118 117 119
Outdoor Lighting OL (1) 16,742 16,709 15,734 16,742 16,716 16,722 16,757 15,548 16,601
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 879 881 877 875 872 893 903 907 908

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(a)
Page 1 of 8
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Customers Billed by Rate Schedule
For the pertod January 2003 through July 2008

Customers Qct-2007 | Sep-2007 | Aug-2007 | Jui-2007 | Jun-2007 | May-2007 | Apr-2007 | Mar-2007 { Feb-2007
Residential Service RS 352,578 | 352,926 354,009 | 353,848 353,401 353,329 | 352,079 352,294 351,384
Total General Service GS 41,490 41,495 41,463 41,378 41,433 41,234 41,121 41,157 41,042
Large Commercial LC 2,766 2,781 2,786 2,777 2,785 2,775 2,740 2.769 2,737
L.arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 66 67 67 67 67 66 67 66 67
Large Commercial Special Contracts l ] i 1 | | | i |
Large Power Industrial Service LP 371 372 373 374 377 372 372 372 374
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 64 63 64 63 64 65 64 65 65
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3
Public Street Lighting PSL 1,657 1,656 1,660 1,661 1,663 £,665 1,660 1,663 1,665
Street Lighting Energy SLE 121 120 119 117 118 119 120 122 126
Outdoor Lighting OL (1) 16,591 16,626 16,642 16,648 16,677 16,672 16,652 16,664 16,570
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 910 912 914 910 908 909 910 507 904

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(a)
Page 2 of 8
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Customers Billed by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008

Customers Jan-2007 | Dec-2006 | Nev-2006 | Qct-2006 | Sep-2006 | Aug-2006 | Jui-2006 | Jun-2006 | May-2000
Residential Service RS 351,023 350,348 350,210 151,200 349,824 351,299 350,857 350,032 350,087
Total General Service GS 41,038 40,798 40,735 40,740 40,602 40,761 40,653 40,647 40,625
Large Commercial LC 2,735 2,655 2,716 2,719 2,730 2,707 2,737 2,742 2741
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 67 65 65 64 65 64 66 66 61
Large Commercial Special Contracts f 0 1 | | | ! { |
Large Power Industrial Service LP 373 376 376 379 376 380 37 380 379
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 65 63 64 65 65 63 66 66 60
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Public Street Lighting PSL 1,662 1,660 {,656 {,660 1,660 1,664 1,665 1,666 1,664
Street Lighting Energy SLE 115 19 118 113 119 117 119 117 121
Qutdoor Lighting OL (1) 16,546 16,549 16,570 16,602 16,553 16,584 16,640 16,570 16,568
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 905 903 901 903 903 903 901 897 900

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No, 168(a)
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Customers Bilted by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008

Customers Apr-2006 | Mar-2006 | Feb-2006 | Jan-2006 | Dec-2005 | Nov-2005 | Oct-2005 | Sep-2005 ; Aug-2005
Residential Service RS 349,142 | 348,888 348,065 | 347,502 346,446 347412 | 347,098 347,609 347,662
Total General Service GS 40,552 40,595 40,489 40,383 40,326 40,212 40,135 40,382 40,224
Large Commercial LC 2,724 2,751 2,758 2,772 2,749 2,742 2,747 3,723 2,683
L.:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 66 68 65 66 65 67 67 66 66
Large Commercial Special Contracts | ] 1 1 l ] { i I
Large Power Industrial Service LP 380 384 382 379 376 380 382 381 383
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 68 67 67 62 64 65 65 66 66
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 5 4
Public Street Lighting PSL 1,666 1,662 1,670 1,668 1,668 },663 1,670 1,669 1,668
Street Lighting Energy SLE 118 i21 118 127 109 120 119 118 117
Outdoor Lighting OL (1) 16,568 16,521 16,521 16,446 16,402 16,394 16,447 16,490 16,490
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 8§97 894 897 890 881 880 892 889 886

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(a)
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Customers Billed by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008

Customers Jui-2005 | Jun-2005 | May-2005 | Apr-2005 | Mar-2005 | Feb-2005 | Jan-2005 { Dec-2004 | Nov-2004
Residential Service RS 347,118 | 347,003 346,149 | 344 441 345,007 344,997 | 343,024 343,025 343,861
Total General Service GS 40,350 40,093 40,019 39,797 39,923 39,799 39.819 39,847 40,027
Large Commercial LC 2,712 2,709 2,718 2,712 2,734 2,725 2,745 2,728 2,731
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 67 66 65 65 65 65 66 65 63
Large Commercial Special Contracts | 0 I ! 2 I l f I
Large Power Industrial Service LP 382 379 383 381 384 i7n2 kYN 365 375
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 66 66 65 64 64 G5 63 63 64
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4
Public Street Lighting PSL 1,673 1,674 [.684 1,682 1,674 1,681 1,670 1,684 1,680
Street Lighting Energy SLE 118 118 117 116 119 116 115 119 115
Ourdoor Lighting OL (1) 16,514 16,551 6,496 16,466 16,424 16,373 16,268 16,220 16,218
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 886 884 886 888 892 893 390 886 884

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(a)
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Customers Billed by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008

Customers Qct-2004 | Sep-2004 | Aug-2004 | Jui-2004 | Jun-2004 | May-2004 | Apr-2004 Mar-2004 | Feb-2004
Residential Service RS 343,092 | 343,279 344 468 | 343,031 343,020 341,820 | 341237 340,261 340,529
Total General Service GS 40,400 40,524 40,298 40,381 40,429 40,403 40,356 40,290 40,419
Large Commercial LC 2,735 2,704 2,613 2,578 2,518 2,648 2,673 2,722 2,706
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 66 62 66 64 64 64 60 63 59
Large Commercial Special Contracts I ] f I l ] | | |
Large Power Industrial Service LP 378 380 385 371 384 386 371 385 388
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 65 66 61 63 61 61 60 63 61
Large Power Industrial Special Contracis 4 5 5 ] 5 3 5 5 3
Public Street Lighting PSL 1,681 1,679 1,678 1,677 1,676 1,679 1,678 1,679 1,675
Street Lighting Energy SLE P18 120 119 118 121 120 121 121 121
Qutdoor Lighting OL (1) 16,229 16,244 16,237 16,272 16,295 16,318 16,361 16,379 16,327
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 884 883 882 877 882 B85 379 880 881

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(a)
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Customers Billed by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008

Customers Jan-2004 | Dec-2003 | Nov-2003 | Oct-2003 | Sep-2003 | Aug-2003 | Jul-2003 | Jun-2003 | May-2003
Residential Service RS 338,636 | 340,868 340,203 1 337,772 338,772 339,079 | 338,527 338,589 338,146
Total General Service GS 40,377 40,302 40,289 40,331 40,384 40,468 40,490 40,688 40,567
Large Commercial LC 2,672 2,630 2,679 2,662 2,648 2.637 2,640 2,630 2,626
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 57 63 63 64 62 62 62 61 61
Large Commercial Special Contracts | [ i I | | I | 1
Large Power Industrial Service LP 384 385 393 390 395 395 392 388 397
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 61 64 63 65 64 63 65 62 62
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Public Street Lighting PSL 1,682 {,686 1,668 1,668 1,659 1,660 1,655 1,653 1,654
Street Lighting Energy SLE 121 121 120 122 124 123 123 124 124
Outdoor Lighting OL (1) 16,284 16,539 16,303 16,237 16,182 16,177 16,198 16,200 16,234
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 883 884 880 878 873 871 867 366 864

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(a)
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Customers Billed by Rate Schedule

For the period January 2003 through July 2008

Customers Apr-2003 | Mar-2003 | Feb-2003 | Jan-2003
Resudential Service RS 336,908 336,665 336,907 | 334,548
Total General Service GS 40,653 40,588 40,593 40,506
Large Commercial LC 2,630 2.682 2,681 2,574
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 60 60 61 61
Large Commercial Spectal Contracts ! 1 | |
Large Power Industrial Service LP 394 356 397 397
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD o4 66 64 a3
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 5 3 5 5
Public Street Lighting PSL 1,654 {,653 1,652 1,647
Street Lighting Energy SLE 128 127 125 126
Outdoor Lighting OL (1) 16,237 16,225 16,267 16,236
Traffic Lightimg Energy TLE 867 864 864 863

{1} contains residential and commercial customers
who have outdoor lighting service.

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(a)
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case Na. 2008-00252
Billed KWH by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008
KWH Jul-2008 Jun-2008 May-2008 Apr-2008 Mar-2008 Feb-2008 Jan-2008 Dec-2007 Nov-2007
Residential Service RS 468,635,616 | 364,031,039 | 240,130,447 | 270,158,359 | 328,868,904 | 347,779,559 | 387,270,391 | 318973435 | 266,773,960
Total General Service GS 145,653,111 | 128,251,632 | 103,837,231 | 106,577,668 | 113,822,763 | 117,356,993 | 124,348,260 1 110.972.754 | 107,123,224
Large Commercial LC 223,266,723 | 206,836,680 | 171,516,213 | 174,390,603 | 178,972,598 { 179,912,460 | 194,868,274 1 178,320,898 | 176,452,062
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 60,480,896 | 56,525,787 | 49,102,530 | 49,154,930 | 492336854 50,470,076 | 52,537,044 52,077,184 50,473,948
Large Commercial Special Contracts 22,502,000 | 20.801,000| 15,746,000 14867000 16067.000] 16,298,000 17,478,000 15,966,000 14,612,000
Large Power Industrial Service LP 60,298,334 | 57444121 | 52465693 | 51,662,780 51,776,338 | 30,636,745 | 53,312,483 51,549,912 33,492,779
Large Poser Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 197,298,861 | 206,130,488 | 186,112,745 | 190,984,363 | 196,073,119 | 175,548,850 | 205,494,909 | 187.307.357 | 19]1.666,654
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 12,592,800 | 12,788.400 | 10,860,000 | 11306400 12,052,800 | 16,444,800 | 17.265,600 17,785,200 17,198,400
Public Street Lighting PSL 3,302,197 3,458,552 3,651,546 3,593,826 4,869,204 4,119,461 5,101,130 5,256,864 4,922,191
Sireet Lighting Energy SLE 199,953 247,827 247,746 294,256 310.710 318,951 371,887 365,191 345,525
Outdoor Lighting OL (1) 3,853,160 3,940,393 3,801,117 4,405,456 4,948,356 4,864,789 6,181,760 5,613,155 5,485,623
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 289,666 288,603 279428 200611 297.267 306,948 344 389 321,764 306,923
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Lowsville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Billed KWH by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008
KWH Qct-2007 Sep-2007 Aug-2007 Jul-2007 Jun-2007 May-2007 Apr-2007 Mar-2007 Feb-2007
Residential Service RS 356,237,245 | 530,748,105 | 536,380,632 | 476,986,362 | 409,173,882 | 289,011,979 | 270,503,866 | 309,515,507 1 366,435,112
Total General Service GS 127.997.196 { 157.875.479 | 153,573,433 | 143,662,997 | 134,834,121 | 110,978,843 | 109,3535673 | 110,844.978 | 118,995,717
Large Commercial LC 205,281,318 | 242,882,522 | 232,624,394 | 223,189,354 | 215,481.583 | 187,482,063 | 180,970,077 | 173914761 | 178,896,286
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 55,517,096 | 68421946 | 61,026,694 | 614111831 59,158368 | 52,080,981 | 50,882,243 51,032,947 49,253,298
Large Commercial Special Coniracts 16,597,000 | 19,026,000 | 24,352,000 ! 20,656,000 | 19,091.000 | 16,856,000} 14.313,000 15,024,000 15,490,000
Large Power Industrial Service LP 57,663,482 | 63,072,897 | 62,763,221 1 59,336,154 | 53896970 | 54.410,945] 54.057,199 52,762,707 53,527,435
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 199,297 831 | 208,696,431 | 214,953,830 | 212,386,692 | 199,876,462 | 209,110,713 | 199,081,041 | 194.915.184 | 186,597,196
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 18,178,800 | 20,532,000 19812000 184164001 192108001 17,503,200 { 17,181,600 15,942 000 17,713,200
Public Street Lighting PSL 4,690,125 4,110,972 3,816,468 3485978 3,282,675 3,598,810 3,846,541 4,421,724 4.409,503
Street Lighting Energy SLE 338.455 269,113 273,901 260,982 258,707 275,919 324,201 313,032 427,625
Cutdoor Lightng OL (1} 5,223,091 4,555,172 4,254,633 3,941,697 3,622,671 3,975,356 4,268,381 5,008,141 4.923 464
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 344,855 287.852 271,827 270,654 296,691 301,867 299 326 323,727 291,393

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(b}
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Billed KWH by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008
KWH Jan-2007 Pec-2006 Nov-2006 Qct-2006 Sep-2006 Aug-2006 Jul-2006 Jun-2006 May-2006
Residentinl Service RS 347,249,559 1 316,175.899 | 265,477,919 | 262,304,681 | 402,490,322 | 517,117,583 | 463,061,543 | 350,573,897 | 250,820,564
Total General Service GS 115.752,560 { 108,838,380 | 102,183,105 | 107,748,386 | 133,964,466 | 147,601,754 | 139,008,995 | 124,432 711 106,143,404
Large Commercial LC 186,866,881 | 175.636,190 | 170,920,117 | 183,825,499 | 218,940,544 | 228,530,308 { 220,876,716 | 204374372 1 183,470,722
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 52,004,764 | 50,406,769 | 48,167,963 | 51,726,814 | 61,398,890 | 61,056,678 | 58,076,608 55,772,164 50,075,734
Large Commercial Special Contracts 30,292,000 0] 13,889,000 (4,568,000 15,833,000 22,890,000 21,790,000 18,210,000 15,309,000
Large Power Indusirial Service LP 53,681,124 | 54,123.344 | 53,568,038 | 55,904,141 | 61,217,880 | 62.907.621 ] 59.450,932 58,421,183 54.656.804
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 210,141,880 | 197,971,799 | 196,374,507 { 203,160,152 | 212,291 578 | 209,111,814 [ 219,852,573 | 215933992 | 218,212,748
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 16,819200 | 16,848,000 16,089,600 { 15,020400| 18,063,600 18,650,000 | 17.631,600 17,562,000 16,736,400
Public Street Lighting PSL 5,186,048 5,303,744 4,922,206 4,702,361 4,118.297 3,822,978 1,343,752 3,289,213 3,603,773
Street Lighting Energy SLE 330,604 387,753 371,240 335,512 297,048 265,216 257,573 252,813 295,447
Chutdoor Lighting OL (1) 5.703.832 5,873,394 5,427,522 5,183,603 4,515,260 4,207,774 3,855,316 3,665,566 3,973,680
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 366,074 333,166 317,343 313,950 322,861 299,395 300,606 328,977 308,174

Attachment to Response to AG-I Question No. 168(b)
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Billed KWH by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008
KWH Apr-2006 Mar-2006 Feb-2006 Jan-2006 Dec-2005 Nov-2003 Oct-2005 Sep-2005 Aug-2003
Residential Service RS 261,505,074 | 287.037.551 | 304,616,608 | 360,229,191 | 342,939,845 | 242,563,851 | 336,828,036 | 473,869,955 | 533,127,837
Total General Service GS 101,723,852 § 102.617.605 1 104.389,609 | 114954 007 | 112411988 | 97,614,020 | 119,713,180 | 141,300,841 146,434,201
Large Commercial LC 171924280 | 168,512,101 | 168,740,373 | 190,536,299 | 187,383,692 | 173.611,869 | 200,882,160 | 228,035.499 | 226,366,754
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 47742932 { 48,469,102 | 45,157,187 | 51,316,542 | 50218598 | 47339521 | 54,171,247 61,961,729 59,264,110
Large Commercial Special Contracts 13,719,000 1 14,122.000 | 13349000 14,319,000 14,646,000 13,555,000 1 14,994,000 18,926,000 22,954,000
Large Power Industrial Service LP 52,701,602 1 51931051 | 51,876932{ 54,175418 | 53311660% 51,718.142 1 56,767.863 60,782,357 61,166,809
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 205226,024 1 197,281,776 | 197,790,860 | 213,019,789 | 191,971.663 | 200,336,957 | 204,534,808 | 227,079,002 | 222 886,447
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 17.439.600 1 15,780,000 16965600 18,117,600 17,197,200 16,443,600 { 14,832,000 30,754,800 15,810,800
Public Street Lighting PSL 3,852,251 4,439960 4,408,671 5,203,330 5.311,246 4,928,272 4,711,203 4,147,937 3,718,784
Street Lighting Energy SLE 313,109 330,603 352,307 433,342 407,908 365,279 343,821 296,099 262,035
Outdaor Lightmg QL (1) 4,282,235 4,761,867 4,874,311 3,674,852 5,752,096 5,322,622 5,119,876 4,491,088 4,142,856
Traffic Lighung Energy TLE 326,425 319.617 351,372 389,432 377,784 377,681 406,770 417,878 399,035

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(b}
Page 4 of 8
Charnas/Scelye



Loussville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Billed KWH by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008
KWH Jul-2005 Jun-2005 May-2005 Apr-2005 Mar-2005 Feb-2005 Jan-2005 Dec-2004 Nov-2004
Residential Service RS 499 696,662 | 355,338,591 | 240,776,306 | 247,364,086 | 284,663,130 | 303,728,242 | 354,760,933 | 294,915,866 | 235,036,700
Total General Service GS 141,905,237 | 120,940,752 | 95,617,636 | 97,807,488 | 100,771,989 | 105,305,191 | 111620329 ] 102,382,271 96,360,825
Large Commercial LC 226,046,224 1 202,706,711 | 167,666,567 | 161,021,778 | 172,170,852 | {71,498,601 | 192471512 | 173,144,801 | 169,238.354
L.arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 58,064,536 1 51,986,987 | 44285253 | 46,198,143} 45368263 | 45969683 | 48.394,930 47,198,414 46,836,988
Large Commercial Special Contracls 22,011,000 ] 19267000 | 15,039,600 ] 13,306,000 14,325.000 | 13,237,000 | [4.888.000 14,375,000 13,379,000
Large Power Industrial Service LP 60.273 861 58.662.334 | 50,226,003 | 520756921 546541731 50,199,116 1 53402116 51,680,587 54,448,638
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 217,082,581 | 210,834,233 | 193,790,396 | 187.528.493 | 188.893.671 | 181,300,853 | 188,844,258 | 185,487,620 | 198936093
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 18,925,200 | 18,588,000 | 14445600 27852000 26425200 28,120,800 30,950400 28,246,800 28,495,200
Public Street Lighting PSL 3,389,355 2,892,273 3.612.497 3,917,674 4,404,665 4,454,706 5,098,425 5.377.877 4,987,169
Street Lighting Energy SLE 231,736 241,944 265,864 298,000 328,622 323,426 374,803 401,944 376.074
Chtdoor Lightmg OL (1) 3.823,400 3.544.664 4,005,321 4,567,373 4,535,227 4,792 428 5.647.959 5,682,330 5.357.118
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 435,699 207.052 493,155 609,872 703.870 830,983 1,026,031 989,357 941,653

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(b)
Page5of8
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Louwsville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Billed KWH by Rate Schedule
For the pertod January 2003 through July 2008
KWH Qct-2004 Sep-2004 Aug-2004 Jul-2004 Jun-2004 May-2004 Apr-2004 Mar-2004 Feb-2004
Residential Service RS 269,725,477 | 396.907.358 | 398,497,825 | 440,586,448 | 402,808,950 | 280,945,466 | 242,056,312 | 267,836,935 | 334.091.293
Total General Service GS 106,821,986 | 128,848,194 | 124,496,042 | 132,895,905 | 131,056,762 | 105,900,412 | 93,274,416 | 103,711,368 | 109.390,738
Large Commercial LC 186,250,267 | 210,861,316 | 204,074,014 | 212,389,090 | 208,972,254 | 179,088,168 | 169,015,918 | 168,081,374 | 175341.60%
L:arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 50,760,214 | 54,908,593 | 52433152 | 55,701,484 52,606,735 47,301,058 | 44,731,303 45,183,440 46,998,277
Large Commercial Special Contracts 13,934,000 | 17,377,000 | 20,075,000 ] 20.710,000 | 19,532,000 17,508,000 13,330,000 13,932 060 13,598,000
Large Power Industrial Service LP 54908710 | 60257731 | 58.783.424 ] 59277312 | 60,237,366 | 568885621 52,093,945 51,157,464 55,289,413
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 188.265.231 | 187,291,165 | 175,554,183 | 177,369,492 | 178,548,927 | 183,391,789 | 164,861,096 | 160.339.041 | 170,473,281
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 28,402,800 | 49,194,602 1 49456932 | 49,551,008 | 49,486,106 | 45135444 | 41,417,729 43,351,073 45.954.266
Public Street Lighting PSL 4,733,946 4,139,022 3,844,736 3,515,521 3,318,067 3,625,173 3,873,521 4,456,735 4,406,726
Street Lighting Energy SLE 319,942 298,339 259,376 240,945 232,892 28,901 288,683 307413 323,483
Quidoor Lighting OL (1) 4,996,800 4,385,962 4,030,970 3,710,482 3,499,297 3,818,772 4,102,926 4,940,215 4,645,867
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE 903,976 907,089 893,218 890,761 963,999 658,044 948,546 943,996 952,768

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 168(b}
Page 6 of 8
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company
Case No. 2008-00252
Billed KWH by Rate Schedule
For the period January 2003 through July 2008
KWH Jan-2004 Dec-2003 Nov-2003 Oct-2003 Sep-2003 Aug-2003 $ui-2003 Jun-2003 May-2003
Residential Service RS 347,719,506 | 304,139,900 | 233,051,966 | 243 537,653 | 417,925,778 | 439,705,228 | 446,939,956 | 283,625.860 | 251,382,383
Totai General Service GS 111,105,129 | 104,020,649 | 94,819,603 | 99,996,105 | 132,007,923 | 131,080,766 | 133,409.243 | 109,150.221 | 102,621.402
Large Commercial LC 182,864,607 | 174,673,544 | 167,338,682 | 173,626,420 | 213,554,923 | 208,225,350 | 212.792.076 | 185,857,773 | 178,064,267
L.arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 47,138,544 | 49839136 | 43,121,939 | 45726996 | 56,044.921 | 51,802,163 | 34,710,355 46,201,528 45,839,712
Large Commercial Special Contracts 14,659.000 | 13927000 { 13,526,000 13,898,000 17335000 22.555.0003 22,233,000 17,780,000 16,122,000
Large Power Industrial Service LP 50,352,645 | 53,325,395 | 54,059,730 | 55,090,751 | 60,994,360 | 60,589,751 | 60,040,633 53,996,567 54,460,248
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 155,931,261 | 162,465,912 | 168,762,997 | 161,853,384 | 183,748,428 | 171.954.404 | 169.894.688 | 151,600,198 | 173457110
Large Power Industrial Special Contracts 46,165.466 | 44324849 | 41,323,687 | 43,621,716 | 49358180 46,532,999 { 49.403,943 48,258,487 44,907,540
Public Street Lighting PSL 5,243,582 5,354,099 4,978,658 4,751,374 4,147,296 3,859,763 3.530,446 3,308,158 3.614,087
Street Lighting Energy SLE 388,695 397,730 325,038 286,468 306,265 270,460 260,107 263,588 283.871
Qutdoor Lightig OL (1) 5,508.470 5,655,190 5,229,644 5,005,832 4,318,367 4,004,174 3.667.98% 3,438,875 3.814,154
Traffic Lighting Energy TLE i,018.316 1,024,611 939,154 929,338 952,302 902,199 945475 948,680 952,189

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No, 168(b}
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Louisville Gas and Electric Company

For the period January 2003 through July 2008

Case No. 2008-00252
Billed KWH by Rate Schedule

KWH Apr-2003 Mar-2003 Feb-2003 Jan-2003
Residential Service RS 229,214,579 | 284,905,523 333,289,872 | 341,923,035
Total General Service GS 94,987,414 | 103,015,132 110,214,993 | 110,249,887
Large Commercial LC 165,395,298 | 170,125,362 | 179,953,331 171,663,226
L-arge Commercial Time of Day LC-TOD 42471682 & 45975583 | 44,317,591 ] 459073 17
Large Commercial Special Contracts 14,158,000 | 14,242,000 | 13,725.000 15,111,000
Large Power Industrial Service LP 51.402.795 | 52,622,821 | 53.873,692 52,495,901
Large Power Industrial Time of Day LP-TOD 169.411.476 | 166,604,716 | 161,418,604 | 162,692,899
Laree Power Industrial Special Contracts 42.333.137 | 42,954.051 | 46,722,359 | 49,073,969
Public Street Lighting PSL 3 860,691 4,444.864 4,395,221 5,219,070
Street Lighting Energy SLE 325353 359.710 369,144 421,256
Cutdaor Lighting OL (1) 4,000,450 4,603.913 4575011 5,409.416
Traffic Lightng Energy TLE 950,593 953,033 960,781 1.026,602

(1Y contains residential and commercial customers

who have outdoor lighting service.

Attachment to Responsc to AG-1 Question No. 168(b)
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A-169.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NO. 2008-006252
CASE NO. 2007-00564

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

Question No. 169
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Charnas / William Steven Seelye

Please provide the following by month and by billing cvele for the period
January 2003 through July 2008 for coch LG&E clectric rate schedule
{separately):

a. customers billed: and.

b. billed KWH.

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

The Company does not retain billing cvele reports. The requested information
is not available in a rcadily reproducible form The production of this
information would require cxtensive computer programming to  compile
historical billing cvele data from the Company s customer information svstem






Q-170

A-170

Response to AG-1T Question No, 170
Page 1 of 2
Scott / Conroey / Seelve

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, 170

Responding Witness: Valerie L. Scott / Robert M. Conroy /
William Steven Seelye

With regard to LG&E Purchased Power (Account 553) in Seehyve Exhibit 26.
page 13, please provide:

i

b

o

d

all workpapers and analyses showing the determination of total demand
costs ($10,759.242).

all workpapers and analvses showing the determination of total encrgy costs
(571.042.950).

all test year purchased power invoices that inchude a demand or capacity
charge. and,

a detailed explanation along with all workpapers and analyses showing the
pricing methodology (basis) and amount for sales from LG&L to KU.

Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsofi readable electronic format
{preferably Microsoft Excel)

i

The total demand and total energy costs provided on page 13 of Scelye
Fxhibit 26 are incorrect The total for LG&D Purchased Power - Account
3533 was shown correctly at $81,802.192  However. the correct total
demand costs shouid be $17.326.451 and the correct total energy costs
should be $64.475.741  Sce attached  The information 15 also being
provided on CI

The requested information s being provided on CD. Sec the response to
part (a).

The requested information is not available in Iixcel. Due to the volume of
data requested. the information is being provided on CD

The pricing methodology for intra-company saies 15 based upon a shared
savings approach.  The KU and LG&E generating units arc jointly
dispatched to serve the combined KU and LG&L customers

Alter cach utility meets its native load and pre-merger sales. the remaining
generation is assigned to the other utility’s native load and pre-merger sales.



Response to AG-1 Question No. 170
Page 2 of 2
Scott / Conrov / Seelye

i lower 1n cost than its generation  [nter-company sales to serve native load
of the receiving utility are made at fuel costs plus one hall of the savings
realized by the veceiving company  Inicr-company sales o serve pre-merger
sales of the receiviag utility are made at (uel costs plus 161 and SCR
consumables and environmental allowance cost. The split savings of inter-
company sales is one hall the dilference ol the fuel cost of the energy
received for native oad and the fuel cost or purchase cost displaced as o
result of the wansfer  This process was established at the time ot the
LOG&E/KT merger to implement the provisions of the Power Supply System
Agreement and has been utilized for fuel adjustment clause purposes since
May 1998,
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Amerwan Fleotng Posser Servge Uarp

Cargill- Allan, Lic

Midwist Contingency Reserve Shanng Group

Alidwest Uontingency Rueserve Shanng Uroup
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{icnerat Ledper
Date

[Heed)?
Lee-807
listy R
Lan-4IR
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

CASE NQ. 208-00252
CASE RO, 2007605404

Flectranic Waorkpapers for Total Parchased Power Energy and Desmand

Couederparty Name
¢onsteliation Foergy Comgds. Cirp. Ine
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General Eedger
Pate

Ape-fn
Api-ON
Apr-OR
Ape-ng
Ape-U%
Apr-g
Mar-08
Apr-08
Apr-08
Mawd)?
Juz-07
Jun-7
Jusd-it?
LN
Aug-tt
Aug-ti?
Sep-H7
SepdtT
Urel-ty?
CR1-07
Nov )7
Niw-07
Pree-i7
Jan-is
Fehaiy
Mar iy
Alar-0n8
Aps-08

Connterparty T

[BEhY
CARG
UONS
iMi
O
MORS
[RENY ]
OV
ONVEC

Infcecompany
frerComp Y
Intercomprny
Intercompany
Inteseonpany
[ntercompany
Interenmpuny
Interesmpasy
Infercempany
Intereampany
Intercompany
Inlercompany
mtercompany

Itereomypny

Istercompuny
Issieremypany
Intercomypuany
lrtercompay
Inleroompuny

Etectronic Workpapers nr Potal Perchased Power Foergy and Demand

Counterparty Name

P Interconneeten Assocndion
Carnill- Allang, 1k

Copstellanien Euergy Uomds, G o

Lnergy Imbalanee
Owensboto Munegpal {hilitwes

Midwest Contmgeney Resenve Shanmg Qiroup

Py interonmection Assocriion

Olgo Valley Electne Corporation

Oy Valley Flecine Corporation

Intereompany Paretnses lom K
Intereompany Parciiises from KT
mtereompany Parchases from Ki?
lmercompany Parchases fron K
htercompany Purchises flom KU
htercompany Purchises flom Kt
tercompany Muchases fiem KU
Itercompany Purchuases from KU
ftereempany Purchases fiom K
Interrempany Purchuses from KU
Istercompany Purchases tnwm KLU
Testercompany Purchases from KU
{atercompany Purchuses from K1
ntercomprsny Puschases troan K7
ntercomprny Porchoases trom K7
fmereomyrry Purchases Hom K
Intercompany Fuschases from K47
intercomnpany Purchases from Kt
Imercompany Purchises o KU

EOUISVIELE GAS AND ELFECTRIC COMPANY

CANE N(L 2008-(10252
CASE N 2007-H504

Beseripiion of Teansaction

Sonthily Accraad
Monmlhly Acenad
Montldy Acenat
Monthiv Accnsd
Sonthly Accral

Iy Period Addpastment frenn Mo 08
Praor Perwad Adjustiment fron: Mur 62
Troc-up Mar 08 Billing
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{.anisville Gas & Fleetric

{ASE NO, 2988-08152
{TASE NOL 2007005304

Purchnsed Power Energy awd Demand for the Month Ended May 31, 2007

l’_RE-MERG_ER _}’_URCHASES- . Lo MWH COBENERGY o0 o FIXED CHARGE! - TOTAL .
OVEC SERPLUS I BUNGG [ SEI78332.08 | SEdLold1l | $2.710.040.20
]‘1'(.)'!';\1, PREMERGER PURCHASLES [RiLTAA S1,278,335.08 StA441.614.12 $2. 71094920 ]
SRR LER MWH ENERGY . FIXED CHARGES TFOTAL,
OTHER FURCITASE ' R . =
MISO 1Eh NE. S1IR5.96 i24 R304E.067 SH8 53040467
MRS 8 RN EYLIEA] 10 A3 FAGOHL RMIH] R13.256.04
ARCHE it SEL 0,00 S0.048
ARD 197 LE.O0R.B0 W] S8.008.00
Be t S0.86 RT3} st
ARG b IR 1] sLh 55492010
CITH & RGRE SEAHE SO0
{OBB 18 2040848 SAEIHE $2.0:40.0H}
{TONS 13 STEA0I4H SEIH) SHLGBMHEOG
YL 1 SAH s dHE SAEHE
R fn S0, THE R S
FORT v %27 364 AHE ~i N $27.3609.00
[RIEORY 1 hURLY s S
AP A 1 STRGH S0L00 S0.00
IMBI, DOLLARS RECORDED BY CORPORATE ACCOUNTING 1} RIALY sh.ob s0.00
MNIOM 282 S22 4e00 .00 S2Lid6.00
(ONVEC o St RYIRT 50,00
(I H S0.00 s, LRI
PROCG R SRLB00.00 »8.60 SA,. 80000
SOUF i s4h.00 R R s6.06
SEAP 1] s0.00 hHRIT] 56,460
SEPA i SHITLR0 R R Sd01.80
TEA 1 00 pSRG S0
TVA M .00 RS iRt S0.40
wEse ] <000 RS TREH SH.00
WSITR 0 sh.on ESEREL S6.60
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Lowsvilie Gas & Flectrie

CASE NO. 20DE-04251
CASE NO, 2007-00304

Parchased Power Energy and Bemand for the Month Ended May 31, 2007

TOTAL PURCIHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER 1508 SHIL515.47 S8.00 S114.515.47
Note> LEM total will be broken out hct“un dlﬂuunt m.m'l;_,wm.m u'pm tmg, sL;_,mm!s within reconcilintion section below A%
INTERCOMPANY PURCHASES ; : e CMWH S INCL COST FUEL
KUGEN FORLGE NATIVE l()\!)fi\i ‘x.i]l l('.li( i} N
Fuel cost of MW sent to LGE for nateve Toad (DN FERNAL BECONOMY,
SPLIT SAVINGS (1LGE TO KU RATE BASE) N
O halT the ditTerenee between KU gen (Tuel) sent to LG and the dispiaced LGE souree whiclwould have
been wed to supply the LGE locad load, (lacludes displaced LGE gen and purchases)
PURCHEASE OF FREED UF KU GEN BAUK TOLGE I 8o I s2874.230.27 QNS
PINTERNAL REPLACEMENTS
fintersal Foonots matched wigeny
POTAL { GF PURCH FROM KU FOR L.GE INTERRI PEIEBLE BEY THRODGHS 1] SALHI N
Subtotal N1
LUREHE
TOTAL Sa01s 32874232 S6.4013 SIRTL 0T
[BIN
|COMMON PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS oot MWH - ENERGY FINED CHARGES TOTAL ;
MRS price chan Apr-i7 u R AL IR STTAN
SEPA (OMIY sevts betacen Noe-UGen aod s Apr-07 [t} SR .06 NEXE
i} w00 .08 pIREL
1 S1L00 sh.uh b AHE
il Rl L SiLat S
{i .00 PUERLIE
[TOTAL i $17.99 S0.00 REXTIE
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Louisvifle Gus & Flectrie

CASE NQL 2008-80252
{TASE NG, 2007-80504

Purchased Power Fnergy and Demand for the Month Ended Moy 31, 2007

i!N'I'ERCOMPANY PURCIEADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIORMONTHS - oo i i MWH O ENERGY - SPRIT SBAVINGS }

REGEN FORLOE NAFIVE LOADRUSMETOLGE) i} »00

SPUET SAVINGS (LGE TO KU RNTE sk S0

PURCHASE O FREFED UP KU GENBAL K TGO GE 1 hAEATTH

TOFPAL LGE PHROH PROM KU FOR LGE PREMERGER SATES ij s uh

i'l'()'l':\!. PRI-MERGER ADIUSTMENTS ] SL00 S04 S0.84 }

|PRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADFUSTMENTS © o onimivinn i i s e o 0 MWH ENERGY . FIXED CHARGES TOTAL |

(VRS Proe-upoof Sprai Bt n (R IR MUY SR 6T 60 Seddsdal

OVEC H S04 S AL
EXRITH S0.4H Se00

i'l'()‘l‘,—\!, PRE-MERGER PURCHASTE ADIUSTMENTS {) (S04, 152.0% STHR.O07.68 54,454,914
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{aniwille Gas & Flectre

{ASE N
CARE NOL

2(HI8-00252
1607-(564

Parchased Power Enerpy and Demand far tiie Moenth Eaded June 30, 2007

TOTAL .

PRE-MERGER PURC TIMWH o ENERGY o FIXED CHARGE!

5o

OV SURPIAS | 72714 [TSES2L870.83 | SEAUSI2S 08 | S2.020002.31
[TOTAL PREMERGER PURCIIASES 71724 SLATIAT6HF  SEIDS12548  $2.920002%1 |
R et CMWH. . ENERGY - FIXED CHARGES  TOTAL
OTHER PURCHASES 15 % S e B g 5
puso 45 N S3de8.d3 3ol 53434744 SiLIHE $35.387.44
MOHS i At [§ 00 S3IE8GY 472 ART T A0 N SHT.A0T.50
AbCE 403 R3T.TTRIR ~ILE SATTTAI
1St P72 MUSR IR o STOL07.22
B 0 008 sLen .80
CARG 9% So.H30.15 .40 SESL1S
CEIT o S840 o006 060
COIBR 43 S2305.00 SUR(C) 3236540
CONS a2 S2L4T83 S0 SI1L947.53
e it7 SSANNLNT SALAH) S5.5K1LG2
DECA n .00 SOk S0
PR 175 RERAT R MR R AR
FORT FTTN N30 MG 00 S0 ST, 30600
ISMHEA 1t ECEI R gl NUSIG2
A 1% ~UEG2 R O56.62
NS i S8 <. 400
1EiL 0 S8 L HLIH
MEE e SEn2sa0 G0 L2500
OVIC 0 .0 .40 000
[SAYIE \] pIRHE LB 50,01
SOUT 47 322078 w{1gH0 wL620.78
SEMP U] Sipan S1L41) sa.00
SETPA 4 ~ 2 2t KL Ramon
1EA 4 ~RAG RURHI S0.00
s i T S0.00 SML.00
1AL i bR S SILIH)
"na " S Sl SALG0
WESE 0 S RN S0.410
WS 5 13400 ~{hiH) b REREY
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[ouisville Gas & Electrie

CASE N0, 200800252
CASE NOL 200700564

Parchased Poswer Energy and Bemand lor the Month Ended Juae 3, 2087

TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER 4316

Note LEM total will he broken v lut\sun :ilftu ent m.m Lt rqmatm;_ segnents within reconcilistion section below
INTERC OMPANY PURCHASES 7 S T AR MWH

KU GEN FOR LGE NATIVE !!)\Hfl\i “ \1 i 1‘4) 1 (;I'; EREE

Focl cost of MWh sent 1w LOF jor natinve load dIN TERERS A Toy gy,

SPLET SAVINGSBLGE TO RURATE BASES
One Talf the diffesence between K een Quely seat to LG and the dispracesd LGE source which waould e
heen used o supply the TGE loce! Toad. (nchudes displaced LT gen and puchases)

$341.598.87 SEL08 33
CANCLCOST - . FUEL
ST
i Sasd.u %

PUROCHASE OF FREED EP KU GEN BACK TO 1 GE { Su77N

SIERIL223 A |

ANTERNAD REPEACEMEN
iinternal Feonomy matched wipen)

FOTAL LGE PURCHFROMKE FORPGE INTERREUPTIBLE BUY THROUGHN ] 8

St

4

59847
¥
N

A
18 Rt

N

[{rE AL hiRE!

RARUINT

Subtatal N1
St nt

A ], 4] <2

BRI R

Uk

ICOZ\“\K)N PURCHASE ARJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS - MW e ENERGY FINENCHARGES . TOTAL
MRS prce Chumee SEav-07 4] 52334581 S SR

4] LI ~Lae RUR(IH

(F S IR =1, 08

i s,06 RURIL R IRITH

# L g RIRILE MR

i R N0
!T( YTAL i 51338.81 50404 S22 A3HH l
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Lomsville Gas & Fleetric

CASE N 2008-80252
CASE NO, 200780564

Purchased Power Farergy and Demand for the Moemth Ended June 3L 2007

||NTERCOMPANY PURCHADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIORMONTHS - . AW - BNERGY SPLIT SAVINGS ?
KU GEN FORLOF NATIVE LOAD(RE SABE TOGE) i SR

SPUIT SAVINGS (LGE TO KU RATE BBASE) NGO

PEROHAST OF FREFD P RU GEN BAS RKTO LGE fi RS AT

FOFAL LGE PURCH FROM KU FOR LGE PREMEPRGERNALES n ~.0i

i O 1AL PRE-MERGER ADNUSTMENTS ] ST Si.04 0.1 ]
IPRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS -0+ MW ENERGY  FINEDCHARGES  JOTAL |
OVELC Pro-ags o0 N 0 Halime o RERI{ RN INGT R, M 27500
OVES i SLE MR i

L) S0 ik i)

E'lf)‘l AL PRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADJUS TMENTS i S4.H063.37 (507038, M%) {S62973.01)
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Powsville Gas & Llectric

3 2008-00252
L 2007-0056:4

Purchased Power Eoergy sud Demand for the Month Ended July 31,2807

PR_F_&_MER_(_}[_ZR-_PU_RCHAS& CEMWH o ENERGY 2 FIXED CHARGE! - TOTAL -
VEC SURPLE S | 43783 [ sraraaioss | sh44no27.49 | s2821.007.37
g'l‘n'l}\i.!’RE:\!ER(;!-:R PURCHASES H8TRS S1.379 37088 SLAGEN22.44 $2.821.007.07 ;
e O MWH _ . ENERGY  FIXED CHARGE:S  TOTAL
OTHERPURCHASES 0 S TR S L%
[MES() : N1 87598 420G S12.01U5.28 i S0t S31.0U5.25
MORS 424 058 SAL019.47 I it S0 S SLAH)
ARCE it 5000 0,01 S
AlP RRE| SIHLEANTE PURIH SHLAART
nr 1 SHLH S04 S04
ARG i FURI] RN SiL{HY
CITt ] sH.040 0,14 SLon
COBB i s0.01 RURGTH ST
CONS HUTH R Rl WY RURIL S40, 79 LA
Iy i s6,40 Se.0 S1.00
DBECA it S IRIT SLAHY
b i} sH.h0 SH.04 S
FORT 437 SILNTT.EN St SAL,077.45
INMFA 1} SHL00 sHL0) S{LOH
[RY LAY i] Sh.an SH.01] S0 1)
[N 1 SH.00 S04 SOLY
[RYHE 1} sh.an S0 S04
MILOM [ SHOH 04 SO0
QVEC 1) SOLAHI S48 S{LbG
OME ] SOLH S0 SL0¢
PROG t54 S1LHLY shut SE3,000.00
SEMP 4 SALIHI SLaN s4.40
'EA ] SR Shan s4.40
TVA it S SL S0.040
WES( ] AL LN SO.08
WETR 0 S LN S0.64
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Lonisville Gus & Fleetric

CASE NOL 2608002382
CARE NG 286700504

Purchased Power Energy and Demand for the Moath Ended July 3 2007

TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER 1744 $149.592.41 s0.08 514959241
Note> 1L.EM totad will e broken o iut“u_:i dlf[m e mag u,uzwm :qwr:mu s ;,mmls within reconcilintion section helaw U
INTERCOMEANY PURCHASES R Sl e e CMWH INC.COST FUEL
KU GEN FOR LGE NATIVE LOAD (KU SALE 10 1GEY STA820.34 N1
Fuel cost of MWh seat 1o LGE for nanve foad ¢INTERN AL LOONONY
SPLITVSAVINGS (LGE TO KU RATE BASE) § S04 ’ NiL
One hail the difference bepwveen KU gea (fuely seat to LOE amd the displaced LGE souree wiich would have
Been used w supply the LOE local fowd. (cludes displaced 1.OE gen and purchasesy
PURCHASE € FREED UP KU GEN BACK TO LOGE j 1120834 I R Rt M § Ui i (%N
CENTERN AL BEPLACTRMENT
{hernal Eeosomy auatchied wiven)
TOTALLGE PURCHFROM kit FORLGEINTERRE PUHBLEY BUY THROUGHS it { pERHL N
Subtotal NI,
A SHR820.44
TOTAL 112332 SAATUIINS HE IR SASTTTANS
(114

I{COMMON PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS o0 CMWH o ENERGY TINED CHARGES  TOTAL |
MORS(G prce iy Jun-07 [ SELAUR Y RURID SR04

i SALAHE st pSIRLIH

i SHLHL RURIL] SLHY

1 S S L}

! ORI U RSIELY

L S0 L IHE
TOTAL 1 SA05.0 0,400 ST4.505.04

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question Mo, 17060

Page 13 of 41
Scott/Conroy/seelye



{.ousyHle Gas & Flectric

CASE NO. 2008-00352
CAST NOL 2007-00564

Purchased Power Emergy and Demand for the Month Ended doly 31, 2607

[INTERCOMPANY PURCH-ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIORMONTHS - o nl e o CAMWH oo ENERGY . SPLIT SAVINGS

RUGEN FORPGE NATIVE LOAD R SALE TO TG I RUAIIY

SELEPTSAVINGS (LGE PO KU RATE BASE) RIIRHE

PURCHASE OF FREAD UP KE GEN BACK TO EGE i wELT

TOTAL .GF PUORCH FROM KU FOR LGE PREMERGER SALES H iR

[TOTAL PRE-MERGER ADJUSTMENTS f SH.80 S0.04 SOLO4) §

[PRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS oo aim s e el b it MWH - . EMERGY . FINED CHARGES  TOTAL |

OV Proveup o hun 087 Bilhine fi IS0 1ty AREE A U B ARG B ALY

OVvie ] Stk D eI SALU
PR s3,08 S

l']'{)'i':’\l, PRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADIUSTMENTS 0 (561900 S2154,709. 140 S254 S0

Atrachment to Response to AG-1 Question Moo 170(ai(b)
Page 14 of 41
Scott/Conroy/Seelye



f.ouisville Gas & Elecirie

IMIR-DE252
275044

CASE NOL
CASE N

Purchased Power Enrergy and Demsand for the Month Foded Aagusy 31, 2007

PRE-MERGER PURCHASES - _MWH ENGRGY  FINED CHARGE! TOTAL
OV SURPLYLS [ GROIH [ S1426033.068 [ SEHL027.24 1 SIEnT.060.42
[TOTAL PREMERGER PURCHASES 68010 S1476033.08  sEd41.027.24 52.567.600.92
T AMWEL ENERGY . FINED CHARGES TOTAL
OTHERTUERCHASES - s 8 L8 g
{pMis0 309 L.108%G NI S165.744.35 SETR SINING2 | R 391862
VHORS | 1570 (L4780 088 S154.174.27 17 ETKEK S S12.0011.93
(SN " S ST SALH
SR a84 AE3064.21 $0.00 A5 LH$.21
ARP iy S33U38,42 SILB0 SANBIRAL
ARG M N1, 208500 AR S 20LE
orm It SR MK SILE0
fonn v LRI SOLGH L)
CONS 33 ST <060 R30,045 7.0
RN 1 S8, RSIRG S0.8H0
DEC A It .00 SLadl 0,00
el 126 NTLENANG 4l STAHE00
FORT 218 “17,474.30 SR %i7.474.39
IMUEA 0 S S50 S4.0H
1NPA 0 L) RO L0408
IREYE T RN SURITH SETAHLGD

Fivd Accls

subseguenty recorded
VBT, ur JEH1RY 63 S3.887.34 S04 SANET34
MLON 174 SI347EB0 S0 ESARFIRIL
OVIEL ] RGO w1 RURHY
ONID I s NN pURH(
FROC fl SRt S0.408 So.86
sEMP 0 S04 RO S
TEA px2 SENEUACH SO STS S0
TALY 137 S]TRINTE N SI7R3ITS
TVA i AN MURI SiRIHY
WESC 0 046 ek RN
Wi 474 ~3N 20412 i wSRELDZ

Attachnrent ta Response to AG-{ Question No. T7{ayb)
Page 15 of 41
Scott/Conrov/Seclye



Lounisville Gas & Flectrie

CASE N, 2808-00252
LOANE NG, 2007410564

Purchased Power Energy and Demand Tor the Month Eaded August 31, 2007

TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER A012 8%615.517.69 SO0 S6158.517.09
Nate LEM total will be broken ot h(hﬂ't‘i! (Eiffe:c:t! HE m.l;,umnl |L[lurlm" segrients withio reconciliation section helow e
INTERCOMPANY PURCHASES 0 L L ) MWH INCLCOST FUEL
BE RN FORLOGE NATIVE i()\l)[!\l \\IE H)i‘f.‘}‘) . Rill N ‘ R AERT YD
Fael comt of MWh sent 0 LOE Torssstve b ISP RN A By - B
SPLEE SAvINGSILGE VO KT HATE Bast l S04,55 Ay
e Badl the difference between KU gen (fuehy sent 1o LU and the displaced 7O souree winch wookd bine
heen useil 2o supphy the FOE local Toad. tineludes displaced 161 gen and purchases)
PURCHASE OF FREFD P KU OEN IO T LGE % 43547 51,086,608, 70 [E AN
SPERRNAL REPEACTAENT
Cntenwai Econonyy matched wigend
FOFPAL CGE PERCHFROM KE FORLGE INPERREPPIRLE BUY THROT GFS ; U I AL N
Subtotal N1
i) g RO
T SARAR S R R SR AR Vi

(BN
’COM.“ION PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS MWH ENERGY FINED CHARGES TOTAL
MRS RIHBLH 1] ~0.40 S SR
MU (SFPAY R T RS T E I ] RN L THY S
§] R TR SIHEH) w1430
1] RURET] SEIH) w440
0 SLED SthiH) AURHT
1] AU RS RH]]
IT{)T:\E. Q) LI RURLH .

Attachment ta Hesponse to AG-1 Quuestion No. 17akb)
Page 16 of 41
Scott/ConroyiSeelye



[ouwisville s & Flectoe

{ASE N(
CASE NOL

100800252
207-40564

Purchased Power Energy and Demand for the Month Eoded Aogust 31 2807

[INTERCOMPANY PURCH. ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS MW - ENERGY SPLIT SAVINGS i

KU GEN FOR LGE NATIVE LOAD (RE SATF TO ¥ GE) “ S

SPEIT 2AN INGS (EGETO KU RATE BASE) N

PURCHASE OF FREED TP KU GES BACK T0O LeGE B LA

TOTAL LGE PURCH PROM KU FOR LGE PREMERGER SATES " N

[TOTAL PRIE-MERGER AR LS EMENTS 0 S0 S0 Sgon |

[PRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS MW ENERGY, FIXED CHARGES  TOTAL |

[SAN X Proo-up of Falb a7 ji t SA4T213A (SISNILoh NINHATE

OVEL( SELIHE stk IR0
~NLTHE RN RHEHT

[T TAL FIICMERGER PURCIASE ADIUSTAMINTS 0 $54,713.35 (525.492.04) SI8EI0TE

Attachment to Hesponse to AG-T Question No. FHHaxh

Page 17 of 41
Scott/Caonroviseehe



CASE NO.
CARE N

fomsville Gas & Flectrie

2008-00252
2007-60564

Purchased Paver Faerpy and Beattad for the Munth Ended September ML 2007

i’BR-MBRGER-I’_UR(HL\.‘:&?[-‘S.- s S MWH i ENBRGY FIXED CHARGE: TOTAL
OVEC SURITES i 10 STOBT.441.27 | SLA0SANTRY T S2782 74000
§‘t‘0‘l',.\i, PREMERGER PURCIIASES 4179 SLARTN41.27 SEA05 107,43 S2,742.749.10 E
R MWL ENERGY © FIXEDCHARGES. . TOTAL

OTHER PURCHASE R R S g
[MINO 797 6430 N 32,600,312 1un7 CIIE Ry R NI06.862.02
MORS ] 1178 00448 O8NS NGR 165,70 RES| SALRELG pIREIG 34404
FLERY! [ pSIRITH RYRH] SL0E
AFCE (1 SH2061.33 RURII S4.261.33
Al nild WILEANTE 8,01 SALERT2
VM s SN0 “HLAME SE (ISR
ARG Ry S2AER2E <0400 KR
CYFE [} .00 SLan ShAHE
OB {] SLAD RURIL R XL
LN o SIT0ER 604 S~ s E025.604
AN i 0,00 SLEHE SR
BB €A 1 s AR sk
[N LD [t} SMLOH ~0, 41 RN
FORE [ S40.720.048 RS IRHI S, T2HLAH
[SiF A 11 hitRE pIREHD SELAG
[ATIERY E N0 UK RS iR

IO R ST

Sphttab oy

secirding
IMBE [HEHIU e 15 %726,78 M) 271673
AMECA i3 Se 4 SULIH SO0
[SANNE i R SLEH BIRE
O i RURLE ~LEH) S04
PROG 24 sE32und SibAH) S1.323.063
SEALP 1] e ESURIH SO0
1A il S LOH pREN
1S { SEEHE S s0.60
ALY [ RN{N{H] RS eI s0.60
v 1 s f13F Lo <040

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No, PHa) (b
Pupe 18 of 41
Scatt/Conroy/Seclye



Foowisville Guas & Fleetric

CARE MO,
CASE NG

JIHIR-0 252
J047-0456-

Purchased Power Foergy and Demand {or the Manth Eaded Seprember M0 2047

|

TEYUAL PURCIHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER 463 S243,619.04 SLEH) K243,619.00
Note LEM total will be broken aut Eumu_n (lzfﬂ.rm: m.:n.a;,t meat Hpur(uaj.. \l;JIlUll‘\ within recencitiation section helown 165y
INTERCOMPANY PURCHASES S - RRETIES: S AR MWH NC.COST LI
KU GEN FORLGE NATIVE 1OAD (K1 SALE mnn T S205 7418 N
Fuel cost of MWh sent to DGE Tor nutree foad (080 TERSAT FoOsondyy
SPEFTSAVINGS (PG TO KE RATY BaSk) w360 190 Y
One hall the differenes besween KU pen (fueh) seet be LGE and thie displiwced TG searce which would Iine
heen usedd 1o supply e LGE focal Toad, dnclades displaced LG gen and purclinses)
PURCHASE OF FREFED UPRE GEN BACK PO TGE ! KA 23750401592 R~
NI HM AL REPTACEME N
tIntermnal eonony matchod wigeng
FOTAL LGE PURCH FROM RE FOR PGE INTERID PPIREY BUY THROE GHS 1] eyt ALLE] b
Sniotat N7,
=20 PR
1T AL T RN N63A2] A2 ISNE ST n 41t AT
O
[COMMON PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS . MWH ENERGY. - FINED CHARGES toTaL |
MORNG ariee hat i -7 i 58T ~{)L1H) SENLTT
MO RSNG AT £inS R (17 i1 S300.72 ~{1H) RAIETI e
f'l (FTAL 4 SARLEY sEkAOH SANIRY
Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question Moo PHGHI

Papge 19 af 41
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Pearchased Power Laergy

Lonwille Gas & Electrie

O ASE NG 2808-00252
CASE NOL ZHT-00564

and Demand for the Mooth Eaded September 30, 2007

[INTERCOMPANY PURCH. ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS . o MW ENERGY SPLIT SAVINGS ]
KE GENFORTGENAVIIVE T OAD (RESALE O LGE 1] LRI

ST SAVINGS (LR PO R RATE BASNE: ) {113

MOROCTHASE OF FRETD TP KU GEN BAUKR VO EGE ] LB

FOTAL LGE PERCH FROM KU TOR EGE PREMERGERSALES tH w11 i
%'l'{ YIAT PRE-MERGER ADJUSTAMUNTS { S04 SELH ALY E
IPRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS &0 MWH ENERGY FINED CHARGES TOTAL ]
(NWEC Prgvoup ° i SSER2ITE STUHE T R NERRSULLN
{(NVEC Sabtteetien! for Bun INALA D SR (RS B

MR ~LEH pSERITE
3 SSEH220H SH00.763.ER SISR, 580007

[TOTAL

Attachiment fo Response to AG-T Question Mo, 170(a)(h)

Pape 20 oi 41

Scoft/Canray/Seelve



Lawmsville Gas & Elevtric

CASE NO, 2008-00252
CASE NG 2007-110564

Purchased Power Faergy and Demsarnd for the Moath Ended October 3L 2807

PRE

MERGER I_'_l'!_lCH.-\'GE_S. e S ENERGY . RINED CHARGED TOTAL

MW

OV SRPLES ] o115 12771250 TS adiedn s | 32.720.342.80
[TOTAL PREMERGER PURCHASES ' HHIB4 SLYIRTIZAL S1 4403038 S2.710.342.89 ]
MWH ENERGY  FINEDCHARGES TOEAL
OTHER PURCHASES ) s )
[31150) 1612 0.227213 NI SELL60340 1489 A1ALSH.0L | pURITE 13354863
MRS ! 177 QOIHE O8NS S48.885.23 | 1H6 SEie2n9r L) SE1a20.02
Y 3 AERI R .00 543185
A\ 2 L) 124080
e 8t 00 N1T55.42
ARG e 7 sa.0n $7.440.79
(SRR it S.ha s4.00 RIRYT
COHB adi S2AY20 600 S2302000
OIS ERIL s THLER SE 86, 7HLIS
BTE i SXA3N.08 et SA350,00
ERie pH NS08 s h 3 LRV
roR1 a S6.04 e 50.00
XA ] LU St S
DA 0 S0 S SL00
ERSLETD I RINEE UL .00
R EPURRY Y S4.216.48) SHD 2100
NP n SR RURIT £0.00
OV 0 S AM Sikfin sS40
(ML 1] LA AR s
hIS 1NN ] A2050,18 NEL SL456.23
SEATP it 400 L SR
FEA ] st RURT Sa.0n
Ty A 1 pURHE L S6.00
WhTR i RURE SLAKE w00

Attachment (o Response to AG-T Question Xo. 170{a){b)
Pape 21 of 41
Scot/Conroy/Seelve



fowins Hle Gas & Flectne

{ASE NOL08-00252
CASE N H7-00564

Purchased Pover Enerpy and Demnd for thie Month Fnded Ceteher 3. 2807

TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER RS SIS TS, 59 S04 SAALTUS.SY

Notex LM total will be broken out !u!\nul tltf{utnt e m.x;_um.m ug:m 1y sepments within reenncilintion sectinn ielow It

INTERCOMPANY i’URLHA‘iLS . : . . : o s MWH INC, COST FULL

KI GENFOR LGE NATIVE 1()‘.!1(&! H\H i(H(H 3153 SR i

Fuel cost of MW sent to TOGE o natve losd V8N FERNAL BUEOROATY

SPLET SAYINGS (LGE T RU RATE BAsE) SIT0AR 7

Ome half the difference berween KU gen (e sent to 861 and e disphiced LG somee which woukl bave

heen used to supply the 1GE loeal Toad, (nelades dsplae ed 1131 pon undd purchases)

PURCHASE OF FREED TP R GEN BACK (O LGE [ 1370 i S Ml N9 TS [ AN

GNTERNAL BEPE ACEMERT

fInternad Feonoomy matehed w/gend

FOT A LGE PURCH FROM KU FOR LGE INTERRL P OIBLE BUY THROUGHS [ i [ S N

Subtotal N,
LAY SE2A0d8
TOFEAL T3 wrldilsan 8% R SLARSa0 RS
BN

{COMMON PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS . - MWH ENERGY FINED CHARCGES TCTAL _}
MURSG N Sep-7 i ~LE <dLug iR
MOUENCG (RS Sep-i7 1 SINK.G2 IR RIL NI
{TOTAL f TTRIs8.02 Sik0 SiRS62 |

Attachment to Respouse to AG-1 Quuestion No. T7a(ayn
Paue 22 of 4
Seott/ConroyviSechye



i.ounville Gas & Eleeiric

CASE N
CASFE NG

MR- IR2
270564

Purchased Power Enerpy and Demand for the Month Ended October M, 2007

[INTERCOMPANY PURCH, ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS MWII - _ ENERGY SPLIT SAVINGS

WU GEN FORLGE NATIVE LOAD (KT 3ALE TO LGI) 0 ean

SPLIT SAVINGN LGE FOERE RATE BASE) NN

PIRCHASE OF PREED EP KU GEN BAUR TO1LGE o Sl

FOTAL LGE PERCH FROM RU FOREGE PREMERUGER SALES o .08

[TOTAL PRE-MERGER ADIUSTMENTS 0 <000 o W00 |
[PRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS . = SMWH ENERGY FIXED CITARGES TOTAL |
DVEC [ up ot Sep 67 Tl ) S22 ESFRTREON S3LFHLL
[EAN i RURGH R ~{1 06

SIE (2 =L hUIRIEE

froTal 0 $36,212.70 (51401350 <3199

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No. 1700130

Page 23 of 41
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$anmasyille (o & Elecirw

CASE NOL 2008-00252
CASE NOL 20700504

Purchased Power Enerpy and Denund for the Afouth Ended November 10, 2007

PRE-MERGER PURCHASES MW PNLRGY  FINED UCLEARGE TOTAL
5 < ]
IV SERPLLS [T uiiss [ iaseaie | SIS 11833 1 SLEATSRSD
[FOTAL PREMERGER PURCIASES B - Tanons | NAI8037.09 SEAUSIERAT sisi3.assEr |
AW CSTRGY NED ClHARGES  TOTAL T
OFHER PURCHASES 5 4 5
[vits ERY NL081Y ~E 18,550,410 2997 ST RURE 417844235
NTHIES ! @27 6.02862 088 s36.801.73 [ i TRTERE UL SARPNLAZ
[INRY e SHRTAAT pSERIING SHARTAAT
VBT i ST7.UN 0 3.8 L57.203.90
VR 27 NPRATRIR ASERILE SIR.515.23
CAlteG RE:18 LA a6 LY L2 L60004
{1y 18 1. 884 iy () 1,788,680
LR L] RSIRSH] g LSt RHH
CONS ol SITTONN LG SAVATURT
NIE 1 S20LL0 L0 $2u4.00
DEC A 10 NNERE UL S1RLH
AN A6R L17.819,21 NIRE| ~37.894.21
FORT 024 ~I4ETESR NI S14,477.53
IMEA 1 (1.0 ASTRLY S (M
1MPA 0 S 0.0 40,60
[ivini. 0 S0 ~DLn s0.00
MM 114 ST AT St %6.303.90
Ivii EH] Sinhin i) S0.08
03 0 .0t S0 0,00
SEMP 1 SR = {341 SELQE
FF A R WO AT ~A EUR VR K
v & {t pNERIIE S ERLI SELAN

Attuchment te Response to AG-1 Question Mo, 17 a)(hy
Page 24 of 41
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fouisville s & Flectric

{ASE NQ) 2H8-MI252
CASE NG 2007-08504

Yarchased Power Bnerpy and Demand for the yonth Faded Novemstier 3, 2087

TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER (AR R) SARS MG SO hRESH RTINS
Note> LEM ot will be rroken out hetseen dilferent nanagement reporting scaptents within reconciliatiog sectinn below e
INTERCOMPANY PURCHASES MWI e COsT FLARLL

KU GEN FOR LGE NATIVE LOAD K SALE TOLGE] sl ! ~

Freet cost o MWh sent to LU for niative Toad (I T RNAL P00 0%

SPLET SAVINGS (LGE TORE RATE BAsEy { 0,41 w} i

One halt the ditfference hetween KU gen (fuchi sentio LGk and e displaced EGE sonpee which would e
trevn wsed to suppiy te 1GT oeal lomd {ncludes disphiced LOE gen amd purchises)

PEROCHASE OF FREED UP KU GEN BACK TOHLGE [T waars | sa0i0esd3s j s~
GINTERNAT REPLAUTMENTY
Unterna! Evonomy maghed wimens

FOSTAL T GE PUICT FROV KU FUOR GE INTRRRUPTIBLE B Y THROT (N i it AL L
sulheta] N1
R
FOTAL T Tesor o sRlaEal A
[B1N

I(_'UMI\H.)N’ PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOGR MONTHS MWH EMNERGY FINUED CHARGES TOTAL J
MRS ) Oe-i17 it SO RS IR NIt
ARG 1Emy [ R it wI4EN 0,114 w24A8
[TOTAL 0 $345.84 S0.00 T

Attachnient to Response to A1 Cuestion Moo F7a Wiy
Page 25 of 41
Sentt/ConruviSeelye



faisvithe Gas & Bleetrie

CASE N(), 2808-00252
CASE NO. 2007-0i564

Purchased Fower Euerpy and Demaad for the Mouth Ended Nosember 31 2007

[INTERCOMPANY PURCH. ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS - MWIH - ENLRGY SPEIT SAVINGS |
K1GES FORLGE SATIVE LOAD RE SALE TO RGE H St
SPLITNAVINGS (LGE PO RE RATE BASK Senf1l)
PURCHASE OF FREED UP KB GEN BACK 10 1LGE 0 NI
FOTAT LGE PURCH FROM KT FORLGE PREMERGER SALLS 0 A
[TOTAT PREDNERGER ADIUS TNEN ES 0 R oo T
[PRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS MW ENLERGY FINED CHARUES TOTAL |
[SLT A Tree e or Ot 07 Dl it (N IANTR L] RUL L ST AL 20
OvVELD t KL MR ~ERAED
n ML RSNt
TOTAL T (326,040,751 O35 ST3dA6d20

Attachment 1o Response to AG-1 Question No, 7O
Page 260 of 41
Seott/ConroviSeelve



Louisville Gas & Electrie

CASE NGO, 200850252
CASE NO. 2700504

Purchased Power Eneryy and Degud for the Month Ended Decembrer 3. 2807

PRE-MERGER PURCHASES awil ENERGY FINED CHARGEY T VAL ‘
NVTC SURPEYS [ 7w [Nsma 70720 | SEH162748 ] srowazden
[TOTAL PREMERGER PURCHASES 70431 <1.476,791.21 SE44102T.45 53018424006 |
MWH NIy FINEDICHARGES TOra,
OTHER PURCHASES 5 % 5 j
IS0 f - NI SO OHY 328 ST IR0 SEBD SITIET.60
RS | a8 #2283 0SS $37,757.00 ] S SN 5141 NG S18.751.41
IR T A2E13.02 NI $21,131.62
AR b SEingn IR SEIG00
ARP 13 SRR AR 48,01 S15 485,01
ARG i K. 10 SO SohE.19
Crr f <IhiH S0 siLIG
OB il w48.00 {0 RSIRILE
EONN 1 it ~ i pStRLL]
pre 1l LSERI RYiRiL] SA3L{HE
R i} ~LH) AR SIEAHY
FOIUE ] stk R RL] “LEHE
AR [ LA w41, 1H] ESiXi
[REEARY 0 A SILIH $6.06
FVIB. 1 N SjLBI S0
MEOM 0 ~0.40 4160l 0.6
OVES " NI NI S41H)
OV 4] ASERI] R EKELH S
SEMP 1 ALY S SRR
TEA i IR s0.00 b1y
TV A {} s{Lf MR S{1LEH)
WwWsTR 4 040 s SO0

Attachment to Response to AG-E Questing No. §704:0(h)
Page 27 ol 41
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1auessille Gas & Electrie

{ASE NOL 2008-00252
CASE NOL 28071564

Parchased Power Eneray and Demnand tor the Manth Ended December 31, 2007

TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER 1276 SU1 Y5099 SL 593,050,990

Note> LEM fotal wilf be brokes ont betneen dilferent manageain repurting segawnts within recuncilintion section below 16"
INTERCOMPANY PURUHASES MWL INC 08T 111
W GES FUR LGE SATIVE LOABRL sab i ToLady T s Nt
Fuel cost of MWh sent 10 TGE for natve foad (1 [ OASSR R EANRARE N
SPEFTSAVINGS (LGE TORE RATE B ASE) ~
(e fralf e difference beoveen K15 gen dfoely sent o POl and e displaced LG souree which wonld Bave
heen used 1 sapply the LOE Tocad lomd e tudes displaced TOE gen aml prarchases)
PLRCHASE OF FREED L RL GEN BACKR TO LGT [ iEResd | ssadiasas | SINN
CEHE RN AL REPE A0 BT
tinternal Eeonunsy nrtched wigen)
toPEAL LGE PURC T FROM KU FOR PGE INTRRRUPTIBEL HUY THROL G1EsS N U S04 w1
Subtotul N
S0
TOT AL T ssed NE A 215 ISR SRS N
(H
[COMMON PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS MWH ENERGY FINED CHARGES TOTAL )
AR mil Nan AT it 94 Je R RUREL ARSI IR
MURSE su b (R Son AV 1} “H23R0 RN REY 3554
s Sep-U5 S11.A2 ~8.0i RS B
[N it N HA1T pURIL RUKEHH
LRI : [REN Son-07 AR RRE (NHoERY,
CONSTILL e S -AET (RIL0T ARt R (S320
[roraL 0 (57.157.01) 5400 sTAsTAY

Attachiment to Response to AG-1 Question No. [Tl a)hi
Pave 28 of 41
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Eaontsvidle Cras & Fleetnie

CASE NG, 2808-00252
CASF N(L 2007-00564

Purchased Power Energy and Bemasad for the YMonth Ended Becember 31, 2007

[INTERCOMPANY PURCH, ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS . T - MW1I ENERGY . SPLIT SAVINGS

W GES FORLGE SATIVE T OAD (KL 88 E TOLGE i N

SPLIT SAVINGS (LGE TO KU RATE BASES LAY

PURCHASE OF FREED TP Ki GEN BAUK (0 1GL i N

FOTAL LGE PURCH FROA KU FOR LGE PREMERGER SALES o .4t

[TOTAL MRI-MERGER ADISINENTS 0 X a0 oo |
[PRE-MERGER PURCHASE AIMUSTAMENTS AW ENERUY FINLD CHARGES TOTAL |
OVEL True wpoed N 127 Bpthne it [ARA RN ER T A I N NE(HLRNL02
VL 1 S RSERIH =10t

RN s AURIE

[ToTAL T (20044000 833044502 SE0EN1.07

Attachment to Response to AG-1 Question No, [T0( ()
Page 20 of 41
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Lawisvilte Gas & Hleeine

CASE NO. 200808252
{"ASE NOL 2007-00564

Purchased Power Fneray amd Bemand (ov the Manth Fuded Janaary 31, 2008

PRE-MERGER PURCHASES MW NERGY FINED CHARGE! TOTAl
5 S
OVEC SERPLLS i 81377 [ SI500.0 120 | Set7efs s {0 s3A3389840
ITOTAL PREMERGER PURCHASES s i R Yy SLAUGAEZO4  SLOZTOTRS2 BRAALANT 46 j
AW PNERGY  FINED CHARGES FOTAS

OTHER PURCHASES S 3 B j
[MIS0 K] 107 N0 SITHLET [ 401157 | ML SLOELAT
MRS { 30 040460 O8N 5474040 7 S81L63R.32 EXIRCH SHELO3E3L
AN 2 LEERCIE R LA NISAAS
AR 1 S0 L pURIH
AR 145 S, AN 0 IR SHAKEDG0
ARG i N0, SRR S §9.531.54
CEVE 1 ALY s{LBl .00
L ORE 25 ST SIKE N1.732.04
CONS 1l S0 S 00
NrE B SA1EH SOUATH S0
nEeA i RN LU0 50,40
PRI 4 SRE] Lol LU0
FORE 1t S0 L S0
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Fouesville Gas & Electrie

CASE NQL 2068480252
CASE NOL 200700564

Purchased Povwer Energy and Demand for the Month Taded Jaears 31, 2008

TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER

Noter LEM total will be broken out between different management reporting segoeats within reconciliation section below

INTERCOMPANY PURCHASES
KRUGEN FORLGE SATIVE T OAD(RUSALE TOTGE
Foet cost of MR sent o G o native toad s INTERNAD FOOMNOY

SPLIT SAVINGRALGE 1O RERATE BASE)
e hall the diflerenve betwern KL pen (fied) sent o LG and the displaged LGE source whisch wordd Tave
breen wsed W supply the LG Toeal Toad. tacludes displaced EGE gen and purchases)

PEURCHASE OF PTREED L P KE GENBACK 10 1.GE
CPVERRNAT REPLACEAENT

Cntersad Peonoemy nailched wieem

POTAL LGE PURCH FROM RE FOR DGR INTERRE PPIBEL B Y THROUGHS

100G SI34.552.40 \uan SHALARD A
H'e
MWIH INC. COST FLEL

i s0.00 ; Ay

s ~i

i MIsy ST 7k LA0As ] 0O8s

i Lot N
Sobtotal NE

~ ) Ei
LRI AL T R T EE N RIS RISEEE RN
OK
§(‘().\l.\1().’\? PUHRCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS NWE] FNERGY FINED CHARGES TITAL
MO RN Dee-D7 i 1] L0 ~§nTHY ST
AHOCTRSES Proe-l? ey 4 n 14,028 S INLLETY
s ~ELDH i
PP Nan-17 ~ELH MR
[SENUS AYIER ~f i S4.00
14018 00
|'I‘t)'!'.—\l. {4 (514,92 UK ) (51492}
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awisvilie Gas & Fletric

CASE XO. 200800252
CASE NOL 2007-00564

Purchased Power Enerpy and Demand for the Month fnded January 35 2R

INTERCOMPANY PURCH, ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS - MWH ENERGY | SPLIFSAVINGS . ]
REGEN FORTGE NATTVE ] At SALE FOrin [H] S in
SPLIESAVINGS (1 GE 7O KU RATE BASE) N
PEICHASE OF FREED TP KU GEN BAUCK TOTGE y N
FOTAL LGE PURCH FROM R FOR LG PREMERGERSALES 1 S0
[TOTAL PRE-MERGER ADIUSTMENTS i 5008 1060 so.00
[PRE-MERGER PURCHASE AINUSTMENTS MW ENLRGY CNID CARGES TOTAL |
e Froe o Dec T il 0 SE3214a 387U SN 100452
(VI I shn w5 S
RURE QUK SLHa
rOTAL 0 SILIIA61 S3R47AI SRL94S2
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Lowsville Gias & Flectere

CASE N, 200800252
CASE NOL 2007-00564

Purchased Power Energy and Demand for the Moath Ended Februwm 29, 2008

PRE-MERGER PURCHASES AW ENERGY  FINED CHARGLES TOTAL
s &
OV EC SINNERES | 1458 { STZRIR0I0 [ NI4T0 46132 ] 075074400
[TOTAL PREMERGER PURCHASES 61488 SLIHG.280.39  S14T0.40452 §2,759, 74441
MW MNENGY  FINFD CHARGES TOFAL

OTHER PURCHASES g g 5
[3a1150) 3156 {0637 NI S274,252.1 5162 2ITLI6H.AT ) MLIHI S274.9601.37
MVICRS o QINET ONS STO8.20 | 148 SXhode.m e $34.046.409
IRY 4038 SI01L54R 22 SO S301.548.22
VL { G2 0d) L) SiLo8
\RP iz NILATH) 8.0 SILAT600
AMEN 1l SR pURIL RYIREL
CARG s $2.32340 SURIE $3.325.00
oIy e SELIH) A s0.0n
{0 Aon HISNFR00 RUALL EREI N1 ]
CONS | 2272000 kN $2,720.08
DTE 0 S0.00 0.0 20.00
kit i SELLIHE AT SILW
FORT f S4SLIH LRI SESLO0
IMEA 8 St s S0.04
)R 1 pA Seo .09
INVIHE. ii SIEIHI Se0n pILRELH
OVEC 1 ik Senn SOLA0
(AR ] RUALY seon $0.00
SO 4 pIRCH QLT =046
A b SLALEUD Ao SLEISO0
A 209 S18.4%0,00 SOl S18.8490.08
WETR i R IR MR RURHY
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TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER
Noter LEM total will be broken out between different management reparting segsuents within reeoncifintion section below

INTERCOMPANY PURCHASES

KU GEN FORTOCENATIVE LOAD (R SALE FOHT G

Fuel cost of MWh sent to T G Tor npiove Joud G IR

SPLITSAVINGS (L GOF FO KL

RATE HANE)

Loumsville Gas & Flectrie

CASE N, 2008-00252
CASE NO, 200706564

Parchased Power Energs and Demand {or the Sosth Ended Febroar 2% 2008

AL ORI Y

e half the difference between KU gen dfuelt sent to L0 and the dispheeed 1G1E somree whsch wonld have

been used o supply the LGE focal Toad, {Iaclades displaced FGE genand purchases)

PERCHASE OF FREED PP KL
ENTERNAT REPEACPATE
tlnternad Beonomy matehed w/pens

TOTAL LGE PURCH FROM KU FORLGE INTERRUPFHM E B Y FHIRROT GHS

GEN BATUK 1O GF

11558 SAR7.554.68 pIRE S6HT.S5L0R

vl
MW INCLCOST FLHL

—— y

i Hip213 L2 7RULT TN PETNN
i n S0.00 N

Subtotad N

N
FExe Al A UR0TTE R 222 §2.THE I A
{0
[COMMON PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS MW ENERGY VINED CHARGES  HOTAD ;
MVHORSG R B, o018 [t} RSERIH] IR SLHI
MRS, Jan-ts 1] SSRLER S NENGLRS
ARISO) SR IR
B P N A IR x4 ~11TH]
FERP{ P change b RS SovA1T RURHL =10, 06
PrLEN] Vel morense Jan-08 4 ST RN RSERHE AT
[TOTAL 4 $726.71 LB s726.71 |
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Louisville Gas & Fleetrie

LANF O
CASE NO.

2EB-80252
2R07-80564

Parchased Povwer Eocrgy and Bemand for the Month Euded Febranry 29, 2008

[INTERCOMPANY PURCIL-ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS - MW ENERGY SPLIT SAVINGS o ]
RUGES FOREGE S AOVIVE LOAD (hE S8F 1 TO [ G i <l

SEEVE SAVINGR (LOE TO KU RAFE BASE) 0.0

PLREHASE OF FREED UF KE GEN BACK 10 LGE 0 SO

FUTAL L6GE PLRCIFROM KU BOR LGE PRUMERGER SA1ES 0 NI

[TOTAL PRE-MERGER ADIUSTAEN TS [ .80 s000 o0 |
[PRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS AW ENEREGY FINED CHARGES WAL |
LEAS A T ot ban B8 FE ey 8] (SI3R A0 2L ERG (NS850, 71580
(VL th ASTRHI LK s

w140 R B

[TOTAL T (S135,519.41} GAZLIR6ATE  (S3356.715.82)
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Louisvithe Gas & Eleetrie

CASE NCL 200841252
CASE NOL 200780564

Purchased Power Energy and Bomand for the Month Eaded March 31 2008

PRE-MERGER PURUIHASES MWH ENERGY  FINED CHARGE TOTAIL
3 5
OVEA SURPEL S i EUEE U S147200038 T So2o 57387 | s3098.075.238
TOTAL PREMERGER PURCHANES ' Y SLATLHBIE _ S1L.026.57487 SAE6T528 |
AW ENERGY  FINED CHARGES TOTAL
OTHER PURCHASES b ) 3
[MISO 1374 OFESE N1 577.240.01 78 SMIASISSE L) S2HLRISEN
MORS | 206 000097 88 $106,585.57 NN S8 46108 S §91.564.69
1] 5273 31,0423 L H) SIMEGI2.3
A 0 AN A1) $4.00
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VVHEM it RRIE ~LTH) s4.00
ARG REE] SNILANT TG pURIT 205876
T fl S{EIHE RHRH] S0
COUR i S S 000
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FORT 1l SL I St pALRLY
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[ UA t SR SEELHS RUALE
NLWO 0 AL N 00
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Eouinvviile fon & Fleetre

{TARE NO, 200890252
{TASE MO, 200708564

Purchased Power Energy and Demand for the Month Euded March 31, M

TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER

12168

Notex LESM total will be broken ent hetw cen different management reporting scgmests within peconeiliation seetion below

INTERCOMPANY PURCTIASES
B GEN FORUTGENATIVE TOATH (KT SALETO LGE)
Fuet cost of MWh sent 10 LGE for nanve load rINTERN AT Toomongy,

SPLEESAVINGS (LGE TO R RATE BASE)

One Bl the diftferener betwees KU gen (fueh) sent o LG and the displiaced OGE souree winel wouid hane
been used 1o supplv the FGE fJocal load. duclades disphaced LG gen wmd purchases)

PUROCHASE OF FREEDE PR GEN BACK TO LG
PINTERNAL BEPE A XS
tInternad beonomy matchad wgem

FOTAL TGE PURCHFROM KU PORTGE INTERRIPTIBEE BUA

PO A

FEHROIT Gl
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STLZHT08

PN C0sT

sS40 ST 2T

FEikd.
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1444 NS4 TUES N
A}
114325 S5 178109 Ons
0 ML g
Suitatal N
SRR ESUTREEAHRTY
g FOANIRTYAS LA NEINIOTIAA
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SRS v vinunm R [-eb-018 i osader a- 1ol i IR H s R RIIE
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FTOTAL i) (SIX.83) S0.00 (S15.80)

|

Attachment to Response tn AG-1 Question No. [THax b}

Page 37 of 41
Seott/Conrov/Seelye



Faumsville (ias & Electric

CASE N 2008-00252
£OASE NGO 2007-008504

Purchased Power Foergy and Peomnd Toe the Month Ended Marels 38, 208

[INTERCOMPANY PHRCH. ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR ATONTHS - MWH ENERGY SPLIT SAVINGS ]
WL GEN PORTGE NSVEIVE L OAD (KB SALE T L6, it RN

SPETT SAVINGS (HGETO KU RAFE HASE) IR ]

PERCHASE OF FREFED TP KU GEN BAOWR TOLGE 4 (LIHY

FOTAL FGE PURCH FROM KU FORTGE PREVIERGER SALES 3] R IRGEH
[TOTAL PRE-MERGER ADJUSTMENTS i) S0 KL S.6n ]
[PRE-MERGER PURUCHASE ADJUSTMENTS AMWH ENERGY FINED CHARGES TOTAL J
(AN proodp o bebver Bty 1 RYRT R W (RA72 30355, Al TR
th ¢ o Procenther 07 Palhng RURET [RARLMSENEY [ARES RN Y]

RSERED pX i1 RS EREL

TOTAL 4 SHL133.27 (570628711} (ST 495 440
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Fouesville Gas & Electre

CASE NO, 200800252
CASE NQ, HIT-(050:4

Purchased Paver Foergy and Demand for the Mosth Fuded Apeif 30, 2004

PRE-MERGER P'URCHASES MW ENERGY FIXEDR CHARGES TOTAL
5 K
UV EL SERPLUS 1 HU8 30 T S Hda0005 [ SLATR 0830 1 SHO3%ARG S50
i'l'n'i'.—\l‘ PREMERGER PURUCHASES 4430 SI.J(:#.JZI.ZS %E.8753,105.3] SAG39. 48050 }
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OTHER PURCHASES 3 s %
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EowsviHy Gas & Flevirie

CUANE NG, 2B08-80252
CASE N 2807-00564

Purchased Povwer Foergy and Bemand for the Month Eaded April 36, 20048

TOTAL PURCHASES OTHER THAN PREMERGER 562 4007216 SELRT SSETTLAD

Note> LEM total il be braken aut between different management reporting segmients within reconvilingion section below i

INTERCOMPANY PURCHASES AW INC UOST UL

I GEN FOR LGF NATIVE LOAD (KE SALE TO TG v | s } N

Fael cost of MWh sent o LGE Tor native Joad (00 HEREMN AL Do OROM

SPETT SAVINGS (LGE PO RE RATE BASE) | S04 i N

e half the difference herween K7 ges (ueh) sont e GE and the displaced O sowree whinch woubd hasve

been usald o suppiy the LGE local Toad thvehndes desplaced LOE gen and purchasesy

PERCHASE OF TREED TP RU GEN BACKR TOLGHE l 10431 I %3.232.716.5] Oss

R RNAL REFPDACESEN |

tHiterma] Beonony maiched wigen)

FOFAD LGE PYTROH FROM KU FORFGIVINTERRUPTIBLE BUY THROUGHS i & ¥ 0,00 N

Subitotal N
St
TOEAL R ST TR LA RN FAT)
(SN

ICOMMON PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS MW ENERGY FINEDCHARGES 1AL
M NG Y R eth A Mar-413 i TR i Ll L RUREL
MRS, RS Bl S L Mur-U18 pochipes e N et H S AURILS ~pA
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Fowisville Gas & Flectric

UASE MO 2008-00252
CASE NGO, 207-(564

Purchased Pover Faergs and Demaand for the Month Ended Aprit 30, 2008

[INTERCOMPANY. PURCH. ADJUSTMENTS FROM PRIOR MONTHS - e S : MWH . ENERGY CSPLET SAVINGS

W OES FORLGE NATIVE L OAB b sABITTo o) i1 RERTTH

SPLET SAVINGS (LG TO KU RAEE BASID S0

OROCHASE OF FREED UP KU GEN BACK TG 4 YUY

TOIAE LGEPLROH FROM KL FOR LGE PREMERGEFR SALES i ML
[TOTAL TRE-MERGER ADJUSTMENS 4 S0 S04 SELOG
[PRE-MERGER PURCHASE ADJUSTMENTS MAWH LENERGY FIXED CHARGES TOTAL
OV Prowc-egp of M 8 [ Hle Bl (44T (20 e Sih 1S IBLLETTRN
OVE( t NILEH) RUREL hERI

LY RREL NI

TOTAL U (542.417.38) {82-44.160.50) {3I81.577.85)
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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. 171
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-171. With regard to LG&E electric Purchased Power expenses incorporated in the
class cost of service study, please reconcile the two different Total System
amounts referenced below;

a. Seelye Exhibit 26, page 13, “555 Purchased Power” of $81,802,192, and,

b. Seelye Exhibit 26, page 43, “Purchased Power Expenses” of $83,608,926.
Please include in this response all references, data, calculations, etc. as
appropriate.

A-171. The Purchased Power Expenses amount shown on page 43 of $83,608,926 is
incorrect. The amount shown on page 13, $81,802,192, is the correct amount
for Account 555 —~ Purchased Power and should have been included on page 43.






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. 172
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / William Steven Seelye

(Q-172. With regard to LG&E Intercompany electric sales, please provide:

a. a detailed explanation along with all workpapers and analyses showing the
pricing methodology (basis) and amount (units and dollars) for sales to
affiliates, and,

b. if not provided in (a) above, please provide the detailed determination of test
year Intercompany sales (units and dollars) by month and by affiliate.

A-172. a. Please see the response to Question Nos. 170(d), 114, and 115, The
attachment to this response includes the Power Transaction Schedules from
the monthly FAC Form B filings for the test year. The purchase and sales

amounts (units and dollars) for intercompany transactions between KU and
LG&E are contained on these schedules.

b. See part (a).



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page1 of12
Conroy / Seelye

$ROTR'ZRIT! 8LL9L'ETE ] LO*650'659°01 - 000'TI0's6Y
SR9TRERI'TI 8LLBLELS'T LOES0'659'01 00'g 000'T19°S6Y
9L TFOITE'R 08'%t 96'LZ0'9TES Q00"LES 90 Awpuoag
- {66LT) 66°LLE -
05°861°LL BIY169 TEPRS01 000°FLE Awlouosg
SETINER] POILE'TL FE160'111 000008 Awouodg
65°£90°55T 10°FP8L'001 8C6LTPS1 800°L80°9 Awsouoay
68 ECBEL EpLE'E 9L'6LE'S 680°¥9E Awouosg
£6'900'vE STLER'C] 69°695'6T 000'8Y8 Autouoay
1§P1L'88 £0°00T'ET R d1asy 000'6LE°T Aureusss
£L°B6E'9HT £2°098°L6 BS8E0'6k1 DODLTE™D Aurouag
GO0t 08806 0T 168} 000'tT Awouoag
760181 8O0°LLTE SCL96°08 000'5LT Awouo3y
96'L86'91S 0ETILD 9y CLT 0 000°L5T Amguosy
66'0LF ITES CLLEOLTE PTLPP'PSI 000°0L9'L AMOUD3Y
DE'3TS0Y GEFIN'9T 0YPIS'HT 000'866 Awounag
80°6F6'07 LYLLTR 192 e0a'siy Awouoay
LI'FTLL0TS FO'TTi'ER £1°209'5718 000°EF9'S Awougag
R HE0'TIES FoCOR'ER FO68T'8TIS 000'8ELF Autouoaz
A J A 97°68s'ER 8t 689'99 000'eFz'z AWDBOIY
SL0S0'E9E 8TESHERI L' L66°61T 000°Z¥6'8 Awouody
1°50E'FE 61°655'¢d T0EL'0T 000'+Z9 Awouoag
FETBLICES 19'£96'90T £L°818'91€ 000'PSLEL AMOLOIT
PE'IRE 66T [5°E6L°LET £V arSIr 800°S6Y'01 AWOUDSY
£E£°699°05 10°508°61 7E'098'0% 000'80F fwouos3y
SO°E96'STL S8 ISR'O8T ar11l'eey 000'+99° 2t Awouady
{g)samie) {g)sadsny) (gsdieyny {S)pusagy HMM USIISESUIL ]
{EI0L =g jonl Joaddy

Siaroduo]y SUtHig

]

HISMm
28IM
VAL
vil
dWHS
50ud
WO
THNI
VI
VAW
1404
DdAd
q1a
SNOO
H402
1H3
DUvo
44
d9v
123v
SUIN
O8I

FINGIAIS NOLLOVSNVIL 43M0d

Suedtnos) 1I329H PUE SBD) IFHASINOY

TWIOL

TYLOLHENS

ANYVINOD STELITELD AROLINTH
SNOINVTIIDSIN

ONDADYINT HVYLSHM

O ONIAVELE 2 ONITTNRIVIN ADMING SWVITHM
ALTHOHLNY ATTIVA FISEINNTL
ALTHOHLAY ADMHENT FHL

'dTHOD DONIGVHL ASHANT VEdNES

"ONI STUMLINGA ADYANT SSTDOY

"IN SALLIGONINGD HONAT TIRMEW
JONVIVHNI ADEINT

ADNIDY HIMOd TVAIDINTN VNVIGN]
ADNTOV DRLLOETI TYAIDINAW SIONETTI

45 ONIGVHEL ¥ ONILIAEVYA ADYENT S1LH04
FALLVEIJO0D YIMOE AUDINEA 18V
ONIONIGVEL ADYINT 3Ed

"ONI "D "SAINOD ADMANT NOLLVTTILINGD
NOLLYEOL400 dIHSHIEWIW DRILOATE 9800
DN ' ADYENT dNOWDLLID

OTHINVITIV -T15UY0

ANYIWOD ADYANT 48

MO0 IDIANES UAMOd DRI T NVOTHINY
FALLVETIOND 103713 QIIVIDOSSY

dNOYD ONIYVYHS JAUISTE ADNIONLINOD LSTMAIN

"ONI MOLVHIAO WALSAS NOISSTNSNVEL INFANIJIANT ESAMAIN

EFREY

PSP g

LOOT *T€ Arjy :papu ud



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page 2 of 12
Conroy / Seelye

£1p0z'0r8'0! 9b'6E9'EHE'] L9'H95'0966'8 4 000°LZL'90y
E1°¥07'0F8'01 9r"GE9°EPS'] L9'195°066'8 &} Q00'LEL'9OF
orepLareo £6'605° LY’ 6ER'819'9 000°Z9E'91¢E Aulounay
: (18'8E€'7) 188ECT -
LLL9'0l 9E'199'F 1L'SH0'D 000'¥92 Awouosy
9L°660°S 1 T3 91'S06'C 000's51 Aulouoay
6TT10'198 SEPPS'LYE [6°L9'B1E 000'688°¢S Amiouoag
SSTPOD'Y GT'8YL1 9798TT 00096 Awonody
6670110 8L6H0'L 12'190°¢1 ono'61s Awoaoaz
R1°508'1LE IR L3RI 9E"1F1'ECT 000'5F<'S Awougaz
12L08'601 8T6EH'LY £6°L9R'19 006°9EEE Aueuady
TLEhL DT 86 PEF'RS FL00E'9D BO0'769'T ARHOUODY
LLSESTTL EFL99'1E FE'E9R' DY 000'681"! Awouoay
6L0LL6L1 FLERYSL SOLBT'I0 000'8ETH°T Autouoay
ELESEPEL £L°692°T01 D0+E6'1ET 000'EFYE Awouoagy
F9°6FO'BBI 80°860°C8 £5'156'501 000'9EF Y Aulouoag
6171658 SOTLOT6E] FUGLE'6LL DoO'FiT'S Awiounay
6476658 LLT1S891 TORPL'IT 0D0'5E1" Awouody
LI EET'699 16°LF 126 S SHOTLLE 000'9L8'F1 Awouoag
ELPRS'EET 99°LLG 104 LOTLO9'EEE GO0'Z9L'y Amougag
69'81L°9T 12759911 GB'ESD'SE 080°26% Awousoy
ITLLY' 0L 91'y8y'88 SUE6L'FTT GOO'ILY'S Awpunay
0£°89T°6 1Sy 6T0IT'S 0001 Awotndg
TEar1oEy L69P0'5E] $5°Z05'OVL 000'979°6 Awouodg
65°LOG95T £5°LTERD 96'6L1'8R 000°510°F fwouoag
9LPES R FET05°61 SYESE0L 000°ZEE Awiouodg
66'651'61E 6LTRGLEY OULSS LY 000'801°L Awouodg
{g)sadey) (S)saniely {gisomieyD {gipurwag HmN USIDUSUEL ],
Hi2LAR B30 ¥ JoadAl
Sianodwo) sulig

FFIATHIS NOLLIVENVHL 43Mm0d

Auedwio) 314103|F pUET SEX) I]|ASIN0]

nA

HL1SM
28aM
VAL
1IV1
Sdl
VAL
JWES
WOTN
TR
YdNI
VINI
1804
2443
q1G
SNOD
q900
iLd
o9vD
48
d3v
1oav
SION
OSin

TY101

TVLIOLENS

ANYINOD STILITILN AHIMINTY
SACANY TIHOSIN

ONIADYANT ¥VISIM

02 HNIAYIL % ONIETHVIN ADYIENT SWVITIIM
ALTOHLNY ATTTVA FASSINNEL

ONEUSTY) ONITTHVIN ADMANE VIIVENVEL
0D SEIAYIES HIMOd YASYNIL

AITHOHLNV ADMANT JIHL

‘HOD DNIGVHL ADYANT VHINTS

IR SFLIGOWWOD HONAT TIRddIn

IHOPT ¥ ¥IMO0d ALID SYSNVYH

ADNIOV IO TVEIDINAN YNVIANT
ADNIOV DTELDTTI TVJIDINMN SIONITT

49 ONIAVEL # ONLLENUVIN ADHINT S1LH0d
FAILVEEI00D ¥IMO0d AN LINTA 15V
ONE‘DONIAVHL ADYANG 21C

ONI 4D SANOD ADYANS NOLLVTTHLSNOD
NOLLVIC4YOD dIHSUAENTIN DN10373 9900
NI ADYINT AN0OUDLLID

ITTINVITIV -T1048V0

ANVIWNOD ADHINT 48

00 DIAEES ¥IMO4 D103 TE NVITHIWY
FAILVEEA00D 1D3TI QHLVIDOSSY

4NOUD DNDEVHS JANISTY ADNIDNILNOD 1SIMAIN

"ONI “OIVEIIO WALSAS NOISSINSNVYL INIJANIJIANI LSTMAIN

SHES

Hiedaio3

LO0Z *0f 2unf tpapuy IudK



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page 3 of 12
Conroy / Seelye

86°L19°60%'11 EETI'OTP'T SEF6F'ERES - D00 L8R'TOY

286°L19°60¢'11 L0 ELI9Tr'T SE PO ERE'E - 0D0'LBR'Z0V

S0'TE1SIE'S 16'11 FIOPI'S16'S 000°ZkL'S8T Awouoag

: 6505 ) $6'505'F1 *
BE95T'S 089t 98°509'y 086’0z Awouoag
STPoE' 1] §5°LFOS OL9IE'D 088'ZT Awouoyg
B 6IE'TES $6'SEFIET P E8E'CHT 006°C6L'T1 Aulouody
LE'T5E'091 e 6E671'68 000°611°C Aunlguesg
6T0YE'L8T oY FIL LT 68°STR'GET 600'910°% Awouady
PLIzELE 9OTH0'1T 8F8SE'9T 000'206 Aurougaz
$6'920°E0T 08'9L1'06 SLOsgTH 000'898'E Ausouody
I8ZTTTS 8ECHI'ET £5'LTO6T 000182 Ausouoazy
66'P69°CI 18°¢Z8'E9 SEILB6L 00°6HR'E Auooay
EELPE Pl EEyoR'E6 DEESE'TL 000°8L9°Z Awouodg
06'T09'RIL 16'SLE'GLE 66°9LH 668 000'6E6°SE Amouoay
LOL1TIE 9 IF1REL BITCLRELL 000°019't Awouody
L6T6E'0Y FLIL6! 1£°5L9'FT 000°811' fwouoay
£1658TIY 11654781 E00IET 000989 Awpuoag
08°EPL°60L FYIPTEIE ETArAUS il 000°Z62'91 Awoussg
LEELS786 197784y 96'06L'FS 000°C9F'T Awouos3
61°7I6'1E TYRLI'PE LOERLLY 000°68¢ Autouodg
ELSST' 0P LE'GEG6LE 9E°90L VLT G08'66L"6 Awiguoay
837885 11 w670l S6'58E'D 000" Aulouody
SEESOTIBL SSPIEOrE 00'oP1yEy aD0'1E9LY Awouoag
0 LEC'6T1 TOBEF'LS BLGLR'EL 000'6E1°C AMUOUSST
g1'618'0F SPLTE8] EL16VIT 000'68¢ Ausouag
10°€£9°065 86'P7L'TIT £0BOE"8TE 000'$16°0t Auoepay
{Sisadioy) {§)sadety [REEHTN] {g)puetiag Ha LONIUSUE: ]
Hulid R iTs] 1ang jooddy
siwsuaduwo)) Junity

e

HLEM
253M
VAL
Yil
JINES
DOUd
WO
IR
VdWI
YW
1404
D4
Vodaa
41a
SNOO
q4400
(AR
DUVYD
44
43V
123V
SHOW
05T

AINATHIS NOLLDVENVHL Y304

Aucduwion) 360300 pur SED IjfAsmOY

TVI1OL

TVIOLIENS

ANVIWOD STIEITILA AHDLNTA
SNOANVTTIOSIN

NI TADYANE UVISIM

02 ONIGVIL % ONIITHRIVIA ADWINT SWVITHM
ALDIOHLINYV AT TTIVA FI88INNIL
AIMOHLAY ADYANT JHL

0D ONIGYHL ADYINT YUdWES

NI STANINIA ADYENT 5STED0Ud

"ONI SALLIAOWINOD HONAT TITHEIN

1HOFT® ¥3Mm0d ALID SVENVY

AINTOV HIMOd TYIDINAW YNVIANI
AJNIOV JRILOTTH TVAIDINOW SIONITT

4D DNIGYYL % ONILTHUVIN ADUENE S11804
FAILVEIJO0D daMOd ANDNLNTA 1SVE
OTTSYNITOUVD ADUINE TANG
ONEONIOVHE ADMING LG

ONLEED “SAWOD ADYINS NOLLYTIH1SNGD
NOJLVEOII0D dIHSHIEWIW DR L1031 6800
O ADYENT dN0EDILED

ITTENVITIV “THDEVD

ANVIWNOD ADYINT 48

0D FDIAUES YIMOL OTELDFTI NVORIAINY
HALLVEEJ00D 103718 GHLVIDOSEY

ENOED HNFIYHS JANISTE ADNIDNIINOD ESIMAIN

"INT HOLVEII0 WAISAS NOISSTNSN VYL INTONTIANE LSIMAMN

TS

Kiedwoy

LO0T "I Aing spapul Yoy



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page 4 of 12
Conroy / Scelye

87'806'£Tt 01 £1E168'918 SR959°9LE"6 - 000°608'T67
8780 EZP'0 Ep 1SRO8 $8°959'9L5'6 000'608°T67
LEOIL'RPY'L e SETSLBYY L 000°9FD'0PT
08'6F6'IT LYVP00'L 69°5P6'SE 0a0'78Z
£4°SPE9LY BOBLESFL SV L96'0EE 8000211
88°L0L"SY B599L°¢1 oTive'it a00'riR
ospssiart STEFO'SY H IR 800'608°E
r1eke'es SrLoTLE 60'9L0'29 800°581"
T6T6IEL BO°BEE'TL rEPSR0S 000’98t
£6'269'9L FEPET'S 19°81¢'81 000°992
TL9L'19T 88'688°6L FULLB'IBL 000'796'€
8 IE9E0E FULFLTY FEEBY T 000'LT1°C
8L'0EE'96 DELEE'BE BT'BLL'GD 000'818'1
61098 EESTFE SE9L6'S 000'6T1
FRPECES1 6871008 SETRYPEL DOO'8TE Y
FELO'S ET69L'T 1P0E'S aoo'eel
SeOeR'LEL 65701569 S6'S1E785H 000°G0E"S
08'LFP'TS £1°880'64 LO6REEY 000°LEE'S
86'958"¢C O00°LLT'] BS6LY'E 00056
[9°81£°891 P& 69E'1S LYBEEDII 000'015'¢
LEPILLFY 80°059'9€1 GhFLOTIE 800°0Z6'L
S6TTL £C°LE Zy'5H 000°'c
ELS1EFL SULEY LSIP6'S 000'CEL
O 6LTP6l SYLLTT6S LEIS6'TEL 000°LT6'T
(g)sod1euy {S)sadmly (S)sadley’y {g)puzizag HAMA
jEmol s3I0 1ont

siuaucduio’) 3wig

Awonosg

Amonoas
Awounsy
Awouoag
Awouoag
Awouoagy
AWos007%
Alougdy
Awlsuaay
Adiouoag
Awpuooy
AWBU02Y
Awouoag
AuznLozy
ALE0EON]
AL20u057
Awiouosyg
ARIOUOSY
Atouoosg
Kwpunag
Awouoazg
Amngosl

UDHIESURL}
Joadi]

H¥]

O8am
VAL
Vil

dWES

00Yd
WO
TENE
Vi
VAN
1404
a3
vl3d
414

SNQOD

#8002
{LI2

DUV
d3v

SHINW
0SBy

TINGIHIS NOLLOVENVHL HIMOd

Auetuioy 310331 puE S8 IHASMO]

TVIOL
TYIOLENS
ANVAWOD SHLLITILA AMONINTA

0D DNIOVHL % ONILTIEVIN ADYANT SIWVITTIM
ALDIOHINY AT TIVA J358INNIL

ALMOHLIAY ADMENT 3HL

THOD DNIOVEL ADYINT VidiNTS

‘ONI SHEENTA ADYINT S5T800Ud

NI SELHIAOWNOD HONAT THHIIN
JONVIVENI ADHINT

ADNIOV HIMO TVAIDINAN VNVIANE

AJINIDY JHLDITE TVIDINAW SIONITIE

49 ONIGVYL ¥ ONITTHVIN ADYANT S118904
FALEVHIL00D HHMOd ANONINTHA 1SVE

DT 'SVNITOYVYD ADYANT 33Nd

ONL DNIGVYL ADWEANT 314

"ONE dUD SN0 ADYANT NOILVTTALENGD
NOLLYEOJHOD dIHSIIHWIN JTH10371E 8807
"ONIADYINT dNOEDILID

DTTINVITEY -TIDUYD

‘0D MANAS ¥AMOd DMALDITI NVIINY
NOLLYIDOSSY NOLEDANNCOYIINE Wid

dNOUYD ONIIVHS IAUISTY ADNIDONILNOD 1SIMam

INE HOLYYZA0 WILSAS NOISSDASNYUL ENFGNIJIANT 1SIMAIN

#5es

FUEG TGy

L007 *1€ 1SRANY papuy QU



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page 5 of 12
Conroy / Seelye

DRATYSIEL TIg Lot 40'804'887'9 060's16'1T
8GR CIDL SRZIRLI0L G0'300'882°9 400 000'S16'1LT

61106 RLE'D T Y4 £0'055'8L5"Y 00ODRO'S E2 Ausouoag

: {68°185) 637 18¢ -
0T PB6'879 8°0EL9ET T9€5L'T6T DBOTES'ST Ausouoagy
eS0T 8L651'0¢ $57468°01 DOOELE Awouooz
$EECH YREYS 05406 009'tY Auzouodg
8L°€90°CE [RATA N §6906°17 000°£98 Awouoag
LREsE'LE tEp18'9E [Ag 1L 004'EE0'Z Awauoag
1LESP'9T [491-74 981501 00188 AWrouodg
SEEY'TS 06'69L°61 SH69R'TE 000'65R Aaueag
6Y668°5ZY 8 LE6'65E 1#TP6'SL 000'899'L Awouoay
6568100k G1710£°051 GY'BRE6HL oegrar's Aurounag
cremIce HFELE'OR LOLIS'PYY 000 186'S Auzouodg
29°L0L'9t SLPTLg £6781°0! 000'¢8E Ausauong
grr18'se 10 1s9'et LY {9ETL 00’ L£0" Amzesoag
TT680'T S8 95 v0E"| 000’1y Ausou0ag
SUPEL'1B1 SLYST'RY oY eLFEL 000'vLT'y Awsuosy
65 LIY'ES 62°290'0T OE'§5€'EE 006" IS5 Lwouoag
Zrpse'zT S9°551'8 LY'BSE'EN 000985 Awouozgy
0EL11'601 oL 186'gy 99'SL1'8s ODD'LLY'E Awouoxgy
R 1FH'99T Z8'890'804 10°ELE'991 ¢00'012'9 Awouay
2P ER9'9L 1022061 Lr'e99'sl a00'9pL Awouavy
RSB [FAYI )Y 1978y 00'201 Alwouongy
p2'vRE'SE $9°050°ZE 65E0L'ES 000'981°C Awiowedg
(gisailieyy [ TR (g)ssiiey)y (s)puruiag HMM 2oljanswel ]
nyy jany joadi]

iFI0L

sisuodiin]y Juyig

FINATHDS NOLLOVENYHL HIMO04

Aownduwioy) d1a333]q pov seo) a[ATMOE

(1]

VAL
LIV
Sdl
vil
dWES
DOEd
WIIW
Vdnl
Y
JA0d
DdA3d
YOH
J1a
SNCD
HE0D
1L
YD
d3av
Rayv
SHOW
OSIW

IVEGE

TEVIOEENS

ANVIWOD STLEITLEA ANDNENTA
SNOANYTTIDSIN

ALRIOHLNVY AFTIVA FISSINNGL

ONTUST) ONLLNYYIN ADYINT VLTYSNYYL
"0 S30TA YIS HIMOd VASYNIL

ALRIQHLOY ADYANT 3HL

'dY0D DNIGVHEL ADHINT VHdWES
“ONESHUNLINSA ADYIANT SSTIDOUL

"ONT SILLIGOWWNOD HONATT TTHHYINW
AJNIDV HIMOd TVAIDINAW YNVIaNE
AJINIDY S1HL03713 TYJIDINNAW SIONITE

40 ONIOVYHL F DNIITAHYN ADYINA SILH0L
HALLYH L0000 damOd AMININTY 15V3
OT1SYNITOUYD ADHENG INNT
ONETONIAVEL ADMINT 21U

DNL U D SAW0D ADYINT NOLLVTIILSNGD
NOLLVHOd YOO 4IHSHIAWEN DINADFTE 6800
ONETADYING dTOUDILD

ITT ANVITIV -THDUVD

'dHOD OIAYES H3MO0d DNHLI3TE NVYIRHIWY
FALLYEId000 13373 QaLVIJOSSV

dNOYD ONFEVHS TAYASTY AONIDONIINGD LSIMATN

ONEUOLVEZIO WIESAS NOISSTNSNVHL INSUNZ4IENE LSIMAIN

53[E%

f g

LOOT ‘0F 3quadag :papuy yuogy



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page 6 of 12
Conroy / Seelye

9T STLHEE'E] FSTSLGLO'E TLTLE'6RT D - 00080Vt
GTCTLBLEE] YSTEL6L0'E ILTLE'6PL0] _000°80k v
BT 6HES 6RSD - BTGEC'6PS'D 000'88L"COL Awouooy
- (79881) Z9'881 )
SE'BR9°C 6591 E6TIOT 00rL Awouoag
PEETEELO 53°TEY LBY £9°069°68E D00'95R'PE Awouosy
LEFIFEL £6°081°S1 FOEETRI 000'a0L AHIOUCDT
0L'TF0'B6 342y 68°661'LE 000'991°C Awouoay
£0°668'C BOPL1E" FE18S"1 000'9 Awouoagy
STEL1'8 LO6'6GTLY 8TCERCR DOO'R6S'Z AWonoaz
FI9E0'181 LY'SFT'ER LLTLBLBE 000ELY'T fwoueagy
L1T9T0'0LL EUTLL BL6LL'TE oo0°61<'e Awouody
80°010°Z8I 16069°Z8 L1'61£°66 000°'61%'€ Awouesy
£8°089'8T oteto’tl 54089°51 000°v6E Auwlouoay
LTTIOS0L E1ILLY rIPOE'LS 890°086'1 Awouoay
98IS'LLT 0780t [T9Er' 15T 806'8£9'9 Auwrouony
88 LLY'BE 6T 18F'LY 6596670 800'68 Aus0u0yy
L¥L06'P0L 99°CED LY PLTLE G00°061'T Awouoagy
DLSLLBYS 80°0ZE'6T 89°65H 667 000'rSTTI Ausouosy
0098 Er 97 L59'961 P6°L0T9ET 0000246 Awiounay
LY THE6IT 66'v6EFOI BLPIST] [iLFAL 4 Awouoag
DET66190°C L1'S08'9E6 EOLEESTH] 000'SLEOF AWoOIT
SOPOYLY 18'65L'08 PL06'9E 000'169 Awouaag
607 LLET6E s gy £9°006'11S 000°76%'1T fwoueag
{g)saifey)y {g)samaey) {8)sadaey) {S)puriaCy HAY UDIjINSERE]
LR BYID eng Joaddy

syuounduzoy) Jusig

93}

YLSM
VAL
Vil

dNES
SdIN
WOTN
Vdl
VINWL
1804
JdA3
4id

SNOO

q800
ARM]

DUVD
43V

109V

SHOW
OSIN

THIETHADS NOILOVSENVEL HAM04

Auedwiory 2141337 PUE SED I PASING

TYLOL

TYLOLEAS

ANVEWNO0D STILITIEN AMDNINTH
SAOINVTTIISIN

DN ADMINT HV.LSHM

ALDOHLNV AT TIVA d3553NNAL

ALTBOHLINY ADYING BHIL

U0 DNITVEL ADYINT VWIS

00 HIIANTS DITHAd VNVIINI 'ON

"ONE STELIIOWNOD HONAT THHHIN

ADNIDY HIMOd TVLIDINAW YNVIAN]

ADNIOYV DTM1DT T TYAIDINGAW STOMNITI

49 DNIAYYL % ONLLTTI VN ADHINT SLEYOd
FALLVEEI00D 4IMOd AMDMNLNTA 15V3E
TONEONIGVHL ADYINZ 914

INEED STWOD ADYANT NOLLVTIZLSNOD
NOILYHOJH0D dIHSYIENTEN DILD3TT 900D
‘ONETADHINT dNOUDILID

DTT INVITIY -TIIDUVO

"d¥0D ADIAHAS ¥EMOd DTHEDT T NVIRIENY
JALLVHI400D 10373 Q4LVIOOSSY

NOLLVIDOSSY NOIEDANNOOHIINI Wid

0 DNTIVHS FAISTE AONIONLLNOD LSIMATN
INI MOLVHIO WALSAS NOISSINSNVYL INJAONIJIGNT 1ISIMTIN

537ES

ATTAIEES

1007 *1E 43401 :papiy HUOY



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page7of 12
Conroy / Seelye

£ ECHYEY'0L SFEOTTIE 86'061'E8E'6 - 600'90Z'09¢

P 65F 6901 SOz I 26061°E8L'6 - GO8'902'09¢

7085 L69Y Fd ard 1] 07°869'969'9 060°680'9E ANIOUOST

- p8°507) PR :
EIEIIE0T’| LEB9E'F6E DL ERG L08R 000'0£8"67 ALOL00T
ELT9I'F TH'EPo'y 188156 00D'6EE Awz0u003
CEBEPS1 STLLE'S DLILOES 000'tet Auzouoog
£ES°LBETY LU'EEREI 9E PS8 000'9t6 Awsouodg
SYLLTST LTTLE B SOVEL 0000y Awmoumy
PETTHO6T 0°961°L6 H9TT 661 SO'0LR'Y Amougag
£0'9L9°9¢ 96°ST0'TE LO0S9'tE 005°298 Arloueas
QLVYGYEL 98°078'CT 0T 8E8'8Y o00'r07"1 Aurousazy
15°578'8¢ LLOEL'TY pLpe0'9E FLE R Aurousoy
£5°688't1 SH1L9'LE 8CLITLL 000'£58°7 Autousa
8071026 e’y SFILR'E 000'€ZE AloLodE
£9°695'09 oreeg'sl STOLLOY 000'7Z8" AzoE0azy
TE6TE'96 REESCIE 9.9t DOO'E0E'E ALE0E0T]
£1°L9E'SL] LETOSLS 1A A 000'830°'F Awouoay
8ULEY'36 REELTTE DTEs1'99 00D'8LY'T Amiouosg
1Lps16t' B1'£08'06E £6'EF0108 000°096'LT Awguoag
b AT Y &E°680'1T ELLET'EY 088979 Adreusdg
91 ZS6'YIP LEOPESET 65 119'58% O60'vYL'6 Aurouoay
(§)s98IELD {(§)sasEeD) [(SEEEET] {g)puediagg HMM usHIusURL Y,
oL b1l Ty) g JoadLy
siupugdwo)) Sukig

A

VAL
Yil
4TS
WO
Vdaprll
VI
1404
DA
314
SNQO
H402
11
DHv3
43V
123y
Wid
SUOW
OSIN

FINUIHOS NOILDVENVHE YIAM0L

Aueduro)) a10309pq pUE 5E) afjjasine]

TViOL

TYi101€ns

ANYINCD SEILITELA A¥ONINTA
SNOINVTIEOSIN

ALROHINY AFTIVA FIZEINNIL
ALDONIAY ADYANT 3HL

‘T400 DNIGVEL ADUIENT VEdNIES

INT SALLIAOWINGD HONAT TIRRINW
AINIDV HIMOL TVALDIINAW VNYIGNL
ADNIDV DRE10F T TVAIDINN SIONITTE

4D ONIGYEL %P DNILTXIVIN ADHENT SILH04
FAILYAIJO0D 43M0d AMDNENTH 1SV
ONIDORNIQVYE ADYENT 314

NI D SAWOD ADUINT NOLLYTTILSNGD
NOLLVHOSE0D dTHSYITNTN DR L1DTTE #E0D
ONL ADYINT JNOADIELD

O77 INVITIV -TTEDEVD

‘MO0 IDIAETS WIMOd DI 133T NVORENY
HALLVEIJ00D 10313 GHLVIDOSSY
NOLLVIDOSSY NOLLDINNODEIINI Nid
dNOYD ONTHVHS TAYISTE ADNIONIINOD ISIMAIN

ONESH0L1VHE40 WILSAS NOISSINSNVL INFANIJIANT L1STMAIN

R

FUBEmo

LOOT ‘DE H2GUIdASN 1PIPUT oY



Attachinent to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page8of 12
Conroy / Seelye

L¥FIoT'6r1"81 S6PETREE'Y 1§74Z0°S6L'E] 000°0¢$°01L
Ly 7967181 96 PELY6E'Y 1§°LT0'S5L'E1 000'0¥S'01L
0rse8'606's £6'01 LOPER'606'8 000'121° 118 Awouoag
- SO'VPLSL (50vi9°L) ’
EEELISE LL8ES° 1 8C919°¢l 000°L9¢ Awoucay
TT86T'BICT 1712609 IOLIO'EEL 000"18E€°6¢ Awiouody
FOROLLT 96'FS8'L BEESTS 000'182 Awouoag
86'86E 1H1 9°026'19 9ERLF0L 000°070'T Awouodg
551866 1TTh8'sy SHEOD'YS 800°018' Atouody
TH8LERE 186200 11°569'¢9 [ fwouoag
EI8L8Le FEPOTLE 61'EIL'9E oel'60l") Awouoay
86'965'99 LI'8SE'0E 17'866'SE OOO'ELE Awouoag
FUTILISE 9¢°B6S 191 BIEIE06] O0O'ELFD Auwoueay
EERS 1 g1 09°LI SLYELOT 000°198 Amousdg
86FRE'6ZT TE61F°L61 99698 7L 000'88€'6 Awouoagy
LTUELLBTY LLETI'6S 05°6¥5°6% 000'LL8'T Auwouody
LT SToLF': £C199°1 00056 Awotoag
£ SE0'THT TLSELEET 1€°606'05 000°LET'S Awouoagy
PO LS Tt rE 0P LIT DE'E11'98T 000'055°01 Awouory
v 88T'LLG SEEOL'8P 62'585°8TS 000°66£°ZT Awounay
180y’ L9T°C £0°991°008"1 868ET°L9L'T 000'SOF"SL Awouosy
E1I9E'ET 05°160'62 £9'8LT'PE G0 rES Awouoagy
GELOBERLS LEL09'6EE 70652819 §00'790'82 Awouosy
{§)sadmy) (<)saiiey)y [RLEESET) {§ipunila] Ha uoiJEsuel]
oL 210 fang Joaddy

spisuodiso’y Sulfiig

[§):1

HISM
VAL
Vil

dWES

WO
VMl
YINE
1404
Ja43
3ld
SNOD
a8g00
LS

DUVD
dav

13V
Wid

SHON

osBy

TTNAIHIS NOLLIDVSNVHL H43MO0d

Auedue]) 3033 pUE SES AHIASTNO'Y

TYIOL

TYLOLENS

ANYJNGD STLLITLEN ANDLLNTA
SAOANVTIIDSEN

ONETADEINT ¥VISIm

ALPOHINY AT TTVA FHSSINNAL
AIRICHINY ADYINI JHL

'THOD DNIEVUL ADWANT VHJINAS

“INE SSLLIQOWINGD HONAT TTRIEIN
AINIDV YIMO TVEIDINAW YNVIONI
ADNIOV INLIF T TYAIDINMN SIONITH

4D ONIOVYL % ONILTRVIN ADWINT 51104
FALLVEIL00D 4IMO0d AHONENTH L5V
ONLUONIVEL ADYIANT 214

"ONT YD "SGWOD ADMANG NOILYTIZLENOD
NOLLVE0JH0D dIHSHIENIN DN 139773 6500
ONEADYINE SNOEOLLID

DTTANVITIV -TTENVD

dR0D TAYIS YIMO4 DRELIETE NVORINY
JALIVHEH4000 103713 QILVIOOSSY
NOLLVIDOSSY NOLLOINNODYI LN Wid
dNOYD ONPIVHS IATISTH ADNIDNLLNGD 153Mam

DN OLYHHI0 WILSAS NOISSENSNVHL INFANIJIANE LSEMAIN

SIEg

Kredisa gy

L007 'IE l3guranagy ;apuy 1nuoly



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page 9 of 12
Conroy / Seelye

TLS16'90'07 FOLE AT RS OL'STEFEY'SL - 000°S5£°85L
TLG16'190'0L T0B60'EE9'E OL'STR'YS'S1 000'SEE'8CL
FARS I AR . 1'Sps0LL°01 000'6£6'1¥5 Awrouood
’ [} (evt) -
5¢71£8Y 07565 9E'9L6 0008y Awlouoag
PLBIROIS i S LT a6t 000'Z8E'LI Awguoay
0L'€9L°DE HL°856°11 1660881 000'F9L Aouosg
EE00T'L 86L°T 11708y 000'%07 Auonosg
LEIZF'SE FTSOLEN £L°989°1T 000°LE8 Awpuodg
19ZBEL L9767 86°9£9't 0o0'g6! Awouoag
SLTOY'OF gUst1gt 65°LpS 8L 0DO6EBL. Arzou037
11°L8LLE SEPRI] 9L TOIET 000109 AWIGUO3T
16€01'¢EE 8S'9€9°0 £E LT 000'P08 Awguaag
LOBHE LY 05°LES'99 LEIBL' P 000'LFS'T Auouoag
LOLLE6T 97 0SH'L [Pzl 800'8TY Awonoog
CEBIYDL STOEL'Y 80°86F'9 000°061 ArI0E027]
617801 SpeeR'or PUOTEEL 600'601'¢ Amiouoay
DL'£09°101 94'L8P'6E yL6EETY ODD'SE1'L Awouoay
6ET80°E1 15969’ B1°88£°L 000'+tT Awouosg
SREI86IL LTS GO LOG'EET 0oD'oor'y Awouooy
90'CE6'601 O EPEOTL 96'16¢'681 000'v9E'9 Awouosg
LTITPLSE 157850718 GLTIN96 O00BEL'C Awouody
66'170'90'C 1P +6'ShT §6°LL6'096' 000'38L'LL Awguooy
LLT180'9¢E o 1Toyl £1°090°27 000'eLe Awouoag
£67679'068'C 2R 1BE'RIS" SOFTETRET 000°597°€6 ALOUSBIE
{S)sedmy)y [3LESITTe) {glsanie]y [ EnEn| HmM [IGHRTHEE]
ey, fEiity] oy Joadfy

syusiadwon Jugiig

1>

ULISA
VAL
1TVLE
vil
WO
TdOH
VAWl
VIWE
Jd04
DA
vozd
31d
SNQOO
€800
1LIS
UVD
dav
12"V

SHOW
Osin

AHGIRIS NOILDVSNYHL ¥AM0d

Aupduroy 14393 DU SED) ANIASIROY

TYIOL

TYIOLENS

ANVAWOD SEILFTIET AMONINTY
SNOINVTTIOSIN

DNTADEINT UVLSIM

AITHOHINY ATTIVA FISSANNIL

ORI US) DNIZTORIVIN ADHANT VEITVSNVAIL
ALMOHLIAVY ADYANT FHL

“ONI SHLHIOWAIOD HONA'T TIRMEENW

IHOIT % HIMOd AXID SYSNVH

ADNIDV HIMOS TVAIDINMN VNVIAN]
AJNIDY D1D3T73 TVAIDINANW SIONTH

49 DNIGVEL %8 ONELTRIVIN ADYINT S1EHOd
FAILVHIA00D ¥IMOd ANDLLNTH 15V
JTTSYNIICHYD ADYANIT AN
ONIONIGVEL ADWANT T1d

“ONE D SUNO0D ADYINT NOLLYTIZESNOD
NOLLVIOIE0D dIHSHIEWIN DTHEDTTI 980D
"IN 'ADHANT dNO¥OILID

OTTINVITTV -THOEVO

"dHOD ADIAYIS ¥IM04 OR1DITE NVIIHINY
AALLVEII00D 1DTH GRIVIDOSSY
NOLLVIDOSSY NOLLIANNODUALNE Wid
dNOUD DNIYVHS ZAYISTE ADNTONIINOD 1SIMAIN

NI HOLVHIL0 WHLSAS NOISSIASNYYL INFANTdIANT ESTMATN

EO[Eg

TS

8007 'I€ Adenauy papuy yinopy



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page 10 of 12
Conroy / Seelye

BE'069'0LL1 ] £9°759'678"1 £T'RE6°0PE'S - 000'898'0SH
BROSD0LL'TT 59°759'628'] £7°866°0P6'6 N 000°898'05t
DLEIFSEE'L . (IR 151 004 FEr a5t Awouodg
- (1292} 1L9%L .
BCPER'9 Lrire' JVZRR'E 000'64 Awouoag
85pRE'061 £6' 10628 £9°785'80% (00'806°¢€ Asuounsy
L6118t 1980t F6TEFT 000°€9 Awouodg
9 0Ee' T1°L98' FEEOF'T 000°LE Auntcuasy
192 Le'8LLY FOEPE'E 00078 Auwlouoazy
LUE09'TY 18°89¢'81 SEPETFL 000°€590' Autousag
19°860' 1T £8°950°6 L0l 000'9rE Aursuoay
9E0P1'C 65795%"1 LL68LT 00006 Awou0dg
CLRE0'8E 68 PROTI y8EPs'cl 000°L89 Awouoag
so'zga9r SSUEPI'Tl 0579E8°¢1 800°66% Awouesg
8CYOLR 187 a1 $6809°% 000'15% Awouoay
Iy E06'88 £8'96L°5T 85905°€E 000°€67"t Atlouoayg
1686Y'L CTEETE 89°69Z'f 000'8¥1 Awouoad
9T 18l'oy SSIL6'6E 16929 Qoo'ctL’s Aweauoagy
LBTSH'BEL P E65'68 EPLEL'BL 000'L80°E Awouoay
ZEOEEPSO'T Ly'orL'588 SE'EBSROL'S 000'58%°sp Awouoog
9c'Z86'81 0% ILE'S 96°08L'DI (00'ERT Aurounag
CE1L1'L8S"1 P 109289 6£°045°006 Bo0'0LL'TE Auwsotoag
[(ELLTE) {g)sadiey} (s)sadie) {g)pueitag] HmH HOFISERLE
{EI0L B0 1ang Joadiy,
siuztiedwio’) S

ni

ALSM
VAL
LEAS
YdWl
VAN
T304
JdH3
414
SNOO
q900
H1D
DUVD
WINY
ddv
103v
WId
SUON
OSBEN

TINAAHDS NOLLDVENVHE 8IM04

Auediiony 218303(Y puE S8 AjAsInO]

TYIOL

TYIOLENS

ANVEWOD STILTTEN ANDAINTH
SNOINVTTIISIN

OMETADEENT UVISIM

ALTIOHINY ATTIVA J3SSANNIL
ALRIOHLTY ADYINT FHE

ADNIDV HIMOd TVEIDINIEN VNVIANI
ADNADY DTYLDITHE TYAISINAW SIONITTT

dD DMNIAVEL % ONILENI VN ADYANT SLENO
FALLYIZA00D ¥IM04 ANDNLNTY 1SV

DN ONIOVEL ADYINT H14

"IN 8D "SOWOD ADYINT NOILVTTILSNOGD
NOLLVEOTE0D dIHSYIEWNEN DY 03T 4800
ONEASHENT d0UDILD

DTTINVITIY “THDUVD

ANVIANOD DNILTVIN ADYANT NIHINY
“THOD IIIAHIS ¥AMOd DRLLIT T NYIIENY
FALLYYII00D 103873 GIEVIOOSSY
NOLLVIDOSSY NOLLIANNODHIINT WEid
dNOYD DNFIVHS FAYISHH ADNIONIINGD 1S3IMAIN

NI HOEVEEJ0 WHLSAS NOISSIASNVEL INRANIJIANE 1STMATN

53105

ATEIEO

8007 ‘67 AEnIgad (papul Yiuop



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(2)

Page 11 0f12
Conroy / Seelye

SE811'69L'L1 FOLENELL'E TLLEG'E66E] 000°L81°Z98
SE611'S9L LT PO LELELL'E TLLRE'EAEE] - 000°L81°29¢
ZE1ZE7988 LG9 SOOSE LG 000'69€"10% Awloucag
- £8°81 (S4:8:39) -
STTBT'PLS 61715 L6E 96'99L'21S 000°vEY'sl Awouoag
HO99EFS BCEIETT JREATAAY 000196 Amiguosy
£T967°016 SCTPTTLE 00' S0 BES 000'vLt'8 Awouozy
£8'TTL'E99 9P E00" LT LEGIL§6E 000'¢81'9 Awonosy
OLSPS'PE L89T1°F1 £E61'0T DO0'5HS Awiounag
£4°CE6'YOL £6°606°CH 8L€T0'T9 000'PES'E Amoueag
0816695 #E50EEL 9r'989°CE 000°606 Awouody
+1SBE'6L L3LOL'TIE LTLLT'LF 000°ZEL' Awouoag
LILSE'SS FTIBE'TT £6PLD'EE 000’286 Auzouoag
00°'vE6'161 LY'98E'8L £ LYY ETT 000°795'¢ Ausouoay
80°760'8 LB60LE 1Zp8L'Y 0BU'TRE Awouoay
ED'ES0'0% PULSS'PL 6856 CE 0009901 Awiouosgy
SETILP6bT LEPID'EDL 8595H' LY 000°L0L'E Awouodg
I19°TTE'610°E 0E95LpEL' I5'99L'YBL ] 000'8E1°98 Lwonooy
I5169°EY J0SP0°9T 1S9P9'LE 000'L0% Auionoag
PPOGLISLLT BLILDSEL'] OL8LO'0FDE 000°SZL'YS Awouooy
(3)sadimy]) {§)sadmysy {§)seniel]y {S)puetag MM UDIBSUBLE
o], 130 [ELE joadiy
Siwasnduio)) Bl

HF:|

VYAl
Vil
YWl
Vani
1H0d
2433
SNOD
8802
1110
DUVD
WY
43V
D3V
Wid
SHOW
OSIN

FINAIHDS NOLLDVSNYHL 43M0d

Auuduiosy 214133)5F pUE SED) A[|IASHINT

TVi0L

YLOLEns

ANVAWOD SATLETILO AMONINA
SNOINVTIEOSIN

ALRAOHLINAY ATTTVA 93SSINNIL
ALDEOHENY ADHMIANT GHL

ADNIOV HIMOS TVAIDINAW YNVIANE
AIJNIADY DTEIDETH TVAIDINNIA SIONITTE

40 DNIOYHL 2 ONLLTHVIN ADMINT 511804
FALLVYIJO0D ¥aMO0d AMDNINTE 15V

"ONI 80 SAW0D ADYANT NOLLY TTILSNOD
NOLLVYOJH0D dTHSEI 8T DR 1031 8500
DN "ADYENT df104OLLID

OTT INVITTV -THDYEVD

ANVINOD ONLLTTEVIN ADUINT NTHENY
"dHOD AIAYTS YIMOd DIEIDITT NVOTEINY
FALLVEIJ00D E0FTH (1 VID0SSY
NOLLVIDOSSY NOLLJANNCOUILNI Wid
ANOYO DNRIVHS HAMISTY ADNIDNIINOD LS3MAIN

ONEHOLVEHEAO WALSAS NOISSIASNVYL INTANIdIANT LSIMAN

S3ES

FEedangy

800Z ‘1€ YITIY (PIPUF YiLoly



Attachment to Response to AG -1 Question No. 172(a)

Page 12 of 12
Conroy / Seelye

L drard: 86 FST6LY'T 9L LOC'LED'S . 000'29L°LE¥
PLT9S'06L 1] 86'FST'6L9'T GEL0E'LID : 000'LSL'LEY
0T TBT'RYG'D 09°66F 09°ZBL'L99G 000°7ZT'05E Kwousng
: 1526t 1) 1676k -
69099'1¢ S6°808°01 gLISE 00098t Awrouody
POBELTHE SCE11'85T 66'TTLPRT 000°068' 11 Awouosg
BEIZE'SS 80°508'9C DE'9IS'6T 000'Z8E"T Awouoagy
+TE68°8T a1 £0°088'%} 000'09T Awouoay
98 STH61 6L°50'6 L90LE'G 000°891 Awguoay
10°E90°F9 G 68Y'0E 9P ELLEE 000°0£0'1 Autouoay
IR LY PEEOSTT £COLEHT 000°LE9 Ausouodg
69°L8C6E} LO'PEY'SS I9ESI'EL eaa'rIz't Auiouorg
S57159'56 05 EI8"Sr SO'RT1'08 000'6£5" 1 Awouosg
GT'T08'05 FESE0'TE 95°994'97 000686 Awouody
S6'SILIr 86'990°CC LE'BET'YT 000'60L Awouoag
L9185t PETSIYE 0195'T6 000916 Awouodg
1E°818'61 SYLIER'G 9§98L°0¢ 000"1SE Aulaussy
1E'+56'60 0P E6E'EE 167099'9¢ 0008621 Awouodg
ZE'FTH'TOL E8°LPL'BY EVRLO'ES 00a'£59'1 Ausouoag
0P 699 srL'T 60 E9Y90E° LE'80T'6EF' T 600°C0L'ES Azouo3g
P Eo0'ET 6EES L 813 4] 800572 Awouooy
91°TSE'8LE ] TT689°LSY v6'I98'0TL 000'60L'5T Awpuosy
{Sisanily [SEEe) {S)sanxeyy (S)pursiagy HAY UOIIESURL ]
ey IBAD 1ot BLESE

siusuodwo]) Jwlig

i

YLSm
VAL
vl

VAN
Vi
1404
2443
v2aa
SNOD

HE0O
111D

HUVD

WANY
43V
103V
Wrd
SUON
OSBEN

TTIAEIHIS NOLLOVENVHE BAM0d

Auzdio?y a3 puUE ST ARAsmMOy

TVICL

V101408

ANVAWOD STLLITILN ANDNINTE
SNOIANVTIIOSIN

ONITADYING ¥V ISHM

AITHOHLINY ASTTIVA HASSINNAL

ALIHOHINY ADY3INT JHL

ADNAOV HEMO4 TVAEDINAW YNVIGN]

ADNIOV DRLIDF T TYAIDINAW SIONITTE

4D DNIGYHL % ONILTHEIVIN ADYINT 15004
FALLVHIJOOD HHMOd AMDININTY 1SV
JTTSYNITOUVD ADWANT 33Na

ONI D SAWOD ADYINT NOILVTTRLENGD
NOILVHOLSHOD dIHSHIHENAN DN 1DETd 5800
DNEADMANT dIOYDILID

ITTINVITIV -TTIDUVD

ANVINOD ONILIIVIA ADYINT NTIINY

‘F0D ADIAYIS ¥IM0d ORLLOTTIE NVOTHINY
FALVEEA00D LOFTH GILVIOOSSY

NOLIVIDOSSY NOLEDINNOSHALNI Wid

dfO¥D ONTEVHS FAYISTH ADNIDNLINOD LSIMAN
IND HOLVETL0 WALSAS NOISSTNSNVHL LNSANA4IANE LSIMAIN

T

it (g

8007 ‘0F BAdY :pIpuF U0y






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. 173
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-173. With regard to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 30, lines 8 through

13:

a. please provide all statistical studies that do and do not “indicate that
temperature sensitive loads are less significant in the range of temperature
between 60°F and 70°F,”

b. please provide all studies and references substantiating the statement:
“cooling loads are often not significant until mean daily temperatures
exceed 70°F, and heating loads are often not significant until mean daily
temperatures drop below 60°F,” and,

c. please provide all studies that indicate cooling loads are not significant until
mean daily temperatures exceed 70°F, and/or heating loads are not
significant until mean daily temperatures drop below 60°F.

A-173. Please see the response to Question No. 182.






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. 174
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-174. With regard to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 32, lines 22 and 23,
should this sentence refer to “one” standard deviation, instead of “two™? If no,
please reconcile with statement on lines 25 and 26 of page 26.
A-174. No. The total bandwidth is equal to two standard deviations centered on the

mean, which comprises one standard deviation above and one standard
deviation below the mean.






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. 175
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

(Q-175. With regard to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 32, lines 2 through
12, please provide a complete copy of the referenced Order.

A-175.  See the response to Question No. 180.






Q-176.

A-176.

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. 176
Responding Witness: William Steven Scelye

With regard to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 42, line 15, please
explain in layman’s terms:

a. what F-statistic means and relates to, and,

b. why a 0.50 level of significance was selected.

In addition, please provide support and references regarding the criteria for
selecting an appropriate F-statistic level of significance.

In the context of Mr. Seelye’s statement on page 42, line 15 of his testimony,
the F-statistic refers to the “partial F-statistic” used add or remove variables in
forward, backward and stepwise regression. In very general terms, the F-
statistic compares the impact of adding or removing a variable in a regression
model to a confidence interval given by an F-distribution. This is the most
commonly used criterion for the addition or deletion of variables in stepwise
regression and is the methodology used by SAS and other statistical software
packages for determining whether a variable should be retained through the
application of a stepwise regression procedure. A 0.50 level of significance is
the default criterion utilized by SAS. See J.ID. Jobson, Applied Multivariate
Data Analysis (New York: Springer-Verlag, 1992).






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. 177
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-177. Regarding Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 45, lines 17 and 18,
please provide all analyses, studies, and observations supporting the statement:
“We have long observed that sales patterns can be different on Mondays and
Fridays than other days of the week.”

A-177. This is a result that Mr. Seelye and other analysts he has worked with over the
years have observed in modeling electric sales. Mr. Seelye did not retain the
regression and other models he worked with over the years. The data utilized in
this proceeding certainly indicate that the coefficients for the dichotomous
Monday and Friday variables are frequently statistically significant. See Seelye
Exhibit 17.






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. 178
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-178. Regarding Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 43, line 22 through page
44, line 2, please provide all analyses, studies, and observations supporting the
statement: “For many years, my colleagues and I have noticed that using a base
of 70°F for determining cooling degree days produces a better {it than using a
65°F base temperature.”

A-178. This is a result that Mr. Seelye and other analysis he has worked with over the
years have observed in modeling electric sales. Mr. Seelye did not retain the
regression and other models he worked with over the years. The data utilized in
this proceeding certainly indicate that the coefficients for the HDD60 and
CDD70 Monday and Friday variables are frequently more statistically
significant than HDI65 and CDD65. See Seelye Exhibit 17,






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

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

Question No. 179
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-179. Regarding Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 49, lines 10 and 11,

please provide support for the statement: “a typical rule is that none of the
VIF’s should exceed 10.”

A-179. See D. A. Belsley, E. Kuh, and R.E. Welsch, Regression Diagnostics.
Identifying Influential Data and Sources of Collinearity (New York: John Wiley
& Sons, 1980), and Chong Ho Yu, “An Overview of Remedial Tools for
Collinearity in SAS,” Proceedings of the 2000 Western Users of SAS Software
Conference, pp. 196-201.






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. 180
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-180. Regarding Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 52, lines 17 through 19,
please provide all references and complete Commission Orders that “expressed
concerns with using billing-cycle degree days . . . for purposes of calculating the

electric temperature normalization adjustment.”

A-180. See the Commission’s Order in Case No. 10064, which is attached.



Commission’s Order in Case No. 10064
Responding Witness — William Steven Seelye
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

ADJUSTMENT OF GAS AND ELECTRIC )
RATES OF LOUISVILLE GAS AND y CASE NO. 10064
ELECTRIC COMPANY )

O R D E R

On November 20, 1987, Louisville Gas and Electric Company
{("LGsE") filed an application with the Commission reguesting
authority to increase 1its electric and gas rates for service
rendered on and after December 20, 1987. The proposed rates would
increase annual electric revenues by $37,794,000, an increase of
8.5 percent, and annual gas revenues by $12,073,000, an increase
of 7.27 percent. These increases represent an annual increase in
total operating revenues of $49,867,000, or B.16 percent, based on
normalized test vyear sales. This Order grants an increase in
annual gas and electric revenues of $21,993,394 or 3.5 percent.

The Commission suspended the proposed rate increases until
May 20, 1988 in order to conduct public hearings and investiga-
tions 1into the reasonableness of the proposed rates. A hearing
was scheduled for March 22, 1988 for the purpose of cross-
examination of the witnesses of LG&E and the intervenors. LG&E
was directed to give notice to its consumers of the proposed rates
and the scheduled hearing pursuant to 807 KAR 5:011, Section 8. A

hearing to receive public comment and testimony was conducted on



March 7, 1988 at the Jefferson County Courthouse in Louisville,
Kentucky.

The Commission granted motions to intervene filed by the
Utility and Rate Intervention Division of the Office of the
Attorney General {"AG"); Jefferson County {"County"); the City of
Louisville ("City"); the Department of Defense of the United
States ("DOD"); the Utility Ratecutters of Kentucky, Inc, and the
Paddlewheel Alliance, referred to as Consumer Advocacy Groups
("CAG"); the Legal Aid Society, Inc. on behalf of Darlene Baker
and Jacolyn Petty, residential customers of LG&E and the Fairdale
Area Community Ministries, Inc., the West Louisville Community
Ministries, 1Inc., the Sister Visitors Center, and the Inter-
religious Coalition for Human Services, 1Inc., who assist low-
income households ("Residential Intervenors"); and the groups of
Alcan Aluminum Company, Ashland O0il 1Inec., Ford Motor Company,
Frito-Lay, Inc., General Electric Company, B. F. Goodrich Chemical
Group, Interez, Inc., Reynolds Metals Company, and Rohm and Haas
Kentucky, Inc., the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers
("K1Uuc"}).

The hearings for the purpose of cross—examination of the
witnesses of LG&E and the intervenors were held in the Commis-
sion's offices in Frankfort, Kentucky, on March 22-25, 28-29, 1988
and April 4-8, 11-12, 14 and 18, 1988 with all parties of record
represented. Briefs were filed May 9, 1988 and the information

requested during the hearings has been submitted.



COMMENTARY

LG&E is a privately-owned electric and gas utility which
distributes and sells electricity to approximately 311,600 con-
sumers in Jefferson County, and in portions of Bullitt, Hardin,
Meade, Oldham, Shelby, Spencer, and Trimble counties and distrib-
utes and sells natural gas to approximately 237,000 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 PERIQD

LGSE proposed and the Commission has accepted the 12-month
period ending August 31, 1987 as the test period for determining
the reasonableness of the proposed rates. In utilizing the
historic test period the Commission has given full consideration
to appropriate known and measurable changes.

VALUATION

LG&E presented the net original cost, capital, and reproduc-
tion cost as the valuation methods in this case. The Commission
has given due consideration to these and other elements of value
in determining the reasonableness of the proposed rates. As in
the past, the Commission has given limited consideration to the
proposed reproduction cost.

Net Original Cost

LGsE proposed a total company net original cost rate base of
$1,345,749,137. Generally, the proposed rate base was determined
in accordance with the Commission's decision in LG&E's last rate

case. The net investment rate base has been adjusted to reflect



the accepted pro forma adjustments to operation and maintenance
expenses in the calculation of the allowance for working capital.
As discussed further in the section of this Order relating to the
extraordinary property losses, the net investment rate base has
been reduced by $19,571,002 to reflect adjustments to the accumu-
lated depreciation reserve and the deferred income tax accounts.
The rate base has been increased by $72,78B0 to recognize 1 year's
amortization of the unprotected excess deferred income taxes
resulting from the reduction of the corporate tax rate in the Tax
Reform Act of 1986 ("Tax Reform Act"}. This is achieved by
decreasing the deferred tax reserve account to reflect the amor-
tization adjustment described in the section of this Order relat-
ing to Excess Deferred Taxes. Bll other elements of the net
original cost rate base have been accepted as proposed by LG&E.

In LG&E's last rate case, the Commission placed LGSE on
notice that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission ("FERC")
rulemaking procedure concerning the calculation of working capital
would be considered in LG&E's future rate proceedings. FERC has
not moved forward on this matter and at this time has not required
a lead-lag study for the calculation of cash working capital. In
this case, LG&E has determined the allowance for working capital
in the same manner as in past rate cases with cash working capital
calculated using the 45 day or 1/8 formula,

Thomas J. Prisco, on behalf of the DOD, recommended the use
of the balance sheet approach to calculate working capital. His
methodology was based upon correspondence from the National Asso-

ciation of Regulatory Utility Commissioners Annual Regulatory



Studies Program and various accounting books. The Commission
agrees with the position of the DOD that consumers should not be
reguired to pay rates which include an allowance for excess
working capital. However, based on the evidence presented in this
proceeding, the Commission is not convinced that the method
offered by the DOD is an accurate representation of the balance
sheet approach and, therefore, of LG&E's working capital needs.
The Commission has, therefore, determined the allowance Ffor
working capital in the same manner as proposed by LG&E using the
45 day or 1/8 formula for cash working capital.

The net original cost rate base devoted to electric and gas
operations is determined by the Commission to be as follows:

Gas Electric Total

Total Utility Plant $196,479,603 $1,702,353,408 $1,898,833,011
ADD:

Materials & Supplies 1,443,870 46,126,080 47,569,950
Gas Stored
Underground 22,166,664 - 22,166,664

Prepayments 341,417 1,431,429 1,772,846
Cash Working Capital 4,092,780 31,914,475 36,007,255
Subtotal s 28,044,731 S 79,471,984 s 107,516,715
DEDUCT:

Reserve for

Depreciation 72,817,435 416,540,389 489,357,824
Customer Advances 2,876,070 1,228,267 4,104,337
Accumulated Deferred

Taxes 16,988,797 167,531,323 184,520,120
Investment Tax

Credit (3%) 508,000 1,421,030 1,929,030
Subtotal $ 93,190,302 § 586,721,009 S 679,911,311
NET ORIGINAL COST

RATE BASE $131,334,032 5$1,195,104,383 81,326,438,415




Capital

LG&E's Controller, M. Lee Fowler, proposed adjustments to
LG&E's $1,362,822,255 end-of-test-year capital of $12,250,000.
Long-~term debt was adjusted to reflect "(1) the retirement of
$12,000,000 of 4 7/8 percent First Mortgage Bonds; Series due
September 1, 1987; (2) the scheduled redemption of $250,000 of
1975 Pollution Control Bonds due September 1, 1987; and (3) the

refinancing of $49,000,000 of the 9.40 percent Pollution Control

Bonds."! The refinancing of these Pollution Control Bonds did not

affect the 1level of capital but rather the cost of this item. A
further adjustment was made to capital to reflect discounts on
preferred and common stock .2

Dr. Carl G. K. Weaver, an econcmist and principal with M. S.
Gerber & Associates, Inc. and witness for the AG, proposed a capi-
tal balance of $1,246,106,059.3 The difference between Dr.
Weaver's proposed capital and Mr. Fowler's was in (1) Dr. Weaver's
use of an October 31, 1987 capital balance as reported in LG&E's
Financial and Operating Report; and (2) in the adjustments to
reflect discounts on preferred stock and common equity.4

Lane Kollen, a utility rate and planning consultant with the

firm Kennedy and Associates and witness for KIUC, proposed a

1 Fowler Prepared Testimony, page 14.

2 Ibid., page 17.

3 Weaver Prepared Testimony, Exhibit CGW, Statement 24.
4

Ibid., pages 35-36.



capital balance of $1,289,422,255.5 Mr, Kollen used LG&E's pro-
posed adjusted capital balance, but made an additiocnal adjustment
to common equity to remove "$61.15 million in excess capitaliza-
tion which is not wutilized to support investment in utility
property.“6

Mr. Kollen provided three arguments for reducing common
egquity by the $61.15 million. First, because preferred stock has
remained unchanged and the long-term debt increase of $51 million
in pollution control bonds was invested in utility plant, it is
the growth in common equity that has been used to finance short-
term investments in non-utility plant since test year end of
August 31, 1983.7 Second, "LG&E has only debt and preferred stock
directly attributable to utility operations and none whatsoever
for non-utility operations."B Third, interest and other income
from short-term investments is not flowed through to the rate-
payers but is received below the line as a direct benefit to the
shareholders.?

The process proposed by Mr. Kollen of isolating one asset
which is not a part of rate base and reducing capital, without a
complete evaluation of other assets and liabilities with regard to

rate base and capital wvaluation is inappropriate. In order to

5 Kollen Prepared Testimony, Exhibit LK-2.
6 Ibid., page 6.

7 Ibid., pages 8-9.

8 Ibid., page 9.

9 Ibid., page 10.




accept Mr. Kollen's adjustment, a complete reconciliation of the
assets and liabilities would be necessary to determine appropriate
additions and deletions of assets and liabilities to rate base and
capital. None of the parties to this proceeding have attempted to
make a complete reconciliation of rate base and capital. 1In the
absence of such thorough analysis, the Commission cannot isolate
and adjust selective items as proposed by Mr. Kollen. Moreover,
the dollar relationship of rate base and capital as provided in
this Order is approximately $4.5 million which is reasonable. The
isolated adjustment proposed by Mr. Kollen would result in rate
base exceeding capital by approximately $56 million. Therefore,
Mr. Kollen's adjustment to capital has not been included for rate-
making purposes herein.

The adjustments to the end-of-test-year capital proposed by
LG&E reflect actual changes in LG&E's end~of~-test-year capital
which occurred on September 1, 1987 only 1 day after the end of
the test period and should be accepted. In addition, the Commis~
sion has adjusted LG&E's capital by $19,571,002 to reflect the
extraordinary property losses, which are explained in another sec-
tion of this Order. Concurrent with its adjustment to the rate
base to remove the extraordinary losses, a similar adjustment must
be made to capital. A company's net investment in utility opera-
tions and capital supporting utility operations should be equal,
and rate-making steps should be undertaken to attempt to reach
this equality. Since the losses do not relate specifically to any
specific component of capital, the most equitable approach is to

adjust capital on a pro rata basis. Therefore, the Commission is



of the opinion that an adjusted capital balance of $1,331,001,253
is reasonable.

In determining capital the test-year-end Job Development
Iinvestment Tax Credit ("JDIC") has been allocated to each compo-
nent of capital on the basis of the ratio of each component to
total capital excluding JDIC, as proposed by LG&E. The Commission
iz of the opinion that this treatment is entirely consistent with
the reqguirement of the Internal Revenue Service that JDIC receive

the same overall return allowed on common eguity, debt, and pre-

ferred stock.

Reproduction Cost

LGSE presented the reproduction cost rate base in Fowler
Exhibit 9. Therein, LG&E estimated the value of plant in service,
plant held for future use, and construction work in progress
{"CWIP") at the end of the test year. The resulting reproduction
cost rate base is $2,542,427,739 which includes electric facili-~
ties of $2,174,716,164 and gas facilities $367,810,575.

TRIMBLE COUNTY GENERATING STATION ({"TRIMBLE COUNTY") - CWIP

In LG&E's last rate case, as well as the Order issued on
October 14, 1985 in Case No. 9243, An Investigation and Review of
Louisville Gas and Electric Company's Capacity Expansion Study and
the Need for Trimble County Unit No. 1, the Commission put LG&E on
notice that the historical treatment of CWIP allowed in previous
cases should not be taken as an indication that the treatment
would continue indefinitely in future cases. 1In addition, due to
the uncertainties surrounding the Trimble County project, the

Commission initiated monitoring procedures to keep abreast of the



Trimble County activity. This monitoring contributed to the
establishment of Case No. 9934, A Formal Review of the Current
Status of Trimble County Unit No. 1.

In the Order in Case No. 9934 entered on July 1, 1988, the
Commission found that 25 percent of Trimble County should be
disallowed. In this proceeding, the Commission has heard evidence
with regard to the rate-making treatment of Trimble County CWIP;
however, there has been no specific testimony offered regarding
the various options for rate-making treatment of a disallowance of
25 percent of the cost of Trimble County. Furthermore, in Case
No. 9934, since the Commission's decision is being issued concur-
rently with this Order, there has been no specific investigation
of the revenue requirement effects of a 25 percent disallowance of
Trimble County. Therefore, the Commission has determined that
another proceeding will be established to allow a full investiga-
tion of this issue. An Order establishing this case will be
rendered in the immediate future.

In order to protect the interests of the consumers and assure
that the disallowance will be recognized from the date of this
Order, the Commission is of the opinion that all revenues associ-
ated with additions to CWIP since LG&E's last rate case should be
collected subject to refund. The Trimble County CWIP included in
rate base in LG&E's last rate case was $268 million and Trimble
County CWIP has achieved a level of $382 million at the end of the
test period in this case. Applying the overall rate of return
allowed 1in this case to the increase in Trimble County CWIP of

$114 million results in an annual provision of $11.4 million to be
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collected subject to refund. The final amount of disallowances
will be determined in the forthcoming Trimble County CWIP case
soon to be established and the current ratepayers will realize the
benefits of the disallowance when an Order is issued in that case.

In this proceeding, as in LGSE's last two rate cases, the
Commission has addressed the issue of continuing the practice of
allowing CWIP in LG&E's rate base. While both LG&E and the
intervenors have presented arguments supporting and opposing the
practice of allowing a return on CWIP, neither side has presented
any new arguments or evidence which has not already been consid-
ered by this Commission. Consequently, based on the evidence in
this case, the Commission is of the opinion that the present regu-
latory treatment of allowing a cash return on CWIP should continue
in light of the decision to complete Trimble County. However, the
final amounts utilized for rate-making and revenue requirement
determination will be decided in the future proceeding announced
in this section of the Order,

RETIREMENTS OF SULFUR DIOXIDE REMOVAL
SYSTEMS ("SDRS") AND GAS PLANT

As part of this case, the Commission Staff reviewed LG&E's
accounting treatment for the retirement of SDRS and three under-
ground storage fields ("gas fields"). The Staff gave LG&E notice
through cross-examination and data requests that the accounting
treatment utilized by LGLE ignored the impact these retirements

had on LG&E's rate base and the return on that rate base.10 LG&E

10 Response to the Commission Orders dated December 23, 1987,
Item No. 42(a~e); dated January 15, 1988, Item No. 69; and
Hearing Transcript, Vol. IV, pages 7, 13-19.
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initially advised the Staff in 1986 that it planned to account for
the abandoned gas fields as a normal retirement under the Uniform
System of Accounts ("USoA"). The accounting treatment was inves-
tigated in this case because this was LG&E's first general rate
case since these retirements had taken place.

LG&E stated that this accounting treatment was its usual
procedure in accounting for abandonments and retirements.!! 1In
addition, LG&E determined that these entries resulted in a deple-
tion of the depreciation reserve which was now deficient. LG&E
proposed to revise upward the depreciation rates for underground
gas plant to eliminate the deficiency. The revision was made in
1986, with the depreciation rate for underground gas plant
increasing from 3.37 percent to 5.05 percent.12

The abandconed gas fields were comprised of several million
dollars of undepreciated plant per the company's books. While
most of the gas fields were being depreciated over approximately
30 years, significant portions of the gas fields had been in
service 1less than 15 years. As a result of the abandonment, LG&E
reported an income tax loss of $3,973,81513 in 1985. Preliminary
figures supplied by LG&E indicated that a book loss, at least as

great as the tax loss, existed.l4

11 Response to the Commission Order dated December 23, 1987, Item
No. 42{a), page 1 of 2.

12 1bid., dated January 15, 1988, Item No. 69(f)(3), page 3 of 3.

13 1985 FERC Form No. 1, Annual Report of LG&E, page 261.

14

Response to the Commission Order dated January 15, 1988, Item
No. 69(f){1l), page 2 of 37.
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During 1986, Commission Staff obtained information from LG&E
which reflected that early retirements of SDRS units were signifi-
cant and had been accounted for in the same manner as the aban-
doned gas fields.l5 1t was apparent that a depletion of the elec-
tric steam production plant depreciation reserve resulted. Since
the accounting treatment for these early retirements results in a
material impact on revenue requirements, the Commission is of the
opinion that this subject is appropriately an issue in this case.

The subject of these early retirements and abandonments has
been thoroughly explored through information reguests and in
cross—examination of LG&E witness, Mr. Fowler. From the infor-
mation requests, it was determined that for the period 1984
through 1986, LG&E had incurred losses of $21,052,354 due to the
early retirements of SDRS units and losses of $6,862,820 due to
the abandonment of the gas fields in 1985.18  If the electric and
gas losses are combined, the total losses on these early retire-
ments are $27,915,174. LGSE claimed tax losses on the SDRS units
retired between 1984 and 1986 of $3,029,756.%7

LG&E objected to the questioning of Mr. Fowler on the grounds
that the accounting treatments utilized for the SDRS units and gas
fields were not relevant to its rate application. LG&E observed

that the events did not occur in the test year, and it believed

15 1pid., Item No. 69(f)(2 and 3), page 1 of 3.
16 Ibid., Item No. 69(f)(1), page 2 of 37.
17

Ibid., Item No. 69(a), page 1 of 4.
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that it was not a proper issue for consideration in this case. '8
The Commission finds that even though the actual retirements and
abandonments did not occur in the test year, the subject is highly
relevant to this rate case. The impact of retirements losses
totaling $27,915,174 exists in the accumulated depreciation
reserve and thus is reflected in the net original cost rate base.
LG&E has already revised its depreciation rates for underground
gas storage plant to offset a portion of the loss and seeks to
reflect that change in this case. Moreover, the accounting treat-
ment employed by LG&E does not properly disclose the impact of the
early retirements and allows LG&E a full return on the net amount
of the losses while the losses are being recovered through depre-
ciation accruals.

LG&E's approach to the retirements transactions, on the sur-
face, is simple and straightforward. While book losses generated
by early retirements and abandonments can produce deficiencies in
the accumulated depreciation reserve, the increasing of deprecia-
tion rates on existing plant will make up the deficiency. Mr.
Fowler pointed out that, under LG&E's use of whole life, func~
tional group depreciation, utility plant will often be depreciated
beyond the estimated service 1life and thus can help reduce any
existing deficiency.lg

However, LG&E has failed to recognize that its approach

allows the company to reap a double benefit at the ratepayers'

18 Hearing Transcript, Vol. III, pages 177-178.

19 1bid., vol. IV, page 12.
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expense. While plant is in service, a company will usually
receive a return on the plant and recover the cost of the plant.
This 1is accomplished through the return on the rate base and
depreciation expense. LG&E seeks to retain this arrangement on
plant that has been retired or abandoned. This approach not only
allows for recovery of the inherent deficiency in accumulated
depreciation through depreciation expense, but alsc allows a
return on the loss by overstating the rate base. LG&E has main-
tained that its current treatment benefits its ratepayers by the
reserve deficiencies being made up over several years, rather than
recovered over a 3~ to S~year period. LG&E contends that 3 to 5
years 1is a normal amortization period for extraordinary losses,
but Mr. Fowler could not cite a publication or pronouncement that
supported this claim.20

The Commission recognizes that one of the problems which
causes this situation is that general plant accounting instruc-
tions contained in the USoA does not specifically provide for the
possibility of a loss occurring at the time of any retirement.
There are three types of property losses provided for in the USoA:
losses arising from the disposition of future—-use utility plant;
losses on the sale, conveyance, exchange or transfer of utility or
other property to another; and extraordinary property losses.
This last type of loss requires the creation of a deferred debit

in Account No. 182, Extraordinary Property Losses, 2l The

20 1pid., vol. III, pages 188-189; Vol. IV, pages 22-23, 51-52.

21 yson, Electric and Gas Plant Instructions, Item No. 10, parts
E and P.
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amortization of the account over a set period of vyears is
anticipated in USoA instructions.

In the absence of specific accounting treatment in the USo0A,
the Commission may utilize other authoritative accounting sources.
The Commission generally attempts to minimize discrepancies
between generally accepted accounting principles {"GAARP") and its
prescribed accounting treatment. Under GAAP applied to non-
utility business enterprises, the possibility of a loss occurring
at the time of retirement of an asset is specifically recognized.
Under those standards, when a major asset is retired from use, the
cost and related accumulated depreciation are removed from the
accounts, which 1is similar to the approach outlined in the USoA.
However, under GAAP, the charge to accumulated depreciation is
limited to the dépreciation provided on the asset and since the
depreciation expense charged over the estimated useful life of the
asset 1s only an allocation of the cost based on an estimate, a
gain or loss will normally be realized on disposal of the asset.

It is conceivable that in GAAP accounting for non-utility
enterprises, the practice of group depreciation weould exist in
which case the entity would account for an asset retired from
service in the same manner as prescribed in utility accounting.
Thus, it is apparent that another discrepancy in dealing with this
issue lies in the eligibility of an asset for group life depre-
ciation. The Commission is of the opinion that the assets here,
the gas fields and the SDRS units, are of sufficient value and

identifiable enough to warrant individual asset accounting

.....16~..



treatment for depreciation and retirement accounting. Thus, the
arguments with regard to group depreciation are not valid.

0f the three types of treatment of losses available to LG&E
under the USoA, the only applicable treatment is the extraordinary
property loss. To be considered extraordinary, the transaction
must be of significant effect, not typical or a customary business
activity, and would not be expected to recur frequently or be
considered as a recurring factor in the evaluation of the ordinary
operating process of the business,?? These restrictions are
similar to those prescribed under GAAP. In Accounting Practices
Board ("APB") Opinion 30, an extraordinary item is defined as a
transaction which 1is of an unusual nature and has an infrequency
of occurrence given the environment in which the business
operates.23 Under the current USoA, the use of extraordinary
treatment must be approved by the Commission, upon the request of
the company.

Based on the information contained in the record, the Commisg~-
sion finds that the early retirements and abandonments constituted
extraordinary property losses, and that LG&E should have requested
such treatment, The size of the book losses for the SDRS units
and gas fields would be considered significant. LG&E has been an
industry leader in SDRS technology, a technology which was new and
for which service life history was nonexistent. Mr. Fowler stated

at the hearing that the company's experience with SDRS units was

22 1pid., Item No. 7.
23

APB Opinion 30, paragraph 20.
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unusual.?4 The gas fields were abandoned based on the recommenda-

tions of a consultant hired by LG&E.2° While the USoA requires
the company to seek Commission approval for the use of
extraordinary treatment, the lack of such action on the part of
LG&E causes the initiative to shift to the Commission.

It appears that LG&E has failed to recognize the impact its
appreoach has on accounting and rate-making treatments. The use of
revised depreciation rates on existing total utility plant is an
example of the accounting impact. It is understandable that
depreciation rates need to be revised from time to time due to
changes in the actual service 1life history and technological
advances. However, increasing the depreciation rates on existing
plant to recover deficiencies created by early retirement or aban-
donment of major items of plant 1is not Jjustifiable in this
instance. If depreciation rates should be increased to make up
deficiencies resulting from extraordinary property losses, once
the deficiencies are made up the rates should be revised downward.
With regard to the rate-making impact, the accumulated deprecia-
tion reserve is understated until the reserve is restored by the
increased depreciation resulting from the depreciation rate
revision. The understated accumulated depreciation reserve in
turn causes the net original cost rate base to be overstated.

Thus, if the revenue requirement is based on the return granted on

24 yearing Transcript, Vol. III, pages 179-180, 190~191.

25

Response to KIUC's Second Data Request filed February 1, 1988,
Item No. 16.
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rate base, the revenue required is inflated due to the overstated
rate base,

In addition to the impact of the deficiencies in the accumu-
lated depreciation reserve, there is also the issue of the rate-
making treatment of deferred income taxes generated by the retired
assets. LG&E was asked to provide the deferred income tax
balances related to the SDRS units and the gas fields. For the
gas fields, LG&E was able to respond that at the date of abandon-~
ment deferred income taxes totaled $3,059,100, and that $162,000
had been flowed back by the test year-end, for a balance of
$2,897,100,20 For the SDRS units, LG&E continually stated that
this deferred income tax figure could not be readily determined
due to the manner in which its deferred tax accounts were main-
tained. LG&E has identified the total SDRS deferred income tax
balance as $4,910,100 at the date of retirement,2’ $5,146,000 at
test year~end,28 and $5,268,800 at calendar year-end 1987.29 In
addition, LG&E stated these figures included the impact of any
flowbacks of these taxes. In calculating the balances, LG&E
frequently speaks of "presumed retirement dates," and that in some

cases, tax depreciation c¢ontinues after retirement.30 These

26 Supplemental Hearing Data Request, filed May 17, 1988, page 4.

27 Response to the Commission Order dated January 15, 1988, Item
No. 69(4d)(1).

28 Supplemental Hearing Data Request, filed May 17, 1988, page 2.

2% 1pbid., filed May 10, 1988, page 1.

30

Ibid., filed May 10 and 17, 1988, page 1.
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retirements have occurred, there 1is no presumption involved.
Alsoc, LG&E has not cited references to the Internal Revenue Code
to support its claim that tax depreciation can be taken after the
retirement of the depreciated asset. Based on the information
supplied by ILG&E, the Commission believes the most accurate
deferred income tax balance for the SDRS units is $4,910,100, the
reported balance at the time of the retirement,

In its brief, LG&E proposed that if the Commission required
it to recognize the losses as extraordinary and establish regula-
tory assets, that the regulatory assets should be amortized over a
period of 5 years.31 However, Mr. Fowler stated that, utilizing a
S-year amortization period, the revenue requirements generated
under the extraordinary loss proposal would be higher than those
generated using LG&E's original accounting and rate-making treat-
ment of the retirements.32

The Commission believes that the approach proposed by LG&E in
this situation is not proper. The Commission believes that in the
situation of the early retirement of the SDRS units and the aban-~
donment of the gas fields, LG&E should have sought extraordinary
property loss treatment for these transactions. LG&E's assumption
that early retirements are offset by late retirements may be true
for certain assets which qualify for group depreciation, but not
in the current situation which demonstrates the basic problems of

the assumption with regard to the plant retirements in guestion.

31 1GsE Brief, filed May 9, 1988, page 44.

32 Hearing Transcript, Vol. IV, pages 14-15.
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The dollar magnitude of these retirement losses should not be made
up by LG&E by "over depreciating"” current assets, since this would
result in excessive recovery under ordinary rate-making practices
and is not an appropriate criterion on which to base a change in
depreciation rates.

Therefore, the Commission hereby requires the extraordinary
property loss treatment for the losses experienced with the early
retirement of the SDRS units and the abandonment of the gas
fields. As such, the accumulated depreciation reserves for both
the electric and gas plants should be credited $21,052,354 and
$6,862,820, respectively. The debit should be to Account No. 182,
Extraordinary Property Losses, with electric and gas subaccounts
maintained. The deferred income tax accounts should be debited
$4,910,100 for electric and $2,897,100 for gas. The corresponding
credits will be to the appropriate subaccount of Account No. 182.
The ratepayers of LG&E have provided the dollars represented in
the deferred income tax balances. The netting of the total loss
to be amortized recognizes this fact.

In determining a proper amortization period, the Commission
has considered the undepreciated balance of the assets retired,
the impact on operating expenses, and the ultimate effect on the
ratepayers and stockholders. The Commission is of the opinion
that an amortization period of 19 years is reasonable for the
electric extraordinary property loss and that 18 years is reason-
able for the gas extraordinary property loss. This represents an
approximation of the number of years of the remaining service

lives on the assets retired which LG&E had utilized for book
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depreciation purposes. Had LG&E's approach proposed in its Brief
been utilized, with no change in the depreciation rates, it would
have recovered the losses approximately over the same period of
time. Ap annual amortization expense of $849,592 for the electric
and $220,318 for the gas has been included for revenue regquirement
determination herein.

The company's proposal to increase the gas depreciation by
$211,035 1is unnecessary and the gas depreciation expense has been
adjusted to reflect the depreciation expense based on the 3.37
percent depreciation rate in effect before the gas field abandon—
ment. The income tax impacts of these adjustments have been
included in the calculation of book income tax expense. The net-
original cost rate base has been adjusted by $19,571,002 to
reflect the accounting entries to the accumulated depreciation
reserve and the deferred income tax accounts. The electric rate
base has been reduced by a net amount of $16,142,254 reflecting
the $21,052,354 increase to electric accumulated depreciation and
reduced by the £4,910,100 reduction to electric deferred income
taxes. The gas rate base has been reduced by a net amount of
$3,428,748 reflecting the $6,862,820 increase to gas accumulated
depreciation and reduced by the $2,897,100 reduction to gas
deferred income taxes and the $536,972 reduction to gas deprecia-
tion expense due to the depreciation rate adjustment.

MANAGEMENT AUDIT OF LG&E

In August 1986, the Commission's Management Audit of LG&E
{"Management Audit") was completed. The audit was performed by

Richard Metzler and Associates, Inc, and Scott Consulting Group

2D



{"RMgA/Scott") under a statute enacted by the Kentucky General
Assembly. According to the Executive Summary, the potential cost
avoidance or reduction identified during the audit is probably in
excess of $6 million to $7 million in annual recurring and $9
million to $10 million in one-time cost savings.33 RM&ah/Scott
developed implementation action plans ("Action Plans") for each of
the 146 recommendations and LG&E was directed to provide semi-
annual reports to the Commission on the implementation of the
recommendations.

This 1is LG&E's first request for a general increase in rates
since the completion of the Management Audit. 1In prepared testi-
mony, Robert L. Royer, President and Chief Executive Officer of
LG&E, and Fred Wright, Senior Vice-President of Operations, noted
that LG&E had incurred substantial expenditures to implement the
Management Audit recommendations. The Commission demonstrated
concern regarding the costs and benefits resulting €£rom the
Management Audit through the numerous information requests sub-
mitted to LG&E. LGSE was reqguested to provide a witness at the
hearing for cross-examination regarding the Management Audit.

This section will focus on four general areas of the audit
identified by the following subsections.

1. Closed Recommendations.

2. Management Information Systems.

3. Work Force - Compensation Recommendations.

4. Open Recommendations.

33 Management Audit of LG&E, Executive Summary, II-13.
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Closed Recommendations

In response to the Commission Order dated January 15, 1988,
F. L. Wilkerson, Vice~President of Corporate Planning and Account-
ing for LG&E, provided information regarding the cost and savings
of 45 audit recommendations which have been implemented and
closed.34 The response indicated that the test year included
$510,300 to $535,300 in costs associated with these recommenda-
tions and that the estimated recurring costs were in the order of
$719,500 to $749,500, The estimated savings associated with these
recommendations actually quantified in that response was related
to only 2 of the 45 closed recommendations and totaled $167,000.
During cross-examination, Mr. Wilkerson indicated that it is
difficult to quantify the savings for this group of recommenda-
tions and that the savings, for the most part, were not measur-
able. 3 As a result, LGsE was requested to file additional
information which would provide a description of the nature of the
costs included in the test year, identify the type of savings or
benefit and the functional area in which the savings will occur,
and indicate whether the benefits will be one~time or recurring in
nature,

The Commission has reviewed the information filed relevant to
these c¢losed recommendations and finds that the actions taken by
LGSE in association with the implementation of these recommenda-

tions are in the interests of LG&E's consumers. The Commission is

34 Response to the Commission Order dated January 15, 1988, Item
No. 5.

35 Hearing Transcript, Vol. VIII, pages 194-195.
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however, concerned with LG&E's £failure to gquantify the savings
and/or benefits associated with implementation of audit recommen-
dations and particularly with the level of estimated recurring
costs. 1In future rate proceedings, LG&E should be better prepared
to support the recurring costs associated with closed recommenda-
tions 1in order for the Commission to be able to better determine

their reasonableness in 1light of the associated savings and/or

benefits.

Management Information Systems

In response to Item Nos. 1{a) and {b) of the Commission Order
dated December 23, 1987, LG&E provided a discussion of its efforts
to develop or enhance its major management information systems.
The actual development of most of these systems was begun prior to
the Management Audit.36 However, the Management BAudit includes
numerous recommendations relating to these systems.

The test year includes operating expenses of approximately
$2,476,000 associated with development of these systems. LG&E has
estimated that they will incur additional costs of $2,421,000 over
the 12-month period ending August 31, 1988.37 Additionally, LG&E
has indicated that the estimated expenditures at the completion of
the development of these systems will be $11,711,000 operating and

maintenance costs and $2,327,000 capital costs.38

36 1pid., page 208.

37 Response to the Commission Order dated December 23, 1987, Item

No. 1l(a).

38 Response to Hearing Information Reguest, Item No. 3, Response

7.
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The Executive Summary of the Management Audit addresses, in
general terms, the status of LG&E's business systems and indicates
that 3 to 5 years will be required to bring LG&E's computer-based
systems up to par with the industry.39 In response to a request
for information made during the hearing, LG&E filed documentation
indicating that the systems would be completed beginning in 19588
and continuing through 1991.4% phat response also indicated that
the development of some of these systems began as early as 1983,
Additional information 1in the record indicates these systems are
still under development and that benefits that may result have not
yet been realized. Further, LG&E has indicated that any savings
or benefits are not likely to exceed the costs during the immedi-
ate future.4l

LG&E was questioned regarding any cost-benefit analysis
performed in connection with these systems and the appropriateness
of expensing rather than capitalizing the cost of developing these
systems, Cost~benefit analyses of the management information
systems, though requested, have not been filed in this proceeding
and it 1is not clear if LGLE has prepared updated cost-benefit
analyses as projects progress.42 Mr. Wilkerson indicated that

LG&E felt that it was appropriate to expense the development costs

39 Management Audit of LG&E, Executive Summary, II-7 to II-8.

40 Response to Hearing Information Reguest, Item No. 3, Response

7.

a1 Response to the Commission Order dated December 23, 1987, Item

No. 1{b}.

42 Hearing Transcript, Vol. VIII, page 218.
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of these systems because LG&E is paying for those costs in today's
dollars, because the systems cost money up front, and because
unless the company is willing to spend the money no savings will
result. Mr. Wilkerson cited a paragraph relating to cost reduc-
tion penalties from the Executive Summary as support for LG&E's
position.43 This paragraph however does not address the
accounting or rate-making treatment associated with the costs, and
includes no prohibition in regard to capitalization of development
costs.

The Commission is o©f the opinion that for the purpose of
determining revenue requirements in this proceeding, the test-year
operating expenses should be decreased by the $2,475,092 associ-
ated with the development c¢osts of the management information
systems. The management information systems are being developed
to provide benefits to LG&E and its customers over an extended
period time. LG&E should begin subsequent to the date of this
Order to capitalize and amortize, over a reasonable time period,
development costs associated with the management information
systems. The costs incurred during and prior to the test year
have been expensed during those accounting periods. Therefore, no
adjustment to rate base is necessary. The rate-making treatment
of costs, capitalized subsequent to the date of this Order, will
be considered in future rate proceedings.

Work Force - Compensation Recommendations

The Management Audit contained numerous recommendations

relating to the organization structure, work force, and
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compensation and benefits programs of LG&E. The Executive Summary
noted that LG&E could produce annual payroll savings of at least
$2.5 million by implementing work force recommendations exclusive
of Trimble County considerations. %4 The Management BAudit
indicated that these savings can be accomplished by:
. « « increasing organizational productivity through the
establishment of work management systems, reducing

layers of management, increasing spans of managgrial
control and revising the personnel skill mix . .

In addition, specific recommendations instructed LG&E to review
the compensation and benefit programs and to annually review
health insurance and other benefits programs.

These recommendations are of particular concern to the
Commission for several reasons. First, the proposed $5,390,668
increase to test-year operating expenses for labor and labor-
related costs was the largest single adjustment proposed by LG&E
excluding the adjustments for electric weather normalization and
fuel expenses. Second, LG&E was notified in its last rate pro-
ceeding, wherein it proposed an increase of $558,000 for Blue
Cross-Blue Shield insurance, of the Commission's intended review
in the next rate proceeding. 1In this case, $1,224,561 or approxi-
mately 23 percent of the proposed labor and labor-related increase

is for health insurance. Third, the level of LG&E's employees has

43 1bid., pages 239-240.

44 Management Audit of LG&E, Executive Summary, II-13.

45 1pid.
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been steadily increasing, from 3,646 in 198545 to 3,920 on
September 6, 1987 and to 3,988 on November 15, 1987.4%7
Moreover, when all of these work-force related recommenda-
tions are considered as a whole, they indicate the need for a
thorough, comprehensive evaluation of LG&E's organizational struc-
ture, and compensation and benefit packages. According to LG&E,
the review of the organizational structure, including work force
considerations, has begun and LG&E should be able to meet the 3-
to 5-year time frame for completion cited in the audit. The
Commission is concerned with LG&E's progress in implementing the
work—-force reduction recommendation of the Management Audit. In
August 1986, the Management Audit Report recommended that a reduc-
tion in LG&E's work force of 50 to 200 personnel over a 3~ to 5-
year period exclusive of the Trimble County construction should be
accomplished. In response to the recommendation on October 31,
1987 LG&E promulgated its Human Resources Control Program essen-
tially freezing the level of employment on that date and stating a
company goal of reducing employment overall. Though LG&E is
apparently implementing the planning mechanism called for in the
Management Audit, the Commission is concerned with the continued
expansion of its work force and the speed at which LG&E is imple-
menting its employment control program. During the period from

December 1986 to November 1987, LG&E expanded its work force

46 Management Audit of LG&E, Chapter XI, Human Resources Manage-
ment, Exhibit XI-10, Staffing Trends by Employee Group (1875~
1985).

47

Response to the Commission Order dated January 15, 1988, Item
No. 14.
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exclusive of Trimble County from 3,162 to 3,210. The trend in
employment is contrary to the intent of the auditors' recommenda-
tion and at the very least requires a more detailed explanation
than has been provided by LG&E as to the reasons for the work
force expansion. The Commission will continue to monitor the non-
Trimble County level of employment in the future and will require
LG&E to provide a complete explanation for any change in the work
force on a semiannual basis. This initial report should be
provided to the Management Audit Section starting October 31,
1988.

During the test year, LG&E developed a benefit improvement
package for nonunion employees, granted the officer group salary
increases greater than would normally have been considered and
improved the supplemental benefits authorized for officers.

The improvements for the officer group were intended to
address salary compression, and compensation and benefit levels
lower than industry averages. LG&E has indicated that the incre-
mental cost of the improvements for this group is between $40,900
and $50,200 for the test year. The benefit improvement package
instituted by LG&E included changes in health insurance and group
life insurance, and added a thrift-savings plan. This package is
of particular concern to the Commission because of the impact on
test year costs and the overall level of fringe benefits.

LG&E was notified in Case No. 8924, General Adjustment in
Electric and Gas Rates of Louisville Gas and Electric Company,
final Order dated May 16, 1984, of the Commission's intention to

review health insurance costs in the next rate proceeding. In
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addition, the Management Audit contains recommendations directing
LG&E to evaluate the compensation and benefit programs and to
review health insurance and other benefits programs to ensure cost
effectiveness. Mr. Wilkerson, during cross—examination, indicated
that the benefit improvement package was not instituted in
response to the Management Audit, but for other reasons, among

them, maintaining the nonunion benefits comparable to the union

employees.48

William H. Hancock, Jr., Senior Vice-President of Administra-~
tion and Secretary of LG&E, presented testimony regarding health
insurance and other fringe benefits, He discussed the health
insurance cost containment measures taken by LG&E and the newly
instituted flexible medical benefit plan. Hancock Exhibit 1 indi-
cates that the rate of increase after cost containment for Blue
Cross-Blue Shield insurance was 1.4 percent compared to a rate of
12.8 percent prior to cost containment .4 Hancock Exhibit 2
reflects an increase in average cost per participant of 29 percent
from August 1983 to August 1987 as compared to an industry trend
factor of 63 percent over 4 years.50 These exhibits provide the
basis of support regarding LG&E's attempts to control health
insurance costs. However, for the 2 years immediately following

the institution of the cost containment measures the rate of

a8 Hearing Transcript, Vol. VIII, pages 223-224.

49 gancock Prepared Testimony, Exhibit 1.

50 1pid., Exhibit 2.
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increase 1s above 10 percent per year.51 In addition, the basis
of the 63 percent industry trend factor was a letter from an
actuarial consultant?? which neither defines the precise
calculation of the factors nor the region considered. The only
evidence by which the success of LG&E's cost control efforts can
be compared to other utilities or companies in the area that LG&E
serves or the state is this ambiguous letter from the actuarial
consultant.

Mr. Hancock's testimony indicates that the annual reduction
in medical benefits resulting from the flexible benefits program
is approximately 3500,000.53 However, the savings are offset by a
3~year cash incentive payment to employees switching to the plan.
The test-year operating expenses include $196,408 associated with
the payment of the cash incentive for the first year. However,
this is only the amount not paid in cash but contributed to the
new thrift savings plan. The employees electing to receive actual
cash payments received those payments in December 1987 after the
end of the test period.

In the Management Audit Action Plan Progress Reports
{"Progress Reports") submitted to the Commission in November 1986,
LGSE indicated that the company was working with a consultant to

evaluate alternate benefit packages and would submit a proposal to

51 Response to the Commission Order dated December 23, 1987, Item
No. 5(d}.

52 Response to KIUC First Information Request dated January 14,
1988, Item No. 8, page 2.

53

Hancock Prepared Testimony, page 4.

...32.w



senior management for consideration.’? The record in this case
contains no evidence that LG&E made any evaluations with regard to
any fringe benefits other than health insurance. However, on
April 1, 1987, LG&E instituted the new benefit improvement package
which will increase LG&E's expenses.

The Commission stated its concern in LG&E's last rate case
regarding the level of Blue Cross—-Blue Shield insurance. Further-
more, the management auditors recommended that LG&E review, not
only health insurance, but the total benefits package. The Com-
mission's and the auditors' concern in this area would require
that LG&E provide more adequate support than that which has been
included in this proceeding to justify the cost increases to be
borne by the ratepayers. Therefore, the Commission is of the
opinion that the cost of the change in group life insurance, the
cost of the thrift savings plan, and the cost of the cash incen-
tive payments should not be borne by LG&E's ratepayers. The
effect of these changes on LG&E's test year costs is specified in

the later section of this Order dealing with the proposed labor

and labor-related adjustments.

Open Management Audit Recommendations

During cross-examination, Mr., Wilkerson was asked to provide
budget projections which reflect the future costs for the projects
that were being implemented pursuant to the Management Audit. Mr.
Wilkerson responded that the 90 or so open recommendations had not

been identified in the budget process and were not readily

54 Management Audit Action Plans, November 1986, XI-8, page 2.
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identifiable.>? LG&E is hereby placed on notice that in future
rate proceedings, the company should be prepared to identify and
provide the costs associated with Management Audit recommenda-
tions. Due to LG&E's current inability to track these costs and
its failure to adequately support, with proper documentation, the
claim that post-test year costs will be incurred at the same level
as the test year, the Commission finds that the costs associated
with the open recommendations should not be included in the deter-
mination of revenue requirements.

The test year costs associated with these recommendations
were provided in response to Item No. 1 of the Commission's Order
dated January 15, 1988. The calculation of the amount disallowed,
which is approximately $258,000, is included in a later section of
this Order.

Summary

The Commission compliments LG&E on the progress it has made
in the implementation of its Action Plans. The Commission
continues to have confidence in the benefits that both LG&E and
its consumers can derive from proper implementation of its Action
Plans. However, the Management Audit, Action Plans, and Progress
Reports do not absolve management from its responsibility to
continuously monitor and document both the costs and benefits from
implementing the recommendations of the management auditors. 1In

future rate proceedings, LG&E should be better prepared to

55 Hearing Transcript, Vol. IX, pages 76-77.
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identify implementation costs, ongoing costs, as well as benefits
resulting from implementation of its Action Plan.

REVENUES AND EXPENSES

For the test period, LG4E had actual net operating income of
$118,858,318, LG&E originally proposed several pro forma adjust-
ments to revenues and expenses to reflect more current and antici-
pated operating conditions which resulted in an adjusted net
operating income of $111,795,250.56 Subsequent to its original
filing, LG&E proposed several correcting adjustments, which are
addressed herein. The Commission is of the opinion that the
proposed adjustments are generally proper and acceptable for rate-
making purposes with the following modifications.

Temperature Normalization - Electric

LG&E proposed an adjustment to electric revenues and expenses
for deviations from normal temperatures. The proposed adjustment
would reduce operating income by $7,673,763 based on the assump-
tion that the test year included an excess of 402 cooling degree
days ("CDD") and a deficiency of 362 heating degree days {"HDD"}.

An electric temperature normalization adjustment has been
proposed in each of LG&E's past three rate applications. In Case
No. 8284, General Adjustment in Electric and Gas Rates of Louis-
ville Gas and Electric Company, final Order dated January 4, 1982,
and Case No. 8616, General Adjustment in Electric and Gas Rates of
Louisville Gas and Electric Company, final Order dated March 2,

1383, the adjustment was proposed by LG&E; however, in Case No.

56 powler Prepared Testimony, Exhibit 4,
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8924, the adjustment was proposed by an intervenor. The Commis-
sion denied the proposed adjustments in each case. In his oral
testimony, Patrick Ryan, a Load and Economic Research Analyst with
LG&E, summarized the concerns expressed by the Commission in those
past cases and stated that the methodology presented in this case
addressed those concerns and was the most appropriate way to make
this type of adjustment.57

This adjustment accounts for 15.4 percent58 of LG&E's overall
requested revenue increase. Additionally, Mr. Ryan has stated
that if LG&E's rates are based on excess KWH sales, LG&E's only
opportunity to recover its revenue reguirement is if the test-year
weather pattern occurs in each succeeding year.59 However, this
statement covers only one part of the Commission's concern with
the proposed adjustment and the converse of this statement must
also be considered. That is, 1if revenues are based on below
normal sales, then consumers will be paying rates that may
generate revenue in excess of authorized revenue requirements.
Thus, prior to acceptance, it is imperative that the Commission
determine if LG&E has accurately reflected the relationship of KWH
sales and temperature.

LG&E's methodology begins with the definition of normal wea-
ther and the determination of the difference between normal {or

expected) weather and actual test year weather. For purposes of

57 Hearing Transcript, Vol. V, pages 9-11.
58 Ryan Prepared Testimony, page 4.
59 1pid.
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calculating the weather adjustment, actual and normal degree day
data, the measures of weather used in this analysis were converted
from a calendar month basis to that of billing c¢ycles. Because
LG&E bills its customers in cycles, it was necessary to calculate
both billing cycle days and billing-cycle degree days to match
weather data with sales data.

In determining normal billing~cycle degree days, LG&E used
the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration’s ("NOAA")
1951-1980, 30-year average degree day data. By using this aver-
age, LG&E has failed to include the degree day data from the most
recent 7 years. The Commission is aware from a review of NOAA
literature that the NOAA will prepare special BDD or CDD tabu-
lations or other summaries which would include more recent data.®0
However, at the hearing, LG&E indicated that no attempt has been
made recently to contact the NOAA to try to get more current
degree day normals.®l The Commission's language in its Order in
Case No. 8616 clearly states that current data should be used to
define normal degree days:

A current [emphasis added] 30-year period provides accu-

rate up~to-date information and at the same time is long

enough to mitigate any abnormalities in gsather condi-
tions, whether they be yearly or cyclical.

60 gnvironmental Information Summaries, C-14, HDD and CDD Day
Data, NOAA, Department of Commerce, USA.

61 Hearing Transcript, Vol. VI, pages 192-193,

62

Case No. 8616, final Order dated March 2, 1983, page 13.
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LGEE's use of NOAA's published 1851-80 degree day data®3 as a
"eurrent" 30-year average ignores the impact that any recent tem-
peratures may have had in defining normal degree days. The
Commission is concerned that it may blas that information which is
being considered as the standard for temperature normality.

In Exhibit 2 of his direct testimony, Mr. Ryan constructed 95
percent confidence intervals around the NOAA 1951-1980 30~year
means, He asserts that since the annual total degree days and
most of the monthly degree days fall outside of the confidence
interval, the entire test year must be normalized for abnormal
weather. In LG&E's effort to demonstrate that test year weather

was abnormal, Mr. Ryan stated:

Q. Since temperature 1is a random variable, can't you
employ a statistical procedure to determine whether
or not actual temperatures were statistically dif-
ferent from the historical average?

A, Yes, This basically would involve the construction
of a confidence interval around the mean of the
weather variable. If the number of degree days
actually incurred during the test period falls out~
side the confidence interval limits, they can be
coasiderg? statistically different from the
average.
Though LGSE has used a confidence interval as a standard for
testing normality, LG&E did not use the confidence interval for
temperature adjustment purposes. Mr. Ryan adjusted each month's
actual billing cycle temperature-sensitive load to a mean—

determined temperature-sensitive load instead of to a

63 Climatography of the United States No. 81 (By State), Monthly

Normals of Temperature, Precipitation, and Heating and Cooling
Degree Days 1951-8B0, Kentucky.

64 Ryan Prepared Testimony, page 6.
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temperature-sensitive lcad determined by the boundaries of a range
of acceptable values constructed around the mean.

The Commission is of the opinion that there is adeguate evi-
dence to suggest that a range of temperatures and not a specific
mean temperature is a more appropriate measure of normal tempera-
tures, As long as the temperature falls within these bounds then
it 1is inappropriate to adjust sales for temperature. However, if
the temperature falls outside those bounds then it is appropriate
to adjust sales to the nearest bound.

After determining normal weather and the departure of test
year weather from normal, the methodology proposed by LGEE to
determine weather-normalized sales involves estimating two compo-
nents of total energy usage: baseload and temperature-sensitive
load. LG&E's actual calculation of the weather normalization
adjustment begins by determining the number of customers in each
class for each month of the test year, as well as billing cycle
days and billing~cycle degree days for each month of the test
year, Billing cycle days were defined by Mr. Ryan to be the aver-
age number of days in all of LG&E's 21 billing districts for each
month during the test year. Billing-cycle degree days were then
defined to be the average number of degree days in each billing
period for each month.

The Commission is concerned with the calculations of both
billing cycle days and billing-cycle degree days. Mr, Ryan indi-

cated on cross-examination that other LG&E personnel were

-.-.‘39...



specifically responsible for the calculations®> and that these
calculations assume an average and are not tied to the beginning
and ending dates of district billing cycles.65 This method of
determining billing~cycle degree day fails to properly match
customer load and their corresponding bills, because each billing
cycle has discrete beginning and ending dates with specific degree
days and customers associated with that period. Additionally,
since no attempt was made to weight the billing-cycle degree days
by the percentage of total customers included within each billing
district, the results using billing-cycle degree days are not
representative of the temperature's affect on electricity usage
across billing districts unless each cycle includes approximately
the same number of customers per class, an assumption which cannot
be confirmed by LGsE.57 Due to these problems and the lack of
supporting evidence, the Commission finds that the method used to
convert calendar month days and degree days into billing cycle
days and degree days is inaccurate.

The accuracy of the billing cycle calculations is critical
because these results are used in the calculation of the final
temperature adjustment. Inaccuracies contained in LG&E's billing
cycle calculations, therefore, render LG&E's entire electric

temperature normalization adjustment unreliable and unacceptable.

65 Hearing Transcript, Volume V, page 14.
66 Ibid., page 145.
67

Hearing Transcript, Volume V, pages 146-147.
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As previously stated, LG&E separated total mWh sales into
only two components: baseload and temperature-sensitive load.
Residential baseload has been derived from the company's load
research data. LG&E determined the daily residential baselocad per
customer based on the average of the 5 lowest days of daily energy
. usage from a selected sample of load research customers. For the
test year this was determined to be 16.6 KWH per residential
customer per day. To determine monthly total residential base-
load, the 16.6 was then multiplied by the number of customers in
each test year month. This product was then multiplied by
monthly-billing cycle days. For the commercial sector, a
weighted—~average baselcocad was determined, which includes weekend
and weekday usages,

The actual temperature-sensitive load was calculated by
simply subtracting the actual estimated baselcad per customer from
the actual total load per customer. The number of actual billing-
cycle degree days was then divided into the actual temperature-
sensitive 1locad to obtain the actual energy use per customer, per
degree day. Normal temperature-sensitive load was then determined
by multiplying the actual energy use per customer, per degree day
times the number of customers times the normal number of billing-
cycle degree days in that month. This normal temperature-
sensitive load was then subtracted from actual temperature-
sensitive load to determine the mWh sales adjustment.

Further, LG&E, in adopting its adjustment methodology, has
failed to follow previous Commission orders to consider other

variables in addition to temperature when normalizing sales. The
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methodology chosen by LG&E neglects to consider other factors
{(i.e., personal income, employment, humidity, wind, etc.) that may
affect test-year electricity usage. LG&E has recognized that
other factors may affect electricity sales but has not incorpo-
rated any of these factors in this adjustment.68 By ignoring
these variables LG&E's methodology does not accurately determine
the actual relationship of electricity sales to degree days.

In his testimony, Mr. Ryan acknowledges the strong relation-
ship between electricity usageland degree days,69 as determined by
a simple econometric model. Further, Mr., Ryan states that LG&E
"is fully aware that variables other than weather affect
electricity usage."70

The econometric modeling of temperature normalization is
widely used by both the electric utility industry and regulatory
agencies. During cross—examination, Dr. Carl Weaver, witness for
the AG, recommended that to determine temperature-sensitive load,
", . . you should use a regression analysis but include more than
one independent variable . . 7l Mr. Ryan admitted on cross-
examination that to wverify that relationships between loads and
degree days existed on a class basis, regression analysis would be

required.72 However for the purpose of verifying these

68 1pbid., Volume V, page 92.

69 Ryan Prepared Testimony, Exhibit 5.
70 Ibid., page 15.
71

Hearing Transcript, Vol. X, page 34.
72 1pid., Vol. V, page 140.
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relationships, Mr. Ryan has ignored those statistical techniques
and instead relied upon “eyeballing” the temperature-sensitive
load figures.73 The primary use of an econometric or regression
model in weather normalization is to adjust test year sales, which
is the intended purpose of a weather normalization adjustment.
During cross—examination, Mr. Ryan stated that there was no
gquestion in his mind regarding the accuracy of the relationship
between degree days and KWH sales because he has been working with
weather data and has made the type of computer runs that support
the relationship. However, he further stated that the Commission
has not seen those computer runs and that other than his assertion
that loads per degree day look reasonable, nothing has been filed

in the record of this case which verifies the accuracy of that

74

relationship. The Commission cannot allow an adjustment of over

$7 million on such a nonspecific basis. In any case, if LG&E
desires to propose an electric temperature adjustment in future
rate applications, it should develop a methodology that will accu-
rately and appropriately match the random effects of weather to
electricity consumption. Further, LG&E should provide adequate
support to verify the accuracy and appropriateness of any model
presented. The Commission will reguire that LG&E provide documen-
tation, including adequate statistical analysis, sufficient to
support the accuracy of the relationships 1in the methodology

developed and submitted in subsequent rate cases.

