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AFFIDAVIT 

Raiiie I< Woliiilias, upoii being first duly sworn, liereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questioiis were propounded to liiiii at a hearing before the Public Service Coniniissioil of 
I<eiitucky, lie would give the answers recorded following each of said questions aiid that 
said answers are true. 

Raiiik I<. Wolinlias 

Cominonwealtli of I<eiituclty 
) Case No. 2009-00459 

County of Fraiiltliii ) 

Sworii to before iiie aiid subscribed in iny preseiice by Raiiie IC Wohiihas. this thc P 4  22 -day of March, 2010. 

My Commission Expires: 1 3  



I 

AFFIDAVIT 

Thomas M. Myers, upon first being duly sworn, hereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questions were propounded to him at a hearing before the Public Service Commission of 
Kentucky, he would give the answers recorded following each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. ,---.-- .--- 

,/ 
c.. 

Thomas M. Myers 

State of Ohio ) 

County of Franklin 1 
) Case No. 2009-00459 

e, a Notary Public, b S 

2010. 



AFFIDAVIT 

Hugh E. McCoy, upon first being duly sworn, hereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questions were propounded to him at a hearing before the Public Service Commission of 
Kentucky, he would give the answers recorded following each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. 

State of Ohio ) 

County of Franklin ) 
>ss 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public, by Hugh E. McCoy this '>,%% 
dayof ~\Q.N&, 2010. 

My Commission Expires s -T\ - 'k;-, c-) PEGGY WRlGH T 
Notary Public, State of Ohio 

My Commission Expires 
5-24-2010 



AFFIDAVIT 

Scott C. Weaver, upon first being duly sworn, hereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questions were propounded to hiin at a hearing before the Public Service Commission of 
Kentucky, lie would give the answers recorded following each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. 

State of Ohio ) 

County of Fraiiltlin 1 
) Case No. 2009-00459 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public, by Scott C. Weaver this 3 Gg M d, 
day of ' r j ( &  -i& 2010. 

LL-L&Afi a Lt& *L 

Notary Puaic 

My Coiiuiiissioii Expires 1 !/i -?/,&I 4 c/ 



AFFIDAVIT 

Everett G Phillips, upon being first duly sworn, hereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questions were propounded to him at a hearing before the Public Service Coinmission of 
Kentucky, he would give the answers recorded following each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. 

Everett G. Phillips Y 

Commonwealth of Kentucky ) 

County of Boyd ) 
) Case No. 2009-00459 

Swoin to before me and subscribed in my presence by Everett G. Phillips, this the 
2 2 day of March, 201 0. 

My Commission Expires: +/5,/20/ / 





B(42SC Case No. 2009-00459 
BCIVC Second Set o f  Data Request 

ated March 11,2010 
Item No. 1 
Page 1 o f 8  

Refer to the Compaiiy’s respoiise to ICIIJC 1 - 15. 

a. Please provide the entirety of the aiialysis suiiiiiiarized in tlie respoiise, iiicludiiig all 
assumptions, data, computations aiid spreadslieets with foriiiulas intact. This includes, but is 
not liiiiilecl lo, the effects of all einissioii costs on tlie CCCT aiid CT life cycle analyses. 

b. Please provide all assumptions regarding carbon costs iiicluded in the CCCT aiid CT lire 
cycle analyses. 

c. Please provide all assuiiiptioiis aiid computations of AEP pool capacity valire reflected in each 
~ ~ i p p l y  side alternative. 

RESPONSE 

The Coiifideiitial Excel spreadsheet file is provided 011 the eiiclosed CD. The public redacted 
copy is provided in a liard copy attached to this response. With regard to part (c), AEP Pool 
capacity value was iiot coiisiclered in the aiialysis for any of the alternatives. As requested in 
KILJC 1 - 1 5, the aiialysis presents a life-cycle cost coiiiparisoii. Coiifideiitial protection of 
portions, iiot already requested in relation to ICTTJC 1-1 5, of the attaclment is being requested in 
the forin of a Motion for Coiifideiitial Treatment. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 



KPSC Case No 2009-00459 
KIIJC 2nd Set of Data Requests 

Dated March 11, 2010 
Item No. 1 - Public 

Page 2 of 8 

KPSC Case No. 2009-00459 
KlUC 1st Set of Data Requests 

Order 

capacity Factor - % 
New CC - - -- *New CT 

n DeKalbPPA c===z=, -New CT $l/mmBTu Gas Price Reduction - -New CC $l/mmBTu Gas Price Reduction 



I<PSC Case No 2009-00459 
KIUC 2nd Set of Data Requests 

Dated March 11, 2010 
Item No 1 - Public 

Page 3 of 8 

IKPSC Case No 2009-00459 
KIUC 1st Set of Data Requests 

Order 
ltein No 15, Confidential 

Page 3 of 3 

AEQ SYSTEM-EAST ZONE 
New Generation Technologies 

Key Supply,-§ide Resource Option Assumptions (a)(h)(c) 

Capability (MW) Installed Trans. Full Load Variable Fixed Einission Rakes 
(Unforