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KENERGY COW. 
RIZSPONSE TO THE COMMISSION’S 

DATA REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 

CASE NO. 2009-00071 

[tern 1) Kenergy’s February 18, 2009 letter to the Commission states that, initially, 

lpproximately 42,000 of its 55,000 customers were without power due to  the ice storms of the last 

week of January 2009. The letter also states that Kenergy does not have the ability to determine how 

long any one customer was without power. 

a. Explain whether Kenergy has the capability to readily determine which 

:ustomers did not lose power due to the ice storms of the last week of January 2009. 

b. If the answer to part a. of the response is yes, provide the number of non-direct 

serve Customers that did not lose power due to the ice storms. 

Response) a. 

;he ice storm. However, the number of Customers that did not lose power can be determined. 

Kenergy cannot readily identify each customer that did not lose power during 

b. The total number of Kenergy non-direct served customers that did not lose 

3ower during the ice storm is 4,789. 

Witness) Gerald Ford 
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JCENERGY COW. 
RESPONSE TO THE COMMISSION’S 

DATA REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 

CASE NO. 2009-00071 

Item 2) Direct serve customers, who receive service directly Erom the transmission system of 

Kenergy’s wholesale power supplier, are not to receive the proposed one-time reduction in customer 

charges. 

a. Explain whether any Kenergy direct serve customer lost power at any time due 

to the ice storms of the last week of January. If no direct serve customer lost power, explain if this is 

why they will not receive the customer charge reduction that is planned for the non-direct serve 

customers. 

b. If the response to part a. of this request does not do so, explain why direct serve 

customers will not receive a reduction in their customer charges under Kenergy’s proposal. 

Response) a. 

b. 

See Item 2, page 2 of 2 for the above referenced information. 

Based on the calculation on page 2 of 2, Kenergy has no objection to these 

customers receiving a credit on their March bill for the amount shown in column h. 

Witness) Steve Thompson 
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KENERGY COW.  
RESPONSE TO THE COMMISSION'S 

DATA REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 

CASE NO. 2009-00071 

[tern 3) 

:xperienced by Kenergy as a result of the prolonged outages due to the ice storm. 

Provide an estimate of the total lost sales in kilowatt hours and total lost revenue 

Response) See Item 3, page 2 of 3, line 3 1, columns c and e, for the above referenced information. 

Witness) John Newland 
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KENERGY COW. 
RESPONSE TO THE COMMISSION’S 

DATA REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 

CASE NO. 2009-00071 

[tern 4) Rased upon Kenergy’s estimate of lost sales, provide the approximate cost of the 

idditional power that Kenergy estimates it would have purchased if the storm outages had not 

sccurred. 

Response) 

:olumn d for the above referenced information. 

See Item 3, page 2 of 3, line 29, columns c and e and Item 3, page 3 of 3, line 11, 

Witness) John Newland 
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KENERGY COW.  
RESPONSE TO THE COMMISSION’S 

DATA REQUEST FOR INFORMATION 

CASE NO. 2009-00071 

Item 5 )  

customer charge. 

Explain the reasoning by which Kenergy decided on a 50-percent reduction in the 

Response) Kenergy wanted to use a mechanism that was simple, easy to understand and required 

minimal administrative time to implement. The reduced customer charge was selected as the best way 

to pass through the reduced rate service for the purpose of providing relief in case of a calamity, since 

it is not based on energy consumption. Kenergy considered using a 25%, 50%, 75% or 100% 

reduction for simplicity purposes. After reviewing the total number of customers estimated to be 

without power by day, Kenergy decided to propose a 50% reduction. Additionally, although even the 

proposed reduction is not substantial for an individual customer, it was obvious that if even 

idministratively achievable, trying to prorate based on actual days off would result in reductions to 

some customers of such a small amount as to be possibly offensive. 

Witness) Sanford NovicWSteve Thompson 
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