73 Ibid., pages 141-142.

74 1bid.
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Stephen J. Baron of Kennedy and Associates proposed an alter-
native electric weather normalization adjustment on behalf of
KIUC. In discussing the adjustment proposed by LG&E, Mr. Baron
criticized several aspects of LG&E's model and concluded that
LG&E's methodeology was ". . . not precise and cannot be verified
as to whether it 1is correct using actual monthly data."’® mr.
Baron further stated that he believed that the most appropriate
method to develop class weather normalization adjustments was by
developing regression models utilizing 1load research data. No
such analysis was presented in this case and Mr. Baron, therefore,
determined that using the aggregate system sales and weather data
supporting Ryan Exhibit 5 to develop system-wide sensitivity coef-
ficients was the most appropriate way to correct LG&E's proposed
adjustment. Mr. Baron then used these system-wide coefficients to
adjust LG&E's class~by-class sales, revenue and expense adjust-
ments.

Mr. Baron has recognized several important f£laws in LG&E's
methodology and attempts to correct these in order to calculate a
more representative electric weather normalization adjustment.
Mr. Baron's proposed adjustment, however, does not correct the
problems presented by LG&E's methodology. By using the system
company-wide data supporting Ryan Exhibit 5 (which represents a
test vyear which has been characterized as abnormal) and then

interpreting these into class-by~class adjustments, Mr. Baron has

75 Baron Prepared Testimony, filed February 16, 1988, page 14.
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incorporated in his model the same inaccuracies and problems he
noted in LG&E's model.

The Commission, therefore, finds that LG&E's proposed elec-
tric temperature adjustment should be denied for the following
reasons:

1. LG&E's definition of normal degree days is based on 30-
year data for the period 1951-1980, which does not include data
for the most recent 7 years, including the test year.

2. The critical billing cycle calculations are inaccurate
and do not reflect the actual degree days on either an actual or

historic basis.

3. LG&E adjusted to a mean rather than to a range deter~

mined by a confidence interval.

4. LG&E has recognized only one variable that affects
consumption.

5. LG&E did not accurately determine the relationship of
KWH sales to degree days. LG&E simply estimated baseload and
assigned the difference between total KWH sales and baseload to

temperature~sensitive load.

6. LG&E has neither supported all of the assumptions nor
supported the accuracy of its model.

The Commission is of the opinion that the electric weather
normalization adjustment proposed by KIUC should be denied. The
Commission cautions that alternative adjustments that suffer from

the same inadequacies as the adjustments they are meant to replace

are unacceptable.
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Labor and Labor-Related Costs

LG&E proposed adjustments to increase the test-year operating
expenses by §5,389,668 for labor 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 $3,132,927
Pension Costs 34,698
Health Insurance 1,224,561
Dental Insurance 47,280
Group Life Insurance 148,914
Thrift Savings Plan 248,469
FICA Taxes 550,126
Unemployment Taxes:

State 30,421
Federal <26,728>
TOTAL 85,390,668

Excluding the gas supply expense adjustment, the adjustment for
labor and labor-related costs represents the largest adjustment to
LGSE test-year operating expenses. In this case, as has been
previously stated, the labor and labor-related costs are areas of
concern for two reasons: the notice in Case No. 8924 that the
Commission would analyze health insurance costs in LG&E's next
rate case and the recommendations incorporated in the Management

Audit regarding fringe benefits and work force considerations.

Wages and Salaries

LG&E proposed to increase wages and salaries by $3,132,927 in
order to reflect wage increases granted during and subsequent to
the test year. The first part of this adjustment reflects an
increase of $784,B52 to recognize the increases granted during the

test year. The second part represents the increases granted in
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October and November 1987, which results in an increase of
$2,348,075. Generally, when utilities request adjustments to
wages and salaries, a comparison is made between actual test year
wages and salaries and a normalized or pro forma expense level.
In this and recent proceedings, LGsE has not determined the
adjustment to wages and salaries by the methodology described
above. Mr. Fowler testified that LG&E did not follow this method-
ology because LG&E's test-year labor costs include overtime, shift
differentials and other items.’® Mr, Fowler further stated that
LGsE was trying to compare wages on a straight-time basis, that
overtime was not included in the adjustment and that the adjust-
ment was very conservative.’’

Mr. Kollen, on behalf of KIUC, agreed with the first part of
the wage adjustment but recommended that the second part be denied
in that it represents increases granted outside the test year.

I.GeE's wages and salaries consist of various components
including overtime pay, shift pay, and straight-time labor. Since
LG&E has adjusted only the straight-time component, the Commission
does agree that the adjustment is conservative. The Commission
also recognizes that the second part of the proposed adjustment is
based upon increases granted subsequent to the test period. How-
ever, the Commission has, in some circumstances, allowed adjust-
ments of this nature for various reasons. Allowing this adjust-

ment will provide a more accurate matching of wage expense to the

76 Hearing Transcript, Vol. III, page 130.
77 1bid.
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future rates which are intended to recover those wages. Addition-
ally, the Commission notes that in Case No. 8616, which used a
test year ended June 30, 1982, the Commission allowed LG&E to pass
on wage increases granted in October and November 1982,78
Therefore, the Commission is of the opinion that the full amount
of the proposed adjustment to wages and salaries should be
accepted.

Even though LG&E has adjusted only one component of wages and
salaries, the Commission 1is concerned with LG&E's inability to
provide the actual test year expense for each component of wages
and salaries inasmuch as such information is necessary to accu-
rately determine an adjustment to wages and salaries. During
cross—examination, Mr. Fowler indicated that LG&E does not
completely maintain the payroll records by employee classes’? and
in response to Commission data requests stated that,

The automated payroll file by employee category is con-

stantly changing as employees are added, deleted or

transferred between categories and the data for prior
periods is not retained. Thus, the annualized straight-

time salaries of employees by categories can be deter-

mined for current employees, bgﬁ such a calculation can-

not be made for prior periods.

LG&E is encouraged to incorporate the ability to determine the
separate components of wages and salaries in the Management Infor-

mation Systems being developed. The Commission, in future LG&E

rate cases, will review the adjustments proposed for wages and

78  (case No. 8616, final Order dated March 2, 1983, page 23.
79 Hearing Transcript, Vol. 1II, page 131.
80

Response to the Commission Order dated January 15, 1988, Item
No. 8.
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salaries while considering the actual test year-end levels of each

element.

Group Life Insurance

LG&E proposed an adjustment of $148,914 to increase test-year
operating expenses as a result of changes in the premium allowance
for nonunion employees and to reflect the increased life insurance
premiums resulting from the labor increase allowed in this case.
In response to Item No., 16(d), page 10 of the Commission's Order
dated November 12, 1987, LG&E provided the calculations to nor-
malize the wunion and nonunion portions of this adjustment. The
insurance benefit is equal to 125 percent of annual salary and the
rate per $1,000 of insurance 1is $.59 for both categories of
employees. For all employees, LG&E pays 100 percent of the
premium on the first §5,000 of insurance. Prior to April 1, 1987,
LG&E paid 75 percent of the premium for insurance in excess of the
first $5,000 for all employees; however, on that date, LG&E, in
accordance with the nonunion employees' benefit improvement pack-
age, began paying, for nonunion employees, 100 percent of the
premium in excess of the first §$5,000.

The adjustment proposed by LG&E reflects the change insti-
tuted in April for the nonunion employees; however, for sim-
plicity, the calculation for union employees does not reflect the

» fact that LG&E pays 100 percent of the first $5,000 of

insurance.8! The Commission is of the opinion that the Group Life

Insurance adjustment should be modified as determined in Appendix

8l Response to the Commission Order dated December 23, 1987, Item

No. 21, page 1.
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B to this Order and as discussed below. The union employees'
portion of the adjustment 1is calculated in a manner which does
reflect that LG&E pays 100 percent of the premium for the first
$5,000 of insurance and 75 percent of the amount over the first
$5,000. Additionally, as previously discussed in the preceding
Management Audit section of this Order, the nonunion employee
portion has been calculated in the same manner as the union
employees in order to recognize LGAE's benefit level prior to
April 1, 198B7. These changes result in a reduction of $40,534 to
LG&E's proposed $148,914 adjustment. The Commission will, there-
fore, allow an 1increase in test-year operating expenses of

$108,380 to reflect the increased costs associated with group life

insurance,.

Unemployment Taxes

LG&E proposed an adjustment to increase the expenses asso-
ciated with federal and state upemployment taxes by $3,693. 1In
his direct testimony, Mr. Fowler indicated that the adjustment
resulted because of a higher wage base subject to these taxes;
however, the decrease in the federal unemployment tax rate offset
the increased wage rate and resulted in a negative adjustment for
federal unemployment taxes.82 As shown in Item No. 69(d) (1), the
proposed adjustment relating to state unemployment taxes increases
expenses by $30,421, while the adjustment related to federal unem-

ployment taxes resulted in a decrease of $26,728.83

B2 powler Prepared Testimony, page 10.

83 Response to the Commission Order dated November 12, 1887.
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In determining the amount of the adjustment, LG4E multiplied
the base wage subject to unemployment tax by the total employees
as of September 22, 1987 and multiplied this product by the appli-
cable tax rate. LG&E provided the total number of employees at
the end of several payroll periods in response to a Commission
Information Request.84 In that response, LG&E indicated that
there were 3,920 employees as of September 6, 1987, which is the
payroll period nearest the end of the test period. During cross-
examination, Mr. Fowler indicated that the level of employees used
in the adjustment was based on the September 22, 1987 payroll
period because that was the approximate date the calculation was
performed.as Additionally, Mr. Fowler stated that this
calculation utilized a 0.6 percent federal unemployment tax rate
in anticipation of a proposed change in that rate. Ultimately the
change was not effected, thereby 1leaving the tax rate at 0.8
percent.

The Commission is of the opinion that it is more appropriate
to use the number of employees in the payroll period nearest the
end of the test year and the federal tax rate actually in effect
in the calculation of this adjustment. Therefore, the Commission
has, in Appendix C, recalculated this adjustment using 3,920 as
the base number of employees and 0.8 as the federal unemployment
- tax rate. This recalculation results in increases to the test-

year federal and state unemployment tax expense of $8,914 and

84 1pid., dated January 15, 1988, Item No. 1l4(c).

85 Hearing Transcript, Vol. III, page 1l36.
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$21,573, respectively. The net effect is an increase to test-year
operating expense of $30,487.

Thrift Savings Plan

LG&E proposed an adjustment to increase the test-year operat-
ing expense by $248,469 to reflect the normalized expense associ~
ated with the thrift savings plan instituted April 1, 1987 in the
nonunion employee benefit improvement package. As previously dis-~
cussed in the Management Audit section, the Commission has disal-~
lowed the expenses associated with this item, Therefore, the
Commission has reduced operating expense by $180,668 which repre-
sents the actual test vyear expense associated with the thrift
savings plan.

Health Insurance

LG&E proposed an adjustment of $1,224,561 to increase the
test year level of health insurance expense. Testimony regarding
this adjustment was presented by Mr. Hancock. Mr. Hancock also
addressed the measures taken by LG&E to control medical benefit
costs in response to the final Order in Case No. 8924.

As noted previously in the Management Audit section of this
Order, the Commission will allow the proposed increase relating to
the expense for the actual health insurance plans, but will not
allow LG&E to include the expense relating to the cash incentive
payments. According to Item No. 16(d), page 8,86 the actual test
year expense for health insurance was §7,781,922. This amount

included §$196,408 relating to the cash incentive payments. The

86 Response to the Commission Order, dated November 12, 1987,
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remaining $7,585,514 was subtracted from the pro forma operating
expense relating to the actual insurance plans of $8,810,075 to
arrive at the proposed adjustment of $1,224,561. The Commission,
after reflecting the §196,408 decrease associated with the cash
incentive payments, has increased the test~year operating expenses
by $1,028,153 to recognize the increased health insurance costs,

Adjustment to Annualize Year-End Electric Volumes of Business

John Hart, Vice-President of Rates and Economic Research for
LG&E, proposed an adjustment to reflect the increased costs asso-
ciated with serving the level of customers at the end of the test
year. The proposed adjustment, as amended by Mr. Hart, increased
test-year operating revenues by $3,531,357 and test-year operating
expenses by $1,860,852, The net effect is a proposed increase in
test-year operating income of $1,675,005,

To determine the adjustment to operating revenue, the excess
of customers served at test year-end over the test-year average
customers was multiplied by an average revenue per customer. The
average revenue per customer was determined using the actual reve-
nues from sales to wultimate consumers adjusted to reflect the
present rates for a full year, the transfers between rate sched-
ules and normal temperatures. The Commission has previously
determined that the proposed electric temperature normalization
adjustment should be denied. Therefore, the proposed adjustment
to electric operating revenues has been increased to $3,627,565 as
calculated by the Commission to reflect the disallowance of the

adjustment for normal temperature,
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To determine the adjustment to operating expenses, Mr., Hart
calculated a cost per KWR of electricity and multiplied that cost
by the excess of test year-end customers over test-year average
customers. As Mr. Hart explained during cross—examination, this
is a traditional calculation made by 1GsEB7 which has previously
been accepted by the Commission. In performing the calculation in
this manner, LG§E has treated all operation and maintenance
expenses as variable costs, costs that will increase proportion-
ately with each additional KWH sold. LG&E has not provided
conclusive evidence that this is an accurate relationship of all
operating expenses to KWH sales, As Mr. BHart admitted during
cross—-examination, customer accounting expenses, customer service
and information expenses, and some portion of administrative and
general expenses would vary with the number of customers and not
with KWH sales.88 In response to an information request, LGsE
stated that an argument could be made for calculating the expense
adjustment based on the company's operating ratio.89 During
cross—examination, Mr. Hart indicated that this approach was not
used because he was being conservative in his approach and that
his approach had been used for a number of years by LGsE. 20

The Commission is of the opinion that the approach used by

LG&E does not provide an accurate determination of the increase in

87 Hearing Transcript, Vol. I, page 194.

B8 1pid., vol. VI, pages 194-195.

89 Response to the Commission Order dated January 15, 1988, Ttem
No. 24.

90

Hearing Transcript, Vol. VI, page 200,
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the level of expenses associated with serving additional customers
and that it would be more appropriate to use an adjusted operating
ratio. The Commission has accepted similar methods to adjust
expenses to reflect year-end customers for other companies under
its Jjurisdiction. An appropriate ratio of expenses to sales for
use in this case should be 39.B4 percent. The calculation of this
ratio and the expense adjustment is included in Appendix D of this
Order. In determining this ratio, actual test year wages and
salaries have been subtracted from actual test year operation and
maintenance expenses. It is not appropriate to include wages and
salaries in this calculation because the amount of those costs to
be included in future rates has previously been adjusted and
reflects test year-end employees and post-test-year wage rates.,
Additionally, the amount of sales to other utilities, which is a
net amount, has been deducted from total actual electric operating
revenues.

The Commission is of the opinion that this method more accu-
rately reflects the relationship of expenses to sales than the
approach used by LG&E. Therefore, the Commission f£inds that the
adjustment to LG&E's electric operating and maintenance expenses
should be an increase of $1,445,222. The net effect of this
adjustment is a decrease to test-year operating expenses of
. $2,182,343 or §507,338 above the net amount proposed by LGSE. The
Commission advises LG&E that this issue will be considered in

future rate proceedings.
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Provision for Uncollectible Accounts

LG&E proposed an increase of $250,000 to the test year provi-
sion for uncollectible accounts based on its analysis of the
appropriate total annual provision. The total provision and the
increase were allocated between electric and gas based on the
percentage of gross revenues from ultimate consumers for the
preceding calendar year. While the Commission finds the proposed
increase acceptable, it is concerned about LGSE's use of an allo~
cation method based on revenues instead of actual electric or gas
uncollectible account charge-off history. The amounts recorded
for electric and gas provisions for uncollectible accounts were
not based on the history of uncollectible charge-offs because LG&E
did not maintain records of charge-offs by department.91 LG&E
should develop and maintain a record of actual uncollectible
charge-offs by department and should utilize that information in

adijusting the provision for uncollectible accounts in future rate

proceedings.

Depreciation Expense

LG&E proposed to increase depreciation expense by $2,408,809
in order to annualize the test year expense. Of the total adjust-
ment, $2,197,774 was for electric and $211,035 was for gas.
Included in the gas depreciation calculations was the depreciation
expense for gas underground storage property. The depreciation
for this portion of the gas plant was computed using a rate of

5.05 percent., As has been discussed in the section of this Order

91 Response to the Commission Order dated December 23, 1987, Item
No. 40,
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relating to retirements of SDRS and gas plant, LG&E revised its
depreciation rates for gas underground storage property in order
to recover the losses incurred when it abandoned three underground
storage fields.2? If LG&E had computed annual depreciation
expense using a rate of 3.37 percent, which was in use before the
abandonment, there would be a reduction of $536,972 in gas plant
depreciation.93 Because the Commission has decided to treat the
abandonment loss as extraordinary, the use of the higher depre-
ciation rate is unnecessary. The Commission has reduced the test-
year depreciation expense for the gas plant by $325,937 to reflect
the rate of 3.37 percent on gas storage plant. The Commission has
accepted the electric depreciation adjustment. Therefore, the
total increase to depreciation expense allowed herein is
$1,871,837.

Advertising Expense

LG&E proposed to remove $267,278 from its test-year adver-
tising expenses, which represented expenditures which were not
allowable for rate-making pursuant to 807 KAR 5:016. The pro-
hibited advertising expenses include promotional, political, and
institutional advertising. At the hearing, LG&4E witness, Mr.
Wilkerson, introduced a schedule of promotional advertising

expenses which  had not been included in LG&E's original

92 Hearing Transcript, Vol. IV, page 21.

93 Response to KIUC Second Data Request, filed February 1, 1988,
Item No. 16.
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adjustment, and indicated these expenses should also be removed.?4
The additional promotional advertising expenses totaled $52,960.
The Commission has accepted both of the advertising adjustments
proposed by LG&E, and has reduced advertising expenses by a total
of $320,238. The $267,278 in reductions to the electric and gas
operations are accepted as proposed; in addition, the §52,960 has
been allocated, $40,779 to electric and $12,181 to gas, based on

LG&E's reported allocation methods for such costs,

Membership Dues

During the test year, LG&E paid membership dues to the Edison
Electric Institute ("EEI“) of $164,390 and to the Coalition for
Environmental Energy Balance ("CEEB") of $5,800. 1In addition,
LG&E paid $20,760 to EEI as its annual assessment for an acid
precipitation study. LG&E included these expenditures in adjusted
test-year operating costs.

LG&E was asked to enumerate the benefits of EEI membership
and provide any cost-benefit analysis performed concerning member-
ship. LG&E was also asked to provide a breakdown of the EEI dues
based on EEI activities. In its responses, LG&E indicated it had
not and could not perform cost-benefit analysis of its
membership.95 While providing a listing of benefits, the listing

was general in nature and did not document any specific benefits

94 Hearing Transcript, Vol. VIII, pages 185-191 and Wilkerson

Exhibit 1.

95 Response to the Commission Order dated December 23, 1987, Item

No. 36(d), page 2 of 7.
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received by LG&E's ratepayers.96 LG&E was asked to describe the
nature of CEEB and why it was a member. LG&E provided a general
description of the activities of CEEB and explained that the CEEB
activities were compatible with LG&E's mission.37 However, LG&E's
responses did not indicate any direct benefits to its ratepayers
from CEEB membership.

The Commission 1is aware that the payment of membership dues
to organizations such as EEI and CEEB have received differing
regulatory treatment across the country in recent years. The
Commission takes notice of two recent cases which involved situa-
tions similar to the one the Commission faces in this case. 1In a
case before the Missouri Public Service Commission, EEI dues were
disallowed 1in their entirety because there was no way to quantify
the benefits accorded ratepayers and shareholders from membership
in the association,?8 In a case before the Massachusetts
Department of Public Utilities, the assertion that EEI membership
provided numerous and substantial benefits to electric ratepayers
did not relieve a utility of its duty to prove that the dues
represented a reasonable operating expense and the dues were

disallowed.99

86 Ibid., Item No. 36(c), pages 1l and 2 of 7.
a7

Response to CAG First Data Request, filed February 8, 1988,
Item No. 15.

98 arkansas Power and Light Company, 74 PUR4th 36 (1986), Case

Reference ER-85-265.

99 yestern Massachusetts Electric Company, 80 PUR4th 475 (1986),
Case Reference DPU 85-270.
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In this case, LG&E has failed to show that its membership in
EEI and CEEB is of direct benefit to its ratepayers. Therefore,
the Commission has excluded all EEI and CEEB costs in the amount
of $170,190 from allowable operating expenses for rate-making.
This issue will be reconsidered in future cases if LG&E can docu-
ment that the costs of membership dues provide a direct benefit to
the ratepayers.

The Commission recognizes the growing concern in this country
over the problems of acid rain. Studies, such as the one being
performed by EEI, could provide valuable information in the reso-
lution of this problem. The Commission finds that the EEI acid
precipitation study could provide future benefits to LG&E and its
ratepayers. Therefore, the Commission has included the $20,760
annual assessment as an allowable rate-making expense.

Excess Deferred Taxes - Tax Reform Act of 1886

In Case No. 9781, The Effects of the Federal Tax Reform Act
of 1986 on the Rateslof Louisville Gas and Electric Company, Order
dated June 11, 1987, the Commission explored the issue of excess
deferred taxes resulting from the change in tax rates under the
Tax Reform Act. The Commission stated that the accelerated amor-
tization of the unprotected excess deferred taxes would be consid-
ered in future rate proceedings.loo In response to a data request
LG&E provided the amount of unprotected excess deferred taxes

available for accelerated amortization.lal In addition, LG&E

100 ¢ase No. 9781, final Order dated June 11, 1987, page 10.

101 Response to the Commission Order dated December 23, 1987, Item
No. 30.
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provided a calculation of a deferred tax deficiency arising from
an increase in the state corporate tax rate. LG&E took the posi-
tion that the Ffederal excess deferred taxes should be offset by
the state deficiency 1in accordance with the Commission Order in
Case No. 8616.102 Mr. Kollen, on behalf of KIUC, has recommended
that the unprotected excess deferred taxes as of August 31, 1987
be offset by the same proportion of the state tax deficiency and
be returned to the ratepayers as a l-year credit to base rates. 103
At the hearing, LG&E indicated that the original information filed
could violate the normalization requirements of the Tax Reform Act
and subsequently filed an amended calculation.

The Commission is of the opinion that the unprotected excess
deferred taxes of $4,749,500 as of August 31, 1987,104 the test
year—end, should be offset by the full state tax deficiency of
$4,385%,600 and amortized over 5 years for rate-making purposes.
The effect of this decision is an annual reduction in income tax
expense in the amount of $72,780. This amount has been allocated
to gas and electric operations 1in proportion to the existing
deferred tax reserve after the adjustment for early retirements
with $6,703 allocated to gas operations and $66,077 to electric
operations. The rate base has been increased by a like amount to
recognize the first year's amortization. LG&E should transfer the

excess and deficiency to separate accounts in order that they can

102 1pig.

103 gruc Brief, May 9, 1988, pages 30-33.

104 Response to Hearing Data Request, filed May 9, 1988, Excess
Deferred Federal Income Taxes as of December 31, 1987.
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be readily identified in future rate proceedings. The Commission
is of the opinion that this method is in keeping with the position
established in Case No. 8616195 and does not represent a change of
Commission practice.

Management Audit Adjustments

LG&E proposed an adjustment to reflect the recovery of the
cost of the Management Audit over a 3-year period. The effect of
this adjustment is to increase operating expenses by $194,000.
The proposed adjustment allocates $44,620 to gas operations and
$149,380 to electric operations. Pursuant to KRS 278.255, the
agreement between LG&E, RM&A/Scott and the Commission stated that
the cost of the audit would be an allowable expense for rate-
making purposes. The Commission, therefore, has accepted the
adjustment as proposed by LGEE.

The $2,475,092 test-year cost of the management information
systems discussed in the Management Audit section of this Order
has been allocated by the Commission to gas and electric and
operations in the same proportion as the cost of the Management
Audit. The adjustments decrease the test-year operating expenses
in the ogas department by $569,271 and by $1,905,821 in the elec-
tric department.

As previously discussed in the Management Audit section, the
Commission has disallowed $258,040 associated with the test-year
cost of open management audit recommendations. The test-year cost

of 81,477,800 of these recommendations was detailed by LG&E in

105 case No. B616, final Order dated March 2, 1983, pages 20-21.
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response to a data request.loa Commission review of this response
indicates that $1,166,900 of these costs have been capitalized or
included in the disallowed cost of the management information
systems. An additional $52,960 was included by Mr. Wilkerson at
the hearing as additional disallowed advertising and has been
included in that adjustment, as amended. The remaining $258,040
is based on the following recommendations as detailed in the

response to a data request and has been allocated to gas and

electric operations as indicated below: 107

Recommendation Gas Electric __Total
V-5 $11,969 $ 40,071 $ 52,040
XI-3 3,220 10,780 14,000
X1v-1 =0 12,000 12,000
Xvi-1l, 2, 3 53,000 ~0- 53,000
XVIII-l, 2, 3, 5 29,210 97,790 127,000
TOTAL $97,399 $160,641 $258,040

Recommendations XIV~-1 and XVI-1, 2, and 3 have been identified as
specific to either gas or electric operations. The other recom-
mendations were allocated to gas and electric operations in the
same manner as the cost of the Management Audit.

The total effect of these adjustments is to decrease operat-
ing expenses by §2,539,132. The decrease in gas operations is

$622,050 and in electric operations is $1,917,082.

106 Response to the Commission Order dated January 15, 1988, Item
NOD 1-.

107 1pig.
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Storm Damage Expenses

LG&E has proposed an adjustment to amortize, over a 3-year
period, unrepresentative storm damage expenses incurred during
July 1987. This proposed adjustment would decrease test year
operations and maintenance expenses by $976,896.

Listed below are actual storm damage expenses for the past 5

calendar years as indicated by LGsE: 108

Year Amount

1982 S 442,375
1983 448,465
1984 332,705
1985 1,670,904
1986 722,355

The actual test-year storm damage expenses were $3,189,909, an
amount greater than in any 3 of the past 5 calendar years. After
the proposed adjustment is reflected, the test year would still
include $2,213,013 in storm damage expenses.

Mr. Fowler of LG&E stated at the hearing that over a 2-week
periocd LG&E's service area was hit by a series of very extensive
and unusual storms.109 Mr. Fowler indicated in his prepared
testimony that the company considers these expenses to be legiti-
mate, reimbursable costs.110 However, LG&E recognized that the
recovery of costs of this magnitude might overstate the level of

expenses during a normal 12-month period and has, therefore,

168 Response to the Commission Order dated December 23, 1987, Item
No. 25(e).

169 Hearing Transcript, Vol. III, page 116.
110 poyler Prepared Testimony, page 12.
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proposed an adjustment to amortize these costs over a 3-year
period.lll
During redirect examination, Mr. Fowler stated:
If the Commission takes the position that you cannot
recover these costs, we can certainly reduce these costs
very easily by allowing the customer to stay off five

weeks instead of two weeks or one week, by doing the

repairs d¥i§ng normal business hours with our reqular
employees.-

Mr. Fowler further stated during recross-examination that he
believed that LG&E should make every effort to restore service but
should the Commission exclude costs incurred for the benefit of
the customer, there is a point beyond which the company would have
to consider the extent of its efforts. He further stated that if
", . . the stockholders are going to have to eat the expenses,
there would become a point where maybe a day or two delay would
not seem unreasonable."113

In determining a reasonable level of operating expenses and
an appropriate rate of return, the Commission considers both the
risks of the shareholders and the appropriate cost of service to
be borne by a utility's ratepayers. 1In the present case, LG&E
argues that the expenses were Iincurred for the benefit of the
ratepayers. However, the stockholders were unable to earn a
return until service had been restored. Clearly, expeditious

restoration of service is of benefit to both ratepayers and

stockholders.

111 1pidg.

112 Hearing Transcript, Vol. IV, page 54.

113 Ibid., pages 145-146.
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The random occurrence of severe storm damage cannot be accu-
rately predicted. This can be seen from the historical calendar
year experience noted above. LG&E has focused on only 1 month of
the test year in determining that the $1,465,344 abnormal expense
incurred in July should be amortized. Mr. Fowler indicated during
cross—-examination that the 1985 storm damage expense of $1,670,904
was abnormal.ll4 Yet, he proposed to include $1,724,565 as an on-
going or normal level of storm damage expenses in addition to the
amortization of the abnormal July expense of $488,448. The Com-
mission is of the opinion that the test year should include only a
reasonable level of storm damage expenses. The proposed adijust-
ment does not render the test period expense representative for
rate-making purposes, but projects a level of expense that is
clearly abnormal in relation to the historical storm damage
expense as indicated by LG&E. The Commission has, on past occa~-
sions, determined a reasonable level of expenses by utilizing a
historical average and reaffirms that policy. 1In this case, the
average of the test year and the 4 previous calendar years results
in an allowable average of $1,272,868 and a decrease in test year
expenses of $1,917,041, The Commission finds that this does not
deny reccvery but merely establishes a reasonable level of expense
for the period in which rates will be in effect. In addition,
LG&E should continue to make every effort to restore service as

soon as possible.

114 Ibid., Vol. I11, pages 121-123,
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Interest Synchronization

The Commission has applied the cost rates applicable to the
long-term debt and short~term debt components of the capital
structure in order to compute an interest adjustment. The debt
components utilized in this computation reflect the effects of the
JDIC allocation and reductions to capital structure due to the
extracordinary property losses discussed in this Order. Using the
adjusted capital structure allowed herein, the Commission has
computed an interest adjustment of $122,093 which results in a
reduction to income taxes of $47,353.

After applying the combined state and federal income tax rate
of 38.785 percent to the accepted pro forma adjustments, the
Commission finds that combined operating income should be
increased by $25,109 to $118,883,427.

The adjusted net operating income is as follows.

Gas Electric Total
Operating Revenues $52,020,765 $460,363,195 $512,383,960
Operating Expenses 44,532,659 348,967,874 393,500,533
ADJUSTED NET
OPERATING INCOME $ 7,488,106 $111,395,321 $118,883,427

RATE OF RETURN

Capital Structure

Mr. Fowler proposed an adjusted end-of-test-year capital
structure containing 46.17 percent debt, 9.40 percent preferred
stock, and 44.43 percent which reflect the adjustments discussed

in the Capital section of this Order.
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Dr. Weaver, witness for the AG, proposed a capital structure
containing 46.20 percent debt, 9.47 percent preferred stocks, and
44,33 percent common equity. As stated in the Capital section of
this Order, the difference between Dr. Weaver's proposed capital
structure and Mr. Fowler's was the result of the date used by Dr.
Weaver in determining capital structure and in the adjustments to
reflect discounts on preferred stock and common equity.ll5

Mr. Kollen, witness for KIUC, proposed a capital structure
containing 48.55 percent debt, 9.89 percent preferred stock and
41.56 percent common equity based on his proposed adjusted capi-
tal.

The Commission has determined LG&E's adjusted capital struc-

ture for rate-making purposes to be as follows:

Amount Percent

Debt S 614,484,032 46.17
Preferred Stock 125,170,510 9.40
Common Equity 591,346,711 44.43
$1,331,001,253 100.00

In determining the capital structure, the Commission has
accepted the adjustments to capital proposed by LG&E and has used
the capital ratios reflected as of September 1, 1987. As previ-
ously stated, the test-year-end JDIC has been allocated to each
component of the capital on the basis of the ratio of each compo-
nent to total capital, excluding JDIC, as proposed by LG&E and in

accordance with past Commission treatment of this item. 1In

115 weaver Prepared Testimony, pages 35-36.
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addition, the total capital has been reduced by $19,571,002 to
reflect the extraordinary property losses, which are explained in
another section of this Order. The losses have been allocated on

the basis of the ratic of each capital component to the total

capital.

Cost of Debt

Mr. Fowler proposed a cost of B.09 percent for preferred
stock which was based on the embedded rate as of August 31,
1987.116 Dr. Weaver recommended an 8.02 percent rate for
preferred stock. The difference between Mr. Fowler's and Dr.
Weaver's proposed cost of preferred stock was that Dr. Weaver did
not reduce the book value of the outstanding preferred stock by
the 1issuing expense.ll7 The Commission is of the opinion that
issuance costs should be reflected in the cost of preferred stock.
Therefore, the Commission is of the opinion that the reduction in
book value of the outstanding preferred stock by the issuing
expense is proper and that the 8.09 percent rate reflects the true
costs of the preferred stock to LG&E.

Mr. PFowler further testified that LG&E's end-of-test year
embedded cost of long-term debt was 7.62 percent and reflects
adjustments for the retirement of $12,000,000 of First Mortgage
Bonds, Series due September 1, 1987, a sinking fund requirement of
$250,000 of 1975 Series A pollution control bonds, and the

replacement of 1882 Series B (5.40 percent) pollution control

116 powler Prepared Testimony, page 17.

117 weaver Prepared Testimony, page 36.
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bonds with 1987 Series A (6.876 percent) bonds.t18 Dr. Weaver
proposed a cost of debt of 7.51 percent which was based upon
October 31, 1987 data.''® The Commission is of the opinion that

long-term cost of debt is 7.62 percent based on the end-of-test-

year adjusted data.

Cost of Equity

Dr. Charles E. Olson, President of H. Zinder and Associates
and witness for LGSE, recommended a return on equity in the range
of 13.75 to 14.25 ,t;na\rcezrlt.'1'20 Dr. Olson's recommendation was
based on a discounted cash flow ("DCF"} analysis of LG&E. 1In
addition, he utilized both a risk premium analysis and a DCF study
of nine electric companies as a check on his estimate of LG&E's
DCF cost of eguity.

In the LG&E DCF analysis, Dr. Olson used (1) a dividend yield
of 7.78 percent based on a dividend of $2.66 and a 6-month high/
low average stock price of $34.188; and (2) an estimated dividend
growth rate of 5.0 to 5.5 percent based on LG4E's 5~year earnings
per share growth rate.121 This resulted in an overall DCF
estimate of 12.78 to 13.28 percent. Dr. Olson performed a risk
premium analysis as his first check on his LG&E's DCF estimate.
The “"premium" that investors required over bond yields was

estimated at 3.5 percent. This was higher than the 2.6 percent

118  powler Prepared Testimony, Exhibit 5.
119 weaver Prepared Testimony, page 37.
120 p1son Prepared Testimony, page 30.
121

1bid., pages 17-22.
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premium from Dr. Olson's source of information, a Paine Webber
Mitchell Hutchins, Inc. publication titled "Electric Utility
Industry - Electric Utility Analyst Survey" (April 19, 1985).122
The 3.5 percent risk premium was added to LG&E's current bond
yield of 10.1 percent resulting in a 13.6 percent required return.
Dr. Olson's second check was based on a DCF analysis of nine
electric utility companies and resulted in an average return on
equity of 12.79 to 13.29 percent.??3 In addition, Dr. Olson
increased his estimates by approximately 8.0 percent to allow for
flotation costs and market pressure to arrive at his recommended
range of 13.75 to 14.25 percent.124

Mr. Royer of LG&E recommended that a return on equity in the
range of 13.8 to 14.8 percent is necessary to maintain the finan-
cial integrity of LG&E and to fund internal growth at 4.0 to 5.0
percent.

Dr. Weaver recommended a cost of equity in the range of 11.5
to 12.5 percent based on a DCF analysis and used the earnings/
price ratio approach as a means to gain additional information.
He applied the DCF model to LG&E and a group of four comparable
companies using 15987 data and 1978-1980 historical data. Dr.
Weaver developed his growth rates using the earnings retention
ratio times return on equity (b x r) method. Dr. Weaver's results

showed a cost of equity of 10.33 percent for the comparable

122 Ibid., pages 25-26.
123 1pid., page 28.
124

Ibid., page 29.
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companies and 10.20 percent for LG&E in 1987, and a 13.58 percent
and 11.58 percent for 1978-1980, respectively. Dr. Weaver's earn-
ings/price ratio approach averaged 13.04 percent and were higher
than his 1987 DCF results, but were closer to the 1878-13980 DCF
estimates on the return on equity. Dr. Weaver recommended that no
allowances be made for flotation costs or market pressure.

Dr. Jay B. Kennedy, a principal in Kennedy and Associates and
witness for KIUC, recommended an 11.75 percent return on equity
with a range of 11.34 to 12.21 percent, Dr. Kennedy's proposal
was based on a DCF analysis on LG&E. He also performed a DCF
analysis on a comparison group of five utilities and a risk
premium analysis for verification. His ranges on return on equity
were from the results of his DCF analysis and showed LG&E with an
average 11.34 percent return on equity and the comparison group
with an average 12.21 percent return on equity.125 Dr. Kennedy's
risk premium estimate was based on the difference between the
comparison group's average bond yield of 10.02 percent for the
July 1987 to December 1987 period, and the DCF cost of equity of
12.21 percent for the comparison group. This risk premium of 2.19
percent was then added to LG&E's long-term debt of 9.82 for a risk
premium cost of equity of 12.01 percent.126 Dr. Kennedy made no
allowances for flotation costs or market pressure; however, he

suggested that any future costs of issuing common stock be

125 Kennedy Prepared Testimony, page 40.

126 1pid., page 41.
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measured and recovered externally as a cost of providing service,
and levelized over a 30-year period at the weighted cost of
capital.

Mr. Kinloch stated that LG&E's rate of return should be 12.0
percent assuming that LG&E no longer receives CWIF, but only 11.0
percent if they are allowed to continue receiving CWIP. Mr,
Kinloch's recommendation was based on "current trends from around
the nation on recent cases,"127

The Commission has an obligation to allow LGSE an opportunity
to earn a rate of return which will allow it to continue to main-
tain its financial integrity. 1In making its determination, the
Commission finds that Dr. Olson has basically ignored his own data
on growth estimates as provided in his testimony and, therefore,
rejects his recommendation of a 14.0 percent return on equity in
that it is in excess of an investor's required rate of return. 1In
addition, the Commission alsoc finds that Dr. Weaver's use of the
b x r method, if earnings have been inadeguate in the past, can
understate the growth rate component and, thus, the investor's
required return in the DCF analysis. The lower growth rate
derived from the b x r method results in a lower allowed return
which could result in lower earnings and a lower retention ratio
and then a still lower growth rate component and so on. A down-
ward trend could develop and thus weaken the financial integrity
of LG&E. The Commission further finds that Dr. Kennedy's failure

to give proper weight for the current volatile economic conditions

127 ginloch Prepared Testimony, page 13.
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results in an understatement of the investor's required rate of
return.

Therefore, the Commission having considered all of the evi-
dence, including recent volatile economic conditions, is of the
opinion that a return on equity in the range of 12.25 to 13.25
percent is fair, just, and reasonable. A return on equity in this
range would allow LG&E to attract capital at a reasonable cost to
insure continued service and provide for necessary expansion to
meet future requirements, and also would result in the lowest pos-

sible cost to ratepayers. A return of 12.75 percent will best

meet the above objectives.

Rate of Return Summary

Applying rates of 7.62 percent for debt, 8.09 percent for
preferred stock, and 12.75 percent for common equity to the capi-
tal structure approved herein produces an overall cost of capital
of 9.94 percent. The Commission finds this overall cost of capi-
tal to be fair, just, and reasonable.

REVENUE REQUIREMENTS

The Commission has determined that LG&E needs additional
annual operating income of $13,463,256 to produce a rate of return
of 12.75 percent on common equity based on the adjusted historical
test year. After the provision for state and federal income
taxes, there is an overall revenue deficiency of $21,993,394 which
is the amount of additional revenue granted herein. The net oper-
ating 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 $132,346,683. A breakdown between gas and
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electric operations of the required operating income and the

increase in revenue allowed herein is as follows.

Total Gas Electric
Net Operating Income
Found Reasonable $132,346,683 $13,103,981 $119,242,702
Adjusted Net Operating
Income 118,883,427 7,488,106 111,395,321
Net Operating Income
Deficiency 13,463,256 5,615,875 7,847,381

Additional Revenue Required 21,993,394 9,174,017 12,819,377

The additional revenue granted herein will provide a rate of
return on the net-original cost rate base of 9.98 percent and an
overall return on total capitalization of 9.94 percent.

The rates and charges in Appendix A are designed to produce
gross operating revenues, based on the adjusted test year, of
$644,797,735. These operating revenues include $469,555,007 in
electric revenues and $175,242,728 in gas revenues.

OTHER ISSUES

"Benchmark" Treatment of Operation and Maintenance Expenses

KIUC proposed a reduction of test-year operating and mainte-
nance expenses totaling $25,771,000, which it claimed reflected
the excessive expense growth above inflation and sales growth
experienced by LG&E. The amount of reduction was determined
utilizing a "benchmark" calculation presented by KIUC witness, Mr.
Kollen. Mr. Kollen took the pro forma operation and maintenance
expenses for the test year in LG&E's last general rate case and

multiplied the amounts by an overall growth factor to arrive at a
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benchmark level of operation and maintenance expenses.lzﬁ These
figures were compared to the pro forma operation and maintenance
expenses for the current test year, and the difference calculated.
Mr. Kollen's analysis was restricted to non-fuel operation and
maintenance expenses. In his prepared testimony, Mr. Kollen indi-
cates that the $25,771,000 in operation and maintenance expenses
over his benchmark calculation clearly shows that the growth in
those expenses is out of control.1?9 He advocates that the
Commigsion adopt some form of c¢ost containment, like the
benchmark, as an incentive for LG&E.130

buring the hearing, Mr. Kollen was crogs-examined extensively
about his benchmark approach. Mr. Kollen frequently referred to
the Florida Public Service Commission ("Florida PSC") utilizing a
benchmark approach similar to his proposal. While Mr, Kollen
testified that the Florida PSC uses a benchmark approach in all
general rate proceedings, he could not cite a rule, regulation,
practice, or order which reguired such a filing.l31 While
advocating the benchmark as a means of total operation and
maintenance expense containment, Mr. Kollen readily accepted the
fact that some functional areas of operation and maintenance

expenses could continue to increase in exchange for reduction in

128 gollen Prepared Testimony, Exhibit LK-5 and Hearing Tran-
script, Vol. XI, pages 91-92.

129  kollen Prepared Testimony, page 14.
130 1pjd., page 18.
131

Hearing Transcript, Vol. XI, pages 97-98.
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other areas.132 In computing the overall growth factor, Mr.

Kollen used the change 1in the sales growth in his calculations

although his testimony was that the Florida PSC uses the change in

the customer qrowth.133
In its brief, KIUC stated that,

. . . there is sgubstantial evidence [emphasis added]
indicating that the requested level of O &§ M expense is
excessive even when given a liberal recognition of
inflation and sales grawth. In the absence of specific
data [emphasis added] provided by the Company, the Com-
mission should determine the reasonable level of recur-
ring operation and maintenance expense using a benchmark
methodology similar to that developed and utilized by
the Kentucky Commission two cases ago.l34

The Commission does not understand how there can be "substantial
evidence" while at the same time be an "absence of specific data."
In the case which KIUC has referenced to support the benchmark
approach, the increase to wages and salaries was denied because of
an evaluation of existing economic conditions; therefore, the
Consumer Price 1Index was used as a substitute for the percent of
wage increase allowed for rate-making purposes.135 Thus, the
example referred to differs significantly from the proposed
benchmark as put forth by KIUC.

The benchmark approach to establishing a fair and reasonable
level of expenses may be a useful tool in instances where the data

is not available to make specific adjustments, or in abbreviated

132 ibid., pages 100-102.

133 1bid., page 103.

134 gige Brief, filed May 9, 1988, page 47.
135 (age No. 8616, final Order dated March 2, 1983, pages 22-23.
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filings or annual earnings adjustment cases allowed by some state
regulatory bodies where time constraints are present. However,
the Commission in its general rate proceedings, applies the stan-
dards of known and measurable as well as fair and reasonable in
making adjustments to the historical test period., 1In this case,
many adjustments have been made to reduce historical test year
expenses where costs were deemed to be excessive, non-recurring,
or otherwise inappropriate for rate-making purposes. The Commis-
sion believes that this approach is much more accurate and results
in a more reasonable level of operating expenses. The case pre-
sented by KIUC on this issue is not conclusive. The Commission
has decided not to use the benchmark approach proposed by KIUC in
this general rate proceeding.

Gas Cost of Service

In accordance with the Commission's Order of May 29, 1987 in
Administrative Case No. 297, An Investigation of the Impact of
Federal Policy on Natural Gas to Kentucky Consumers and Suppliers,
the Company prepared and filed a fully distributed, embedded gas
cost of service study. The study's sponsor, Randall Walker,
LG&E's Coordinator of Rates and Tariffs, described the methodology
in his testimony,

In order to allocate costs among the classes of service

on the basis of cost incurrence and to determine the

relative contribution that each class makes to the over-

all return on net gas rate base, costs were first

assigned to functional groups, then classified as to

demand, commodity, or customer-related, and finailly,
allocated to the classes of service.l

136 walker Prepared Testimony, page 2.
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The study shows that the residential class is being subsidized by
all other rate classes of gas service,t37 According to this
Exhibit, the adjusted return for the test yvear for residential
service 1s a negative 0.79 percent, for nonresidential service,
11.93 percent, Fort Knox, 16.5 percent, and seasonal off-peak Rate
G-6, 66.34 percent. LG&4E stated 1in its brief that "such an
imbalance is undesirable and should be improved.“138 As a result,
LG&#E is proposing rates which will result in a more equitable
recovery of costs, thus reducing the differential in class rates
of return. The Residential Intervenors contend that the reason
for the residential class's negative return is that the study
overstates the costs incurred by the residential class.13% one
example of overstated costs offered by the Residential Intervenors
involves the method in which the costs of distribution mains are
allocated. LG&E uses the zero-intercept methodology to classify
the costs of distribution mains as either demand or customer
related. "This methodology again disproporticnately assigns costs
to the residential class based on a theoretical system design

which has no basis in reality.“l40

Also critical of LG&E's use of
the zero—-intercept methodology was the DOD whose witness, Suhas P.

Patwardhan, conversely charges that "use of the Company method

137 1bid., Exhibit 1, page 4.

it

138 1GsE Brief, May 9, 1988, page 64.
139 Residential Intervenors Brief, May 9, 1988, page 14,
140 Ibid., pages 14-15.
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will result in favorable treatment for small usage customers as
opposed to large usage customers." 41 Mr. patwardhan feels that
the wuse of a minimum-system method would result in a more favor-
able rate of return performance £from large users such as Fort
Knox.

The Commission is convinced that the zero-intercept method is
theoretically sound and less subjective than the minimum system
method, in which a minimum size main must be subjectively chosen
in order to determine the customer component.

For the purpose of determining cost causation, LG&E separates
its customers into four classes of service, Rate G~l-residential,
Rate G-l-nonresidential, Fort Knox and Rate G-6-Seasonal Off-Peak
service. This particular breakdown of rate classes evokes this
ceriticism by the KIUC:

Although LG&E has presented a "cost-of-service study,"

it 1is not appropriate because it fails to evaluate cost

causation with respect to firm industrial sales cus-

tomers as distinct from firm commercial sales customers

and transportation service as distinct from sales

service.

KIUC further contends that the Company's study is contrary to the
Commission's guidelines set forth in its Order in Administrative
Case No. 297. On pages 42-43 of that Order, the following guide-~
lines are stated, "The Commission prefers that the (cost of ser~
vice) studies be disaggregated to the greatest extent possible."

Pursuant to its criticism of LGsE's gas cost of service

study, KIUC, through its witness Kenneth Eisdorfer, presented an

141 patwardhan Prepared Testimony, page 7.

142 g71uCc Brief, May 9, 1988, page B7.
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alternative study. Mr. Eisdorfer's study disaggregates the Non-
residential Rate G-1 category, used by LG&E, into Commercial G-1,
Industrial G-1 (Sales), and Industrial G-1 (Transportation).
Further, he disaggregates LG&E's Rate G-6 into Sales and Transpor-
tation <classes of service. His study allocates gas stored under-
ground exclusively to sales service. Otherwise, all cost assign-
ment methodologies are identical to LGsE‘'s. 143

The Commission 1is of the opinion that KIUC's assertion that
the Company did not fully disaggregate the various classes of
service 1is a valid concern. The Commission will require LG&E to
specifically address this issue in the gas cost of service study
it files in its next rate case.

Except as described above; the Commission finds that the gas
cost of service filed by LG&E provides an adequate starting point
for rate design and should be used as the guide for the allocation
0of revenues to the customer classes.

Electric Cost of Service

LGSE filed an embedded time-differentiated cost of study that
used a base-intermediate-peak ("BIP") method to allocate produc-
tion and transmission demand related costs to costing periods and
to customer classes., The methodology used by LG&E wag essentially
the same as has been used in the last two rate cases with the
exception that some of the demand allocators were adjusted to

account for temperature-sensitive demand. James W. Kasey,

143 pisdorfer Prepared Testimony, page 11.
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Coordinator of Rate Research for LG&E, sponsored the embedded cost
of service study.

There was considerable concern expressed by the Residential
Intervenors, County and CAG with the results of the electric cost
of service study. Mr. Kinloch indicated his opposition to LG&E's
use of the zero-intercept method for allocating distribution
system costs between energy and customer related costs. He
stated, "The use of a minimum system calculation assumes that all
customers are the same, and that each customer contributes equally
to the minimum system requirement."144 He further contended that
customers living in older neighborhoods were closer to generation
stations with more fully depreciated infrastructure and contribute
less to costs of the distribution system. Mr. Kinloch concluded
that the minimum distribution grid costs should be allocated based
on energy and recovered through a KWH charga.145

The Residential Intervenors expressed concern with LGLE's
proposal to include weather normalization adjustment in its cost
of service study. The Residential Intervenors contend that they
are doubly affected by weather normalization because "“the company
increased the residential contribution to system peak demand over
actual test vyear contribution to reflect a lower than ‘normal’

nl1l46

demand, plus "“the company's proposed weather normalization

reduced the revenues attributed to the residential class by $8.5

144 yinloch Prepared Testimony, page 29.

145  1bigd,, page 30.
146 gpesidential Intervenors Brief, page 12.

—B 2~



w147

millian. Thus, the residential c¢lass rate of return is

reduced to 6.25 percent for the adjusted test year which was below
the system average of B.67 percent. Therefore, the Residential
Intervenors proposed that the, ". . . company cost of service
study should not be wused to assign a greater percentage of any
increase to the residential than that assigned to the system as a
whole," 148

The Commission in its Order in Case No. 8924 accepted LG&E'sg
proposed cost of service study's methodology. The Commission
continues to be of the opinion that LGSE's BIP methodology is
appropriate. Furthermore, the Commission will continue to accept
the zero-intercept methodology for the allocation of distribution
costs between customer and demand components of the cost of
service study. This method 1is theoretically superior to the
alternative proposed by the Residential Intervenors,.

Though the Commission is of the opinion that LG&E's cost of
service methodology 1is acceptable, the Commission has serious
concerns with the class rate of return results. In this case,
LG&E's witness testified that, ". . . the summer and winter system
peaks used in this analysis were temperature normalized,” 149 ang
*, . . several of the demand allocation factors were normalized

for the effects of temperature . . 150 15 5 previous section of

147 Ibid., page 13.

148 Ibid., page 13.

143 Kasey Prepared Testimony, Exhibit 1, page 7.
150

Ibid., page 1l1.
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this Order the Commission rejected the temperature normalization
adjustment. The use of temperature normalized allocators and the
temperature normalization adjustment of the winter and summer
peaks result in improper allocations of costs to various classes,
distorting class rate of return. Therefore, the Commission will
reject the cost of service study for use as the basis for the
allocation of revenues to the classes. Instead, the Commission
will allocate the increase 1in revenue to each rate class in
proportion to its overall increase in rates.

RATE DESICGN

Street Lighting

The City expressed concern about the financial impact of the
proposed increased cost of the 400-watt mercury vapor street light
with a wood pole. The Commission understands the concerns of the
City and recognizes that inequities exist in the tariffs for
mercury vapor street lights and the high pressure sodium vapor
lights because the rates do not currently reflect cost of service.
The Commigsion agrees with the analysis that LG&E prepared to
reflect the movement toward cost-based rates in the street
lighting structure. As the Commission has reduced the requested
revenue increase by LG&E in this case, the Commission has also
adjusted the rates of individual wunits in the street lighting
tariff, which reflects a gradual movement to cost-based rates.
The Commission advises the City and LG&E that LG&E should again
analyze and update 1its street lighting tariff in its next rate

case.
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Disconnect and Reconnection Charge/Monthly Customer Charge

Mr. Kinloch, representing the County and the CAG, stated that
the low income customers would be adversely affected by the
proposed increases in the disconnect and reconnection charge
{"fee") and the monthly customer charge ("charge“).l51 Mr.
Kinloch stated that the fee applies generally to the bills of the
customers that are least able to pay the fee; that the fee is a
cost of doing business; that all utilities, such as Louisville
Water Company in Louisville and Jefferson County, do not charge
such a fee; and that new customers are not charged a hookup fee.
The Commission has considered the testimony of Mr. Kinloch and
recognizes that this type of a fee by its nature will affect
customers experiencing financial difficulties., The fee recovers a
cost of business created by a minority of customers. Although
Louisville Water Company may not exercise its right to charge this
fee, that right is still in its rules and regulations. The Com-
mission does not find that disconnect/reconnect service charges
upon the customers c¢reating the need for these services to be
comparable to the provision of hookup service at no charge to
every customer. While the Commission is sensitive to the concerns
of those experiencing financial hardship, it recognizes that a fee
of this type allocates costs to cost causers and is a fair and
reasonable component of an electric wutility rate design. The
Commission has and will continue to consider the effects of this

charge. In this case, the Commission has adjusted the proposed $4

151 Kinloch Prepared Testimony, page 22.
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increase to $2 to reflect the approximate percent of decrease of
LG&E's overall requested increase. The fee is to increase from
$12 to S$14.

Mr. Kinloch recommended that the monthly residential customer
charge for electric service be reduced below the current monthly
charge of §3.16 to $2.35 and the residential rate design be
changed to a flat rate for the winter months and an inverted block
rate for the summer months, Similarly, Mr. Kinloch recommended
that the proposed monthly customer charge £or gas services be
reduced from $5.50 to $3.85. The Commission has accepted the cost
of service methodologies proposed by LG&E for the Electric and Gas
Divisions but has rejected the proposed weather normalization
included in the Electric Division's cost of service study. Mr.
Kinloch did not propose a complete cost of service analysis for
either the Electric or Gas Division, and the proposed inverted
block rate for electric is not a cost-based rate. The rate design
as proposed by LG&E has been accepted in the past by the Commig-
sion.

The Commission 1is of the opinion that LG&E's proposed resi-
dential rate design appropriately reflects its costs and is fair
to all parties. Therefore, considering the objectives of cost-
based rates and rate continuity, the Commission has relied on
LGsE's proposal in determining approved residential rates.

Off~-System Sales

George Gerasimou, witness for KIUC, recommended that the
Commission investigate the feasibility of flowing total revenue

associated with cff~system sales through the monthly fuel
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adjustment clause ("FAC“).lS2 He did not propose any adjustment
to revenues or expenses in this case related to his proposed
treatment of off-system sales, FAC revenues and expenses are
reviewed in 6-month hearings under the Commiasion's regulation 807
KAR 5:056. That regulation is under review in Administrative Case
No. 309, An Investigation of the Fuel Adjustment Clause Regulation
B07 KAR 5:056. The Commission is of the opinion that any revision

to the FAC regulation should have been presented to the Commission

for review in that case.

Revenue Increase Allocation

LG&E based its proposed allocation of revenue increase on its
cost of service studies. The Commission has previously rejected
the proposed electric cost of service analysis for reasons stated
elsewhere in this Order; therefore, the Commission will allocate
the allowed electric revenue increase in the proportions of the
revised normalized class revenue to the total revised normalized

revenue, as illustrated below.

Revised Allocation
Normalized of Revenue

Revenue Percent Increase

Residential $172,914,195 38.313 S 4,900,514
General Service 66,230,541 14.675 1,877,040
Large Commercial 89,790,252 19,895 2,544,717
Large Industrial 91,697,158 20.317 2,598,694
Special Contracts 24,078,953 5.335 682,386

Street and Outdoor

Lighting 6,611,828 1,465 187,384

Total Sales Customers $451,322,927 100.000 $12,7%0,735
Other Electric Revenue 5,412,703 28,642

Total Electric
Operating Revenue $456,735,630 $§12,819,377

152 gerasimou Prepared Testimony, page 6, Al6.
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The Commission has accepted the gas temperature normalization
and the other revenue adjustments as proposed by LG&E in the
$166,068,711 total normalized gas operating revenues. The reduc-
tion in the allowed Gas Division revenue increase from the pro-
posed revenue increase will be allocated among those rate classes
that LG&E proposed revenue increases., LG&E proposed an extremely
large percent increase to the monthly customer charge. The Com-
mission is of the opinion that the proposed customer charges
should be reduced to maintain rate continuity. Therefore, all of

the reduction in proposed gas revenue increase is allocated to the

customer charge. The allocation of the revenue increase is as
follows.
Allocation
Normalized of Revenue
Rate Class Revenue Increase
Rate G-1
Total Residential S 89,443,656 $ B,394,853
Total Non Residential 55,672,127 2,085,578
Rate G-6 13,601,930 <1,324,103>
Rate G-7 106,520 <10,953>
Rate G-B ~ -
Fort Knox Contract 5,783,136 -
Total Sales and
Transportation $164,607,369 S 9,145,375
Other Revenues 1,461,342 28,642

Total Gas Operating
Revenues $166,068,711 $ 9,174,017

Economic Development Rate

LLGsE, through its witness, Fred Wright, has proposed an Eco-
nomic Development Rate ("EDR") to be administered as a rider to

I.GsE's Large Commercial Rate - LC, Large Commercial Time-of-Day

-B8 -



Rate - LC-TOD, Industrial Power Rate - LP, and Industrial Power
Time-of~Day Rate - LP-TOD. Mr. Wright described the purpose of
this proposed rate in the following statements:

LGS&E strives to broaden the base of customers over which

to spread its fixed costs, in order to keep its retail

gas and electric rates as low as practicable sc as to

remain competitive for new business . . . The EDR is

designed to stimulate the creation of new jobs and capi-

tal investment both by encouraging existing large com-

mercial and industrial companies to remain in the area

and to expand, and by making it more attractive for new

companies to move into our service area.}53

The proposed rate offers companies in the above rate classes,
who increase their electric locad demand by at least 1,000 Kilo~
watts over the base year load demand, a reduction to the billing
demand during the 8 monthly billing periods from October through
May in accordance with the following table:

Reduction to

Time Period Billing Demand
First 12 Months 50%
Second 12 Months 40%

Third 12 Months 30%
Fourth 12 Months 20%
Fifth 12 Months 10%
After 60 Months 0%

For purposes of this rider, the base year is defined as the most
recent 12-month calendar year period ending before the effective
date of this rider.

Mr. Wright further explains that, "Incentive rates are becom-
ing increasingly common in utility rate tariffs in areas against

which the Louisville area must compete."ls4 In addition, Mr.

153 Wright Prepared Testimony, page 3.

154 Wright Prepared Testimony, page 5.
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Wright testified that "it (EDR) should not contribute unneces-
sarily to the Company's future capacity reguirements but, rather
should improve the Company's electric system load and capacity
factors by encouraging growth in a customer class that has a
higher load factor." 155 Several parties in this proceeding
expressed concern with LG4E's proposed EDR. Mr. Kinloch testified
that, although he was not opposed to economic development and the
creation of jobs, he is concerned about the mechanism by which
LGSE has proposed to address these issues -- the EDR. The first
point of concern he raised is that "the EDR rate is below cost of
service pricing."l56 Secondly, he expressed apprehension about
the potential for success of the EDR and concern with the lack of
formal evaluation proposed by LG&E. Finally, Mr. Kinloch
addresses the effect, he feels, the EDR will have on LG&E's low-
income customers. "While there may be some benefit for a younger
low-income customer who is unemployed, the EDR rate will provide
absolutely no benefit for elderly customers on fixed incomes." 157
Mr. Kinloch 1likens the EDR to a 1lifeline rate proposed for
industry instead of to the low-income customers. He suggests that
the Commission approve the EDR only if LGAE offers a lifeline rate
to elderly customers on fixed incomes.

The Residential Intervenors, during the cross examination of

Mr. Wright, raised the concern with the manner in which LG&E will

155  1bid., page 6.

156 ginloch Prepared Testimony, page 45.

157 1bid., page 47.
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determine the normality of whether base year demand, above which
an additional one megawatt will qualify an LC, LC-TOD, LP, or
LP~TOD rate customer for the EDR. Specifically, they were
concerned with whether there were unusual circumstances in the
base year that would cause a customer's demand to be lower than it
would normally be. 138 jmr, Wright responded that each gualifying
customer must convince LGSE that he has created jobs and capital
investment, and that no unusual circumstances exist in the base
year. LG&E did not propose, nor does the EDR rider address, the
mechanism by which either of these conditions will be satisfied.

Throughout the record in this case, LG&E has maintained a
dual purpose 1in proposing the EDR: creating additional load, and
creating new jobs and new capital investment. The Commission
believes that the two purposes are complements. However, the
Commission alsc believes that the concern raised by the inter-
venors, that LG&E has proposed no mechanism in its EDR to deter-
mine that both of these purposes are being addressed, is valid.

The Commission also finds merit with the following concerns
raised by the intervenors and its Staff regarding the EDR:

1. The possibility that the EDR is priced below cost of
service.

2. The lack of any formal evaluation by LG&E of the effects
of the EDR if it is implemented.

3. The effect the EDR will have on LG&E's other ratepayers.

158 Hearing Transcript, Vol. II, page 222,
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4. The fact that the EDR rider does not specify how to
determine if base year demand is abnormal or how to determine the
effect of the EDR on job creation and capital investment.

5. Whether the EDR should be implemented via a tariff or by
special contracts. 237

There has been a substantial increase in the number of
economic development/incentive rates filed with the Commission by
both electric and gas utilities during the past year. The purpose
of these tariffs, according to the utilities, is to increase the
amount of energy sold and/or to expand the level of capital
investment and employment in the sponsoring utility's service
area. Though the rate designs may vary drastically by utility,
they typically provide demand discounts for new and expanding
industries within the wutility's service area for some specified
time period, typically 5 years.

At the current time, the Commission has before it, in addi-
tion to LG&E's proposed EDR rider, several economic development/
incentive rate proposals. BEach of the various tariffs and
contracts will require a Commission decision for implementation.
Because of the potential volume of tariff and contract filings and
their impact on the utility and their customers, the Commission is
of the opinion that a consistent policy should be developed on
tariff filing and reporting requirements.

The Commigsion finds that the concerns raised by the parties

in the instant case, the number of tariffs and contracts presently

159 Hearing Transcript, Vol. 1I, pages 251-253 and 255-256.
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under consideration, and the potential implications of these pro-
posals necessitate that utilities which offer economic develop-
ment/incentive rates to existing or potential customers must
satisfy the following requirements, prior to Commission approval
of the proposed rate:

1. Each utility should be required to provide an affirma-
tive declaration and evidence to demonstrate that it has adequate
capacity to meet anticipated 1load growth each year in which an
incentive tariff is in effect.

2. Each utility should be required to demonstrate that all
variable costs associated with the transaction during each year
that the contract 1is 1in effect will be recovered and that the
transaction makes some contribution to fixed costs. Furthermore,
the customer-specific fixed costs associated with adding an
economic development/incentive customer should be recovered either
up front or as a part of the minimum bill over the life of the
contract.

3. Each utility that offers an economic development rate
should be required to document and report any increase in employ-
ment and capital investment resulting from the tariff and con-
tract. These reports should be f£iled on an annual basis with the
Commission.

4. Each wutility that intends to offer economic incentive
rates should be required to file a tariff stating the terms and
conditions of its offering. Furthermore, each utility should be
required to enter into a contract with each customer which speci-

fies the minimum bill, estimated annual load, and length of
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contracting periocd. No contract should exceed 5 years. All
contracts shall be subject to the review and approval of the
Commission.

5. Each wutility should be required to include a clause in
its contract that states that the tariff will be withdrawn when
the utility no longer has adequate reserve to meet anticipated
load growth.

6. Each utility should be required to demonstrate that rate
classes that are not party to the transaction should be no worse
off than if the transaction had not occurred. Under special cir-
cumstances, the Commission will consider utility proposals for
contracts that share risk between utility shareholders and other
ratepayers. However, if a utility proposes to charge the general
body of ratepayers for the revenue deficiency resulting from the
EDR through a risk-sharing mechanism then the utility will be
required to demonstrate that these ratepayers should benefit in
both the short- and long-run. In addition, at least one~half of
the deficiency will be absorbed by the stockholders of the utility
and will not be passed on to the general body of ratepayers. The
amount of the deficiency will be determined in future rate cases
by multiplying at least one-~half of the billing units of the EDR
contract(s) by the tariffed rate that would have been applied to
customer{s) if the EDR contract(s) had not been in effect.

The Commission is of the opinion that these restrictions on
economic development/incentive rates will provide a means for

protecting other ratepayers while still providing LG&E, other

-G fm



utilities, and industrial development specialists the opportunity
to use lower rates to attract industry.

Furthermore, the Commission is of the opinion and finds that
the EDR rider proposed by LG§E is partially consistent with
Regquirement 4 above. However, the rider must be revised to
include language making it completely consistent with all of the
above requirements. Therefore, LG&E should withdraw the EDR rider
in its present form and refile it within 30 days after all revi-
sions have been made.

Cogeneration and Small Power Production Tariffs

Pursuant to the Order in Case No. B566, Setting Rates and
Terms and Conditions of Purchase of Electric Power from Small
Power Producers and Cogenerators by Regulated Electric Utilities,
LGsE filed tariffs reflecting 1its proposed avoided energy and
capacity costs. Robert Lyon, Manager of System Planning and
Budgets, sponsored the avoided cost studies and tariffs. 1In
preparing estimates of avoided energy costs, LG&E used "its more
detailed production costing model, PROMOD III, in place of the
EBASCQO model (MARCOST 80)." Similarly, in preparing estimates of
avoided capacity costs, "computer models used in the Company's
recent capacity expansion study were used, v12., EGEAS (Electric
Generation Expansion Analysis System) and TALARR (Total and
Levelized Annual Revenue Requirements)." Both models are widely
accepted and used in the electric utility industry.

In preparing its estimate of avoided capacity costs, LG&E
used, "[Tlwo twenty-year strategic expansion plans . . ." One

plan assumed gualifying facilities with 75,000 KW capacity with an
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availability of 70 percent and no capacity costs while the other
plan did not. The use of Qualifying Facility ("QF") capacity by
LG&E resulted in both cancellation and deferment of combustion
turbine capacity in its 20-year planning cycle. The difference in
the present worth of revenue reguirements ("PWRR") between the two
plans represented the avoided capacity costs of QF capacity since
only the fixed costs of plant ownership were considered in the
PWRR analysis. Using a levelized annual revenue reguirement of
$1,910,000 and assuming 70 percent availability and must run QF
operational characteristics, Mr. Lyon proposed a capacity purchase
payment of 4.15 mills per KWH., Finally, Mr. Lyon indicated that a
QF would have to contract for 20 years to gualify for the proposed
capacity purchase payment. In addition, LG&E proposed that each
QF be required to post a bond to insure that capacity will be
offered for the duration of the contract.

In preparing its avoided energy costs, LG&E used essentially
the same method as it used in preparing its estimates in Case No.
B566. Using PROMOD III, LG&E estimated its avoided energy costs
at 2.04 cents per KWH. Mr. Lyon indicated that LG&E would apply
this avoided energy cost to all QF purchases regardless of whether
it was under a 20~year contract or not. He further indicated that
LG&E would update 1its estimates of avoided energy costs and its
energy purchase rates annually, and avoided capacity costs and
capacity purchase rates updates biannually. Finally, Mr. Lyon
indicated that the revised rates would apply to all QF purchases.

The Commission is of the opinion and finds that the proposed

rates resulting from the avoided costs are consistent with the
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Commission's Order in Case No. B8566. Furthermore, the rates
reflect LG&E avoided costs and should be adopted. However, the
Commission does intend to continue to monitor LG&E bonding
requirements to insure that the requirements do not discourage or
hinder QF development.

Natural Gas Tariffs

KIUC proposes that LG&E's gas tariffs be revised to reflect

the costs incurred by the wutility in gerving different

160

customers. KIUC states that the cost of service study LG&E has

submitted is deficient "because it fails to evaluate cost
causation with respect to firm industrial sales customers as
distinct from firm commercial sales customers and transportation
service as distinct from sales service."16l KIuc states that the
result of LG&E's revenue proposals for transportation customers
will be to earn from these classes an excessive rate of return,
KIUC's proposed solution is to utilize the cost of service study
presented by its witness, Mr. Eisdorfer.

KIUC's conclusions are based upon the differences between its
cost of service study and the one submitted by LG&E. The Commis-
sion discusses the two studies elgsewhere in this Order in the

section entitled Gas Cost of Service, wherein the Commission con-

cludes that these issues raised by KIUC are a valid concern, How-
ever, the Commission has decided to have LG&E disaggregate the

various classes of service more fully in the gas cost of service

160 gyuc Brief, filed May 9, 1988, page B87.

161 Ibid., page 86.
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study it files in its next rate case. Therefore, it would be
inappropriate to order any tariff changes the support for which
would reguire a greater disaggregation between classes than that
accepted by the Commission in LG&E's cost of service study.

KIUC alsc proposes that certain changes be made to LGEE's
proposed tariff Rate T applicable to gas transportation service.
KIUC states that the proposed language ". . . does not conform
with Mr. Hart's representation ., . . that transportation service
provided under Rate T would be firm and that the language should
be corrected by substituting the word "converted" for the word
“reduction . . ."162 KIUC also believes that certain language
under the "availability" part of this tariff should be changed to
conform to certain provisions in the Order issued in Administra-
tive Case No. 287. Specifically, KIUC argues that the language
should c¢learly state: LG&E has the obligation to tell a prospec-
tive transportation customer why it cannot transport gas; and the
burden of proof is on LG&E to show that capacity does not exist on
its system to transport gas.153

The Commission is of the opinion that the proposed language
in LG&E's gas tariffs is sufficient to allow a prospective gas
customer to wunderstand the services offered and their terms and
conditions. The Commission also finds that it is unnecessary for

LG&E to substitute the word "converted" for the word "reduction®

in the Rate T tariff. LGsE's proposed language allows its

162 Hearing Transcript, Vol. VI, page 93.
163 1pig., page 94.
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transportation customers to receive transportation service under
Rate T as long as LG&E's D-1 and D-2 billing demands from its
pipeline supplier are reduced in an amount corresponding to the
volumes of gas transported. The Commission understands KIUC's
point to be that an end-user through its supplier may request a
reduction or conversion of some portion of its supply in order to
increase the amount of transportation it can utilize. LG&E agrees
that an end-user may request either a reduction or conversion .84
However, in either case, LG&E must receive a reduction in its
billing demands which represent the reduced or converted sales
volumes. Otherwise, LG&E's non-transportation customers would
ultimately pay the billing demands for those sales volumes not
purchased by such an end-user.

Regarding the "availability" section of the Rate T tariff,
the Commission does not wview the current language as relieving
LG&E of its burden of proof. LG&E agrees with the points raised
by K1uc.165 However, the Commission is of the opinion that the
language should be clarified to provide prospective transportation
customers in a clearer understanding of LG&E's responsibilities.
Therefore, LG&E should revise the language in the "“availability"
section of the Rate T tariff to more clearly comply with the Order

issued in Administrative Case No. 297.

164 Hearing Transcript, Vol. VI, pages 78-79.

165 1pid., pages 85-86.
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Effective Date of New Rates

LG&E's proposed rates were filed with an effective date of
December 20, 1987. Pursuant to KRS 278.190{2), the Commission
suspended the operation of the proposed schedules for a pericd of
5 months, until May 20, 1988. On May 19, 1988, LG&E filed a
motion stating that if the Commission has not ruled on its rate
application by May 20, 1988, LG&E would forego its right to place
the proposed rates in effect subject to refund provided that the
new rates when authorized will be made effective on May 20, 1988.
None of the intervenors objected to this motion and the Commission
granted it by Order issued May 20, 1988,

In accordance with that Order, the rates authorized herein
are being made effective for service rendered on and after May 20,
1988. With respect to a surcharge to permit LG&E to recover the
new rates from May 20, 1988 through the effective date of this
Order, LG&E's motion proposed that the surcharge be applied to
billings spread over an extended period of time not to exceed
December 31, 1888. On June 20, 1988, the Commission received a
letter from LG&E proposing that the surcharge be applied only to
billings for one month. The Residential Intervenors notified the
Commission on June 28, 1988 that it objected to LG&E's proposed
modification. The Commission is of the opinion that LG&E should
file a surcharge plan within 30 days from the date of this Order.

Bll parties will then be afforded 15 days to file comments on the

plan.
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SUMMARY

The Commission, after consideration of the evidence of record
and being advised, is of the opinion and finds that:

1. The rates in Appendix A are the fair, just, and reason-
able rates for LG&E and will produce gross annual revenues based
on adjusted test year sales of approximately $644,776,975.

2. The rate of return granted herein is fair, Jjust, and
reasonable and will provide for the financial obligations of LG&E
with a reasonable amount remaining for equity growth.

3. The rates proposed by LG&E would produce revenue in
excess of that found reasonable herein and should be denied upon
application of KRS 278.030.

4. The proposed EDR tariff rider should be withdrawn and
resubmitted for review when the revisions discussed herein have
been made.

IT IS5 THEREFORE ORDERED that:

1. The rates in Appendix A be and they hereby are approved
for service rendered by LG&E on and after May 20, 1988.

2. The rates proposed by LG&E be and they hereby are
denied.

3. The proposed EDR tariff rider shall be resubmitted when
LG&E has made necessary revisions.

4. Within 30 days from the date of this Order, LG&E shall
file with the Commission its revised tariff sheets setting out the

rates approved herein.
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5. LG&E shall file a surcharge plan within 30 days of the
date of this Order and intervenors shall have until 15 days there-

after to file comments.

Done at Frankfort, Kentucky, this 1lst day of July, 1988.

By the Commission

ATTEST:

Fowe M. Shyy

Executive Director




APPENDIX A
APPENDIX TO AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION IN CASE NO. 10064 DATED JULY 1, 1988.

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: $3.25 per meter per month.
Winter Rate: (Applicable during 8 monthly billing
periods of October through May)
First 600 kilowatt-hours per month 6.023¢ per Kwh
Additional kilowatt—-hours per month 4.717¢ per Kwh
Summer Rate: (Applicable during 4 monthly billing periods
of June through September)
All kilowatt-hours per month 6.593¢ per Kwh
WATER HEATING RATE
(RATE SCHEDULE WH)
RATE: 4.761¢ per kilowatt~hour.
Minimum Bill $2.05 per month per heater
GENERAL SERVICE RATE*
(RATE SCHEDULE GS)
RATE:

Customer Charge:

$3.85 per meter per month for single-phase service
$7.70 per meter per month for three-phase service



Winter Rate: (Applicable during 8 monthly billing periods
of October through May)

All kilowatt-hours per month 6.454¢ per Kwh

Summer Rate: (Applicable during 4 monthly billing periods
of June through September)

All kilowatt-hours per month 7.232¢ per Kwh

Minimum Bill:

The minimum bill for single-phase service shall be the customer
charge.

The minimum bill for three-phase service shall be the customer
charge; provided, however, in unusual circumstances where annual
kilowatt—-hour wusage 1is less than 1,000 times the kilowatts of
capacity required, Company may charge a minimum bill of not more
than 98 cents per month per kilowatt of connected load.

SPECIAL RATE FOR ELECTRIC SPACE HEATING SERVICE
RATE SCHEDULE GS

RATE:

For all consumption recorded on the separate meter during the
heating season the rate shall be 4.726¢ per kilowatt-hour.

Minimum Bill:

$6.90 per month for each month of the "heating season." 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)

Applicable:

In all territory served.

Availability:

This schedule is available for alternating current service to
customers whose monthly demand is less than 2,000 kilowatts and
whose entire lighting and power requirements are purchased under
this schedule at a single service location.



RATE:

Customer Charge: $16.90 per delivery point per month.

Demand Charge:

Secondary Primary
Distribution Distribution
Winter Rate: (Applicable
during 8 monthly billing
periods of October through
May)
All kilowatts of billing $7.25 per Kw $5.61 per Kw
demand per month per month
Summer Rate: (Applicable
during 4 monthly billing
periods of June through
September)
All kilowatts of billing $10.33 per Kw $8.42 per Kw
demand per month per month
Energy Charge:
All kilowatt-hours per month 3.272¢

LARGE COMMERCIAL TIME-OF-DAY RATE

Availability:

This schedule is available for alternating current service to
customers whose monthly demand is equal to or greater than 2,000
kilowatts and whose entire 1lighting and power requirements are
purchased under this schedule at a single service location.

RATE:

Customer Charge: $17.20 per delivery point per month

Demand Charge:

Basic Demand Charge
Secondary Distribution $3.68 per Kw per month
Primary Distribution $1.99 per Kw per month

Applicable to the highest average locad in kilowatts
recorded during any 15-minute interval in the monthly
billing period but not less than 50% of the maximum demand
similarly determined during any of the 11 preceding months.

-



Peak Period Demand Charge
Summer Peak Period $6.66 per Kw per month
Winter Peak Period $3.54 per Kw per month

Applicable to the highest average 1load in kilowatts
recorded during any 1lbh-minute interval of the peak period,
as defined herein, in the monthly billing period, but not
less than 50% of the maximum demand similarly determined
during any of the 11 preceding months.

Energy Charge: 3.272¢ per Kwh

Winter-Peak Period is defined as weekdays, except holidays as
recognized by company, from 6 AM to 10 PM local time, during the 8
monthly billing periods of October through May.

INDUSTRIAL POWER
(RATE SCHEDULE LP)

Availability:

This schedule is available for three-phase industrial power and
lighting service to customers whose monthly demand is less than
2,000 kilowatts, the customer to furnish and maintain all
necessary transformation and voltage regulatory equipment required
for 1lighting usage. As used herein the term “industrial" shall
apply to any activity engaged primarily in manufacturing or to any
other activity where the usage for lighting does not exceed 10% of
total usage.

RATE:
Customer Charge: $41.70 per delivery point per
month
Demand Charge:
Secondary Primary Transmission
Distribution Distribution Line

811 kilowatts of $8.99 per Kw $7.02 per Kw $5.86 per Kw
billing demand per month per month per month

Energy Charge:

All kilowatt-hours per month 2.832¢ per Kwh



INDUSTRIAL POWER TIME-OF-DAY RATE
(RATE SCHEDULE LP-TOD)

Applicable:

In a1}l territory served.

Bvailability:

This schedule 1is available for three—-phase industrial power and
lighting service to customers whose monthly demand is equal to or
greater than 2,000 kilowatts, the customer to furnish and maintain
all necessary transformation and voltage regulatory equipment
required for lighting usage. As used herein the term "industrial"
shall apply to any activity engaged primarily in manufacturing or
to any other activity where the usage for lighting does not exceed
10% of total usage. " Company reserves the right to decline to

serve any new load of more than 50,000 kilowatts under this rate
schedule.

RATE:

Customer Charge: $42.55 per delivery point per month

Demand Charge:

Basic Demand Charge:

Secondary Distribution $5.26 per Kw per month
Primary Distribution $3.30 per Kw per month
Transmission Line $2.10 per Kw per month

Applicable to the highest average 1load 1in kilowatts
recorded during any 15-minute interval in the monthly
billing period, but not less than 70% of the maximum demand
similarly determined for any of the four billing periods of
June through September within the 11 preceding months; nor
lesgs than 50% of the maximum demand similarly determined
during any of the 1]l preceding months.

Peak Period Demand Charge:

Summer Peak Period $5.51 per Kw per month
Winter Peak Period $2.92 per Kw per meonth

Applicable to the highest average 1load in kilowatts
recorded during any l5-minute interval of the peak period,
as defined herein, in the monthly billing period, but not
less than 70% of the maximum demand similarly determined
for any of the four billing periods of June through
September within the 11 preceding months; nor less than 50%
of the maximum demand similarly determined during any of
the 11 preceding months,

Energy Charge: 2.832¢ per Kwh




Summer~Peak Period 1is defined as weekdays, except holidays as
recognized by Company, from 9 AM to 11 PM local time, during the 4
monthly billing periods of June through September.

Winter-Peak Period is defined as weekdays, except holidays as
recognized by Company, from 6 AM to 10 PM local time during the 8
monthly billing periods of October through May.

Yower PFactor Provision

The monthly demand charge shall be decreased .4% for each whole
one percent by which the monthly average power factor exceeds 80%
lagging and shall be increased .6% for each whole one percent by
which the monthly average power factor is less than 80% lagging.

OUTDOOR LIGHTING SERVICE
(RATE_SCHEDULE OL)

RATES:
Overhead Service Rate Per Light

Mercury Vapor Per Month
100 watt* $6.92
175 watt 7.89
250 watt 8.98
400 watt 11.03
400 watt floodlight 11.03

1000 watt 20.38
1000 watt floodlight 20.38

High Pressure Sodium Vapor

150 watt $9.89
150 watt floodlight 9.89
250 watt 11.73
400 watt 12.55
400 watt floodlight 12.55

Underground Service
Mercury Vapor

100 Watt - Top Mounted $12.00
175 Watt -~ Top Mounted 12.83

High Pressure Sodium Vapor

100 Watt - Top Mounted $14.14

* 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 $1.62 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:

TYPE OF UNIT

Rate Per Light

Qverhead Service Support Per Year
100 Watt Mercury Vapor
(open bottom fixture)(l) Wood Pole $74.57
175 Watt Mercury Vapor Wood Pole 88.03
250 Watt Mercury Vapor Wood Pole 100.76
400 Watt Mercury Vapor Wood Pole 121.45
400 Watt Mercury Vapor (2) Metal Pole 174.02
400 Watt Mercury Vapor Floodlight Wood Pole 121.45
1000 Watt Mercury Vapor Wood Pole 228.43
1000 Watt Mercury Vapor Floodlight Wood Pole 228.43
150 Watt High Pressure Sodium Wood Pole 107.36
150 Watt High Pressure Sodium Wood Pole 107.306
Floodlight
250 Watt High Pressure Sodium Wood Pole 129.36



400

400

100
175
175
250
400
400

400

100

250

250

250

400

400

1500

6000

Watt High Pressure Sodium

Watt High Pressure Sodium
Floodlight

Underground Service

Watt Mercury Vapor Top Mounted

Watt Mercury Vapor Top Mounted

Watt Mercury Vapor
Watt Mercury Vapor
Watt Mercury Vapor
Watt Mercury Vapor

Watt Mercury Vapor on
State of KY Aluminum Pole

Watt High Pressure Sodium
Top Mounted

Watt High Pressure Sodium
Vapor

Watt high Pressure Sodium
Vapor

Watt High Pressure Sodium
Vapor on State of KY
Aluminum Pole

Watt High Pressure Sodium
Vapor

Watt High Pressure Sodium
Vapor

Lumen Incandescent (3)

Lumen Incandescent (3)

{l1) Restricted to those
(2) Restricted to those
(3) Restricted to those

Wood Pole

Wood Pole

Metal
Metal
Metal

Alum.

Metal

Alum.

Metal

Alum.

8~1/2' Metal

Pole

Metal

Pole
Pole
Pole

Pole

Pole

Pole

Pole

Pole

Pole

136.21

136.21

121.65
133.73
176.67
192.87
228.09
228.09

137.14

133.73

245.48

245.48

127.18

264.89

264.89

99.01

131.99

units in service on 5/31/79
units in service on 1/19/77
units in service on 3/1/67



STREET LIGHTING ENERGY RATE
(RATE SCHEDULE SLE)

RATE:
4.021¢ per kilowatt-hour
TRAFFIC LIGHTING ENERGY RATE
{RATE SCHEDULE TLE)
RATE:

5.327¢ per kilowatt—-hour

Minimum Bill:

$1.45 per month for each point of delivery.

INTERRUPTIRBLE SERVICE

Applicable:

To Large Commercial Rate LC, Rate LC-TOD, Industrial Power Rate LP
and Rate LP-TOD.

Availability:

This rider is available for interruptible service to any customer
whose interruptible demand is at least 1,000 kilowatts.

Contract Demand:

The contract shall be for a given amount of firm demand which
shall be billed at the appropriate standard rate schedule demand
charge. Any excess monthly demands above this firm demand shall
be considered as interruptible demand.

Bgte:

The monthly bill for service under this rider shall be determined
in accordance with the provisions of Rate LC, Rate LC-TOD, Rate LP
or Rate LP-TOD, except there shall be an interruptible demand
credit determined in accordance with one of the following
categories of interruptible service:



Interruptible Maximum Annual Monthly

Service Hours of Demand

Categories Interruption Credit
(§/Kw/Mo)

1 150 1.18

2 200 1.57

3 250 1.94

The interruptible demand credit shall be applied to the monthly
billing demand in excess of the firm contract demand (but not less
than 1,000 kilowatts) determined in accordance with the billing
demand provision under the applicable rate schedule, except in the
case of service under Rate LC-TOD or Rate LP-TOD. The
interruptible credit shall be applied to the billing demands as
determined for the peak periods only.

Interruption of Service:

The Company will be entitled to require customer to interrupt
service at any time and for any reason upon providing at least 10
minutes prior notice. Such interruption shall not exceed 10 hours
duration per interruption.

Penalty for Unauthorized Use:

In the event customer fails to comply with a Company request to
interrupt either as to time or amount of power used, the customer
shall be billed for the monthly billing period of such occurrence
at the rate of $15.00 per kilowatt of monthly billing demand.
Failure to interrupt may also result in the termination of the
contract.

Term of Contract:

The minimum original contract period shall be one year and
thereafter until terminated by giving at least 6 months previous
written notice, but Company may require that contract be executed
for a longer initial term when deemed necessary by the size of the
load or other conditions.

Applicability of Terms:

Except as specified above, all other provisions of Rate LC, Rate
LC-TOD, Rate LP and Rate LP-TOD shall apply.

SUPPLEMENTAL OR STANDBY SERVICE

Applicable:

To Large Commercial Rate LC, Rate LC-TOD, Industrial Power Rate LP
and Rate LP-TOD.
.....10..



Rate:

Electric service actually used each month will be charged for in
accordance with the provisions of the applicable rate schedule;
provided, however, that the monthly bill shall in no case be less
than an amount calculated at the rate of $5.61 per kilowatt
applied to the contract demand.

Special Terms and Conditions:

d. In the event customer's use of service is intermittent or
subject to violent fluctuations, the Company will require customer
to install and maintain at his own expense suitable equipment to
satisfactorily limit such intermittence or fluctuations.

SMALL POWER PRODUCTION AND COGENERATION
PURCHASE SCHEDULE

SPPC~1
Rates for Purchases from
Qualifying Facilities
Capacity component per kilowatt-hour delivered .415¢

Term of Contract:

For contracts which cover the purchase of energy only, the term
shall be one year and shall be self-renewing from year to year
thereafter, unless cancelled by either party on one year's written
notice.

For contracts which cover the purchase of capacity and energy, the
term shall be 20 years.

SMALL POWER PRODUCTION AND COGENERATION
PURCHASE SCHEDULE

SPPC~IT
Rates for Purchases from
Qualifying Facilities
Capacity component per kilowatt-hour delivered .415¢

Term of Contract:

For contracts which cover the purchase of energy only, the term
shall be one year and shall be self-renewing from year to year
thereafter, unless cancelled by either party on one year's written
notice.

For contracts which cover the purchase of capacity and energy, the
term shall be 20 years.

-]l]-



SPECIAL CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE
ARICO ALLOYS AND CARBIDE SPECIAL CONTRACT

Demand Charge

Primary Power (28,500 Kw) $11.37 per Kw per month
Secondary Power (Excess Kw) $5.69 per Kw per month

Demand Credit for Primary
Interruptible Power (24,500 Kw) $1.94 per Kw per month

Energy Charge
All KWH 2.005¢ per KWH

SPECIAL CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE
E. I. DUPONT DE NEMOURS SPECIAL CONTRACT

Demand Charge

$11.02 per Kw of billing demand per month

Energy Charge

2,128¢ per Kwh

SPECIAL CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE
FORT KNOX SPECIAL CONTRACT

Demand Charge

Winter Rate:

(Applicable during B monthly billing periods of October through
May)

All Kw of Billing Demand $6.24 per Kw per month
Summer Rate:

(Applicable during 4 monthly billing periods of June through
September)

A1l Kw of Billing Demand $8.42per Kw per month
Energy Charge: All Kwh per month 2.742¢ per Kwh

SPECIAL CONTRACT FOR ELECTRIC SERVICE
LOUISVILLE WATER COMPANY SPECIAL CONTRACT

Demand Charge

$7.53 per Kw of billing demand per month

~12-



Energy Charge

2.261¢ per Kwh
GENERAL RULES

Charge for Disconnecting and Reconnecting Service:

23. A charge of $14.00 will be made to cover disconnection and
reconnection of electric service when discontinued for non~payment
of bills or for violation of the Company's rules and regulations,
such charge to be made before reconnection is effected. If both
gas and electric services are reconnected at the same time, the
total charge for both services shall be $14.00.

Residential and general service customers may request and be
granted a temporary suspension of electric service. In the event
of such temporary suspension, Company will make a charge of $14.00
to cover disconnection and reconnection of electric service, such
charge to be made before reconnection is effected. If both gas
and electric services are reconnected at the same time, the total
charge for both services shall be $14.00.

~] 3



CAS SERVICES

The Gas Supply Cost component in the following rates has been
adjusted to incorporate all changes through PGA B924-R.

GENERAL GAS RATE
G-1

i

Curtailment Rules

Delete specific reference.

Availability:

Available for general service to residential, commercial and
industrial customers.

Rate:

Customer Charge:

$4.55 per delivery point per month for residential
service

$9.25 per delivery point per month for non-residential
service

Charge Per 100 Cubic Feet:

Distribution Cost Component 10.820¢
Gas Supply Cost Component 26.982¢

Total Charge Per 100
Cubic Feet 37.802¢

Off-Peak Pricing Provision:

The "Distribution Cost Component" applicable to monthly usage in
excess of 100,000 cubic feet shall be reduced by 5.0 cents per 100
cubic feet during the 7 monthly off-peak billing periods of April
through October. The first 100,000 cubic feet per month during
such period shall be billed at the rate set forth above.

The "Gas Supply Cost Component"” as shown above is the cost per 100
cubic feet determined in accordance with the Gas Supply Clause set
forth on Sheet Nos. 12, 13 and 14 of this Tariff.



SUMMER AIR CONDITIONING SERVICE UNDER GAS RATE G-1

Availability:

Available to any customer who takes gas service under Rate G-1 and
who has installed and in regular operation a gas burning summer
air conditioning system with a cooling capacity of three tons or
more. The special rate set forth herein shall be applicable
during the 5 monthly billing periods of each year beginning with
the period covered by the regular June meter reading and ending
with the period covered by the regular October meter reading.

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 5.820¢
Gas Supply Cost Component 26.982¢

Total Charge Per 100 Cubic Peet 32.802¢

All monthly consumption other than "Summer Air Conditioning
Consumption" shall be billed at the regular charges set forth in
Rate G-1.

The "Gas Supply Cost Component" as shown above is the cost per 100
cubic feet determined in accordance with the Gas Supply Clause set
forth on Sheets No. 12, 13 and 14 of this Tariff.

SEASONAL OFF-PEAK GAS RATE
G-6

Curtailment Rules

Delete specific reference.

Availability:

Available during the 275-day period from March 15 to December 15
of each year to commercial and industrial customers using over
50,000 cubic feet of gas per day who can be adequately served from
the Company's existing distribution system without impairment of
service to other customers and who agree to the complete
discontinuance of gas service for equipment served hereunder and
the substitution of other fuels during the 3~month period from
December 15 to March 15. No gas service whatsoever to utilization
equipment served hereunder will be supplied or permitted to be
taken under any other of the Company's gas rate schedules during
such 3-month period. Any gas utilization equipment on customer's
premises of such nature or used for such purposes that gas service
...2..



thereto cannot be completely discontinued during the period from
December 15 to March 15 will not be eligible for service under
this rate, and gas service thereto must be segregated from service
furnished hereunder and supplied through a separate meter at the
Company's applicable standard rate for year—around service, This
rate shall not be available for loads which are predominantly
space heating in character or which do not consume substantial
gquantities of gas during the summer months.

Rate:

Customer Charge: $20.00 per delivery point
' per month

Charge Per 100 Cubic Feet:

Distribution Cost Component 5.300¢
Gas Supply Cost Component 26.982¢

Total Charge Per 100 Cubic Feet 32,282¢
The "Gas Supply Cost Component" as shown above is the cost per 100
cubic feet determined in accordance with the Gas Supply Clause set
forth on Sheet Nos. 12, 13 and 14 of this Tariff.

Minimum Bill:

The customer charge.

Prompt Payment Provision:

The monthly bill will be rendered at the above net charges
(including net minimum bills when applicable) plus an amount
equivalent to 1% thereof, which amount will be deducted provided
bill is paid within 15 days from date.

RATE FOR UNCOMMITTED GAS SERVICE

6-17
Rate:
Charge Per 100 Cubic Feet:
Distribution Cost Component 4.300¢
Gas Supply Cost Component 26.982¢

Total Charge Per 100 Cubic Feet 31.282¢

The "Gas Supply Cost Component" as shown above is the cost per 100
cubic feet determined in accordance with the Gas Supply Clause set
forth on Sheet Nos. 12, 13 and 14 of this TarifE.



Incremental Pricing:

Delete from Tariff.

DUAL-FUEL OFF-PEAK GAS SPACE HEATING RATE
G-8

Service to be supplied under G-1.

SUMMER AIR CONDITIONING SERVICE UNDER GAS RATE
G~8

Service to be supplied under G-1.

GAS TRANSPORTATION SERVICE/STANDBY
RATE TS

Availability:

Available to commercial and industrial customers served under
Rates G-1 and G-6 who consume at least 50 Mcf per day at each
individual point of delivery, have purchased natural gas
elsewhere, obtained all requisite authority to transport such gas
to Company's system through the system of Company's natural gas
supplier, and request Company to utilize its system to transport,
by displacement, such customer-owned gas to place of utilization.
Any transportation service hereunder will be conditioned on the
Company being able to retain or secure adequate standby guantities
of natural gas from its supplier. 1In addition, transportation
service hereunder shall be subject to the terms and conditions
herein set forth and to the reserved right of Company to decline
to initiate such service whenever, in Company's sole judgment, the
performance of the service would be contrary to good operating
practice or would have a detrimental impact on other customers
served by Company.

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:

Administrative Charge: $90.00 per delivery point per month.

G-1 G~6
Distribution Charge Per Mcf $1.0820 $0.5300
Pipeline Supplier'’s Demand Component .4671 .4671
Total $1.5491 $0.9971



The "Distribution Charge" applicable to G-1 monthly guantities in
excess of 100 Mcf shall be reduced by $.50 per Mcf during the 7
of f~peak billing periods of April through October. The first 100
Mcf per month during such period shall be billed at the rate set
forth above.

Pipeline Supplier's Demand Component:

Average demand cost per Mcf of all gas, including transported gas,
delivered to Company by its pipeline supplier as determined from
Company's gquarterly Gas Supply Clause.

Standby Service:

Company will provide standby quantities of natural gas hereunder
for purposes of supplying customers' requirements should customer
be unable to obtain sufficient transportation volumes. Such
standby service will be provided at the same rates and under the
same terms and conditions as those set forth in the Company's
applicable rate schedule under which it sells gas to customer.

Receipts and Deliveries:

Customer shall not cause gqguantities of gas to be delivered to
Company's system which exceed the guantities delivered to the
customer's place of utilization by more than 5%. Any imbalance
between receipts by Company on behalf of customer and quantities
delivered to customer shall be corrected as soon as practicable,
but in no event shall imbalance be carried longer than 60 days.

Special Terms and Conditions:

(2) At least 10 days prior to the beginning of each month,
customer shall provide Company with a schedule setting forth daily
volumes of gas to be delivered intc Company's system for
customer's account. Customer shall give Company at least 24 hours
prior notice of any subsequent changes to scheduled deliveries.
Customer shall cause gas delivered into Company's system for
customer's account to be as nearly as practicable at uniform daily
rates of flow, and deliveries of such gas by Company to customer
hereunder will also be effected as nearly as practicable on the
same day as the receipt thereof.

GAS TRANSPORTATION SERVICE
RATE T

Applicable:

In all territory served.



Availability:

Available to commercial and industrial customers served under Rate
G-7 who consume at least 50 Mcf per day at each individual point
of delivery, have purchased natural gas elsewhere, obtained all
requisite authority to transport such gas to Company's system
through the system of Company's natural gas supplier, and reguest
Company to utilize its system to transport, by displacement, such
customer-owned gas to place of utilization. Any such
transportation service hereunder shall be conditioned on the
Company being granted a reduction in D-1 and D-2 billing demands
by its pipeline supplier corresponding to the customer's
applicable transportation guantities. 1In addition, transportation
service hereunder will be subject to the terms and conditions
herein set forth and to the reserved right of Company to decline
to initiate such service whenever, in Company's sole judgment, the
performance of the service would be contrary to good operating
practice or would have a detrimental impact on other customers
served by Company.

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:
Administrative Charge: $50.00 per delivery point per month.
Distribution Charge Per Mcf: §0.43

Receipts and Deliveries:

Customer will deliver or cause to be delivered daily and monthly
gquantities of natural gas to Company's system which correspond to
the daily and monthly quantities delivered hereunder by Company to
customer's place of utilization and, in no case, shall the
variation in guantities be greater than 5%. Any imbalance between
receipts by Company on behalf of customer and guantities delivered
to customer shall be corrected as soon as practicable, but in no
event shall imbalance be carried longer than 60 days.

Special Terms and Conditions:

(1) Service under this rider shall be performed under a written
contract between customer and Company setting forth specific
arrangements as to volumes to be transported by Company for
customer, points of delivery, methods of metering, timing of
receipts and deliveries of gas by Company, and any other matters
relating to individual customer circumstances.

(2) At least 10 days prior to the beginning of each month,
customer shall provide Company with a schedule setting forth daily
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volumes of gas to be delivered intc Company's system for
customer's account. Customer shall give Company at least 24 hours
prior notice of any subsequent changes to scheduled deliveries.
Customer shall cause gas delivered into Company's system for
customer's account to be as nearly as practicable at uniform daily
rates of flow, and deliveries of such gas by Company to customer
hereunder will also be effected as nearly as practicable on the
same day as the receipt thereof. Company will not be obligated to
utilize its underground storage capacity for purposes of this
service.

{3) In no case will Company be obligated to supply greater
quantities hereunder than those specified in the written contract
between customer and Company.

(4) Volumes of gas transported hereunder will be determined in
accordance with Company's measurement as set forth in the general
rules of this Tarif€f.

{5} All volumes of natural gas transported hereunder shall be of
the same guality and meet the same specifications as that
delivered to Company by its pipeline supplier.

{6) Company will have the right to curtail or interrupt the
transportation or delivery of gas to any customer hereunder when,
in the Company's judgment, such curtailment is necessary to enable
Company to maintain deliveries to residential and high priority
customers or to respond to an emergency.

{7) Should customer be unable to deliver sufficient volumes of
transportation gas to Company's system, Company will not be
obligated hereunder to provide standby guantities for purposes of
supplying such customer requirements.

Applicability of Rules:

Service under this Rider is subject to Company'’s rules and
requlations governing the supply of gas service as incorporated in
this Tariff, to the extent that such rules and regulations are not
in conflict with nor inconsistent with the specific provisions
hereof.



GAS SUPPLY CLAUSE
GSC

Applicable to:

All gas sold.

Gas Supply Cost Component (GSCC): (PGA) 8924-R)

Gas Supply Cost 27.043¢
Gas Cost Actual Adjustment (GCAR) 0.241
Gas Cost Balance Adjustment (GCBA) {0.269)

Refund Factors (RF) continuing for
12 months from the effective date
of each or until Company has dis-
charged its refund obligation
thereunder:

Refund Factor Effective August 1, 1987 from 83924~0 (0.020)

Refund Factor Effective November 1, 1987 from 8924-P (0,013)

Total of Refund Factors Per 100 Cubic Feet {0.033)
Total Gas Supply Cost Component Per 26,982¢

The monthly amount computed under each of the rate schedules tp
which this Gas Supply Clause is applicable shall include a Gas
Supply Cost Component per 100 cubic feet of consumption calculated
for each 3-month periocd iIn accordance with the following formula:

GSCC = Gas Supply Cost + GCAA + GCBA + RF

where:

Gas Supply Cost is the expected average cost per 100 cubic
feet for each 3-month period determined by dividing the sum of the
monthly gas supply costs by the expected deliveries to customers.
Monthly gas supply cost is composed of the following:

{(a) Expected total purchases at the filed rates of
Company's wholesale supplier of natural gas, plus

{b) Other gas purchases for system supply, minus

(¢) Portion of such purchase cost expected to be used
for non~Gas Department purposes, minus

(d} Portion of such purchase cost expected to be
injected into underground storage, plus
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{(e) Expected underground storage withdrawals at the
average unit cost of working gas contained therein.

(GCAR) is the Gas Cost Actual Adjustment per 100 cubic feet
which compensates for differences between the previous quarter's
expected gas cost and the actual cost of gas during that guarter.

(GCBA) is the Gas Cost Balance Adjustment per 100 cubic feet
which compensates for any under- or over-collections which have
occurred as a result of prior adjustments.

(RF} is the sum of the Refund Factors set forth on Sheet No.
12 of this Tariff.

Company shall file a revised Gas Supply Cost Component (GSCC)
every 3 months giving effect to known changes in the wholesale
cost of all gas purchases and the cost of gas deliveries from
underground storage. Such filing shall be made at least 30 days
prior to the beginning of each 3-month period and shall include
the following information:

(1) A copy of the tariff rate of Company's wholesale gas supplier
applicable to such 3-month period.

{2) A statement, through the most recent 3-month period for which
figures are availlable, setting out the accumulated costs recovered
hereunder compared to actual gas supply costs recorded on the
books.

{3) A statement setting forth the supporting calculations of the
Gas Supply Cost and the Gas Cost Actual Adjustment (GCRA) and the
Gas Cost Balance Adjustment (GCBA) applicable to such 3-month
period.

To allow for the effect of Company's cycle billing, each change in
the GSCC shall be placed into effect with service rendered on and
after the first day of each 3-month period.

In the event that the Company receives from its supplier a refund
of amounts paid to such supplier with respect to a prior period,
the Company will make adjustments in the amounts charged to its
customers under this provision, as follows:

(1) The "Refundable Amount" shall be the amount received by the
Company as a refund less any portion thereof applicable to gas
purchased for electric energy production. Such refundable amount
shall be divided by the number of hundred cubic feet of gas that
Company estimates it will sell to its customers during the
12~-month period which commences with implementation of the next
gas supply clause filing, thus determining a "Refund Factor."

(2) Effective with the implementation of the next Gas Supply
Clause filing, the Company will reduce, by the Refund Factor so
determined, the Gas Supply Cost Component that would otherwise be
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applicable during the subsequent l2-month period. Provided,
however, that the period of reduced Gas Supply Cost Component will
be adjusted, if necessary, in order to refund, as nearly as
possible, the refundable amount.

(3) In the event of any large or unusual refunds, the Company may
apply to the Public Service Commission for the right to depart
from the refund procedure herein set forth.

GENERAL RULES

Charges for Disconnecting and Reconnecting Service:

23. A charge of $14.00 will made to cover disconnection and
reconnection of gas service when discontinued for non-payment of
bills or for violation of the Company's rules and regulations,
such charge to be made before reconnection is effected. If both
gas and electric services are reconnected at the same time, the
total charge for both services shall be $14.00.

Customers under General Gas Rate G-1 may request and be granted a
temporary suspension of gas service. In the event of such
temporary suspension, Company will make a charge of $14.00 to
cover disconnection and reconnection of gas service, such charge
to be made before reconnection is effected. If both gas and
electric services are reconnected at the same time, the total
charge for both gservices shall be $14.00.
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APPENDIX B

BPPENDIX TO AN ORBER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE

COMMISSION IN CASE NO.

10064 DATED JULY 1,

1988

Commission Calculation of Adjustment

Union Employees:
A. For first $%5,000 of Coverage
2,459 employees X §5,000

B. For additional coverage
Wages & Salaries
increase in Salaries — 4%

LESS: PFirst $5,000

Union Subtotal
tionunion BEmployees:

A. PFor first 35,000 of Coverage
1,242 employees X 55,000

B. For additional coverage
Wages & Salaries
Increase in Salaries

LESS: First $5,800

Nonunion Subtotal
TOTAL

Operating Portion & 72%
LEGSS:

NET ADJUSTMENT

for

Group Life Insurance

Insurance

Amount Coverage
$12,295,000 100%
74,634,771 125
2,985,390 125
6,210,000 140
39,545,720 125
275,825 125

Test Year Amount per Books

$12,295,000

93,293, 464

3,731,738

87,025,202

12,295,200

$84,730,002

6,210,000

49,432,150

344,781

$49,776,931

6,210,000
$43,566,93)

Rate Month
. 59/1000 12
«44/1000 i2
.59/1000 12
.44 /1000 12

Total
Amount

$ 87,048

447,372

$534,420

41,968

230,028
$273,996
$808,416

582,060

473,680

5108,380



AFPENDIX C

APPENDIX TO AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE

COMMISSION IN CASE NO. 10064 DATED JULY 1, 1988

Commission Calculation of
Federal and State Unemployment for
Test Year Ended August 31, 1987

Federal State
Unemployment Unemployment
Total Employees as of 9/6/87 3,920 3,920
Base Wage S 7,000 ] 8,000
Wages Subject to Tax $27,440,000 $31,360,000
Rate/KIUC Information Request No. 2 . 8% 1.2%
Tax S 219,520 $ 376'320
Operating Percentage 72% 72%
S 158,054 3 270,950
Operating Tax for Test Year
Ended 8/31/87
January-December 1986 149,039 298,447
January-August 1986 <145,554> <291,919>
January-August 1987 145,655 242,849
TEST YEAR UNEMPLOYMENT 5 145,140 8 249,377
ADJUSTMENT $ 8,914 $ 21,573
Electric - 77% 6,864 16,611
Gas - 23% 2,050 4,962
g 8,914 $ 21,573




APPENDIX D
APPENDIX TO AN ORDER OF THE KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE
COMMISSION IN CASE NO. 10064 DATED JULY 1, 1988

Commission Calculation of
Year-End Volumes of Business
Expense Adjustment

Total Expenses $255,400,862 1
Wages & Salaries:
Test Year Actual <66,332,568>2
$189,068,294
Total Electric Operations Revenues $476,397,820 3
Sales to Other Utilities <1;877,587>4
$474,520,233
Ratio = $18B9,068,294
474,520,233 =~ 39.84%
Revenue Increase Per Adjustment $ 3,627,565
. 3984

$ 1,445,222

Net Adjustment:

Revenues $ 3,627,565
Expenses 4,445,222

$ 2,182,343

1 Hart Exhibit 6, page 3, lines 1-6; August 31, 1987 Monthly
Report, page 19.

Response to the Commission Order dated November 12, 1987, Item
No. 16(d), page 2.

Hart Prepared Testimony, Exhibit 1, Column 5.
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Q-181.

A-181.

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. 181

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

With regard to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 53, lines 14 through

17:

a. please provide a specific reference to where the FERC predominance

a.

methodology is discussed later in this testimony. Note: if this discussion
was inadvertently omitted, please explain and discuss the FERC
predominance methodology in this response, and,

please provide reference to FERC cases, rules, and/or procedures discussing
and utilizing the “FERC predominance methodology.”

Under the FERC predominance methodology, production operation and
maintenance accounts that are predominantly fixed, i.e. expenses that the
FERC has determined to be predominantly incurred independently of
kilowatt hour levels of output are classified as demand-related. Production
operation and maintenance accounts that are predominantly variable, i.e.,
expenses that the FERC has determined to vary predominantly with output
(kWh) are considered to be energy related. In the cost of service study,
demand-related accounts are functionally assigned using the PROFIX vector
and energy-related accounts are functionally assigned using the PROVAR
vector.

The predominance methodology has been accepted in FERC proceedings for
over 25 years and is a standard methodology for classifying production
operation and maintenance expenses. For example, see Public Service
Company of New Mexico (1980) 10 FERC ¥ 63,020, Hlinois Power
Company (1980), 11 FERC ¢ 63,040, Delmarva Power & Light Company
(1981} 17 FERC ¥ 63,044, and Qhio Edison Company (1983) 24 FERC
63,068.






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. 182
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-182. With regard to LG&E Seelye Exhibit 17, please provide all detailed SAS output
reports including diagnostic statistics, confidence intervals, number of

observations, coefficients, etc.

A-182. The requested data is provided on CD.






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, 2003

Question No. 183
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

QQ-183. Please provide all SAS stepwise selection and output reports generated during
Mr. Seelye’s LG&E electric weather normalization analysis.

A-183. See response to Question No. 182,






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

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

Question No. 184
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-184. With regard to LG&E Seelye Exhibit 17, page 1, please explain what timing and
size metrics the coefficients measure in terms of usage. In other words, do the
coefficients relate to daily or monthly usage, sample size, or total class usage?
If sample size, please explain in detail and provide all workpapers, analyses, and

spreadsheets used to adjust from sample to population amounts.

A-184. The coefficients relate to total class daily usage.






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. 185
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

(Q-185. Please provide all weather related data for all weather stations in LG&E’s (or its
Kentucky affiliates) possession (whether utilized or not in this case) in
electronic format. Please provide in Microsoft Excel format if available. If not
available in Exce] format, please provide in ASCII, common delineated or fixed
field format with all fields labeled or identified. In this response, include ail
weather stations for which data is available, all periods in which data in
available, and all weather characteristics available (e.g., HDD, CDD, Max
Temp, Min Temp, wind, etc.).

A-185. The requested information is being 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. 186
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-186. Please identify the weather station(s) utilized by Mr. Seelye to conduct his
LG&E electric weather normalization analyses.

A-186. M. Seelye utilized the Standiford Field (SDF) weather station.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

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

Question No. 187
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-187. Please provide all source documents, analyses, and spreadsheets supporting
Seelye LG&E Exhibit 15.

A-187. 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. 188
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-188. With regard to Seelye LG&E Exhibit 17, please provide all input data (as
selected) for each model in electronic format. Please provide in Microsoft
Excel format if available. 1f Excel format is not available, please provide in

ASCII common delineated or field format with all fields labeled or identified.

A-188. See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

Response to Initial Request for Information of the Attorney General

Dated August 27, 2008
Question No, 189

Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-189  With regard to Seelye LG&E Exhibit 18:

A-189.

a.

b.

a.

please provide the Exhibit in executable Excel format (include all linked
files); and,

using Index 1 (Residential Rate RS), month 5 as an example, please explain
in detail how the “CDD70” value of -4369.87 was obtained as well as how
the “max temp” value of -6230.33 was obtained. In this response, please
also explain how the load data sample was applied to the entire class
{population).

See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.

The value of -4369.87 was obtained by multiplying (i) the difference
between the normal CDD70 plus one standard deviation (47 + 37 = 84) and
actual CDD70 (= 96) (or 84 - 96 = -12) by (i1) the CDD70 coefficient for
month 5 (= 364.156), which results in -4369.87. The value of -6230.33 was
obtained by multiplying (i) the difference between the normal max temp
plus one standard deviation (2368.4 + 105.4 = 2473.8) and actual max temp
(= 2511) (or 2473.8 ~ 2511 = -37.2) by (ii) the max temp coefficient for
month 5 (= 167.482), which results in -6230.33. The load data for entire
population (either stratified from a sample or from census data) was to
derive the coefficients and to calculate the normalization adjustments.






LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

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

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

Question No. 190
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-190. With regard to Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony, page 41, lines 9 through
15, please explain in detail whether Mr. Seelye utilized the entire sample load
research data available, or a subset of all sampled load research data
observations (customer) in conducting his weather normalization regression
analyses. If a subset of the total sampled load research data was utilized, please
explain and provide all analyses showing how the selected sample reasonably
reflects the usage characteristics of the class.

A-190. The entire sample load research data was utilized.






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. 191
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-191. With regard to the LG&E Direct Testimony of Mr. Seelye, page 17, line 22
through page 18 line 4 and LG&E Exhibit 10, please provide all workpapers,
data, electronic computer models and spreadsheets, assumptions, calculations,
etc. that show how the proposed class revenue percentage increases and the
corresponding revenue dollar increases were determined.

A-191. 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. 192
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-192. Please provide a listing of the LG&E gas rate schedules that are included in
each of the customer classes presented in the gas CCOSS; i.e., Residential Gas
Service, Commercial Gas Service, Industrial Gas Service, As-Available Gas

Service, Firm Transportation, and Special Contracts.

A-192. Rate RGS, Rate CGS, Rate IGS, Rate AAGS, Rate FT, and Special Contracts.
See Seelye Exhibit 11.






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. 193
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye

(Q-193. With regard to the LG&E direct testimony of Mr. Seelye, page 80, line 18
through papge 86, Line 4; and Exhibit 32, pages 14 and 15, please provide all
workpapers, data, electronic computer models and spreadsheets, assumptions,
calculations, etc. showing how each of the allocation and functionalization
factors used in the CCQOSS was developed. Please provide in hard copy as well
as in Microsoft readable electronic format (preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-193.  See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48. Hard copies are not 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. 194
Respending Witness: William Steven Seelye

Q-194. With regard to the LG&E direct testimony of Mr. Seelye, page 86, Footnote ¢/,
please explain and provide all source documents, workpapers, spreadsheets,
assumptions, calculations, etc. that show the basis for each “cost weighting
factor” referenced in Footnote ¢/ of Mr. Seelye’s LG&E direct testimony.
Please provide in hard copy as well as in Microsoft readable electronic format
(preferably Microsoft Excel).

A-194. See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48. Hard copies are not 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. 195
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-195. With regard to the LG&E direct testimony of Mr. Seelye, page 86, lines 6
through 9, please provide an executable computer spreadsheet of Seelye LG&E

Exhibit 35, gas Zero Intercept Analysis.

A-195.  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. 196
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-196. With regard to the LG&E direct testimony of Mr. Seelye, Exhibits 33 and 34,
please provide an executable computer spreadsheet of Mr. Seelye’s LG&E gas

class cost of service study (Exhibits 33 and Exhibit 34).

A-196. See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48,






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. 197
Responding Witness: William Steven Seelye
Q-197. Please provide LG&E Seelye Exhibit 11 in executable Microsoft Excel format.

A-197. See response to PSC-2 Question No. 48.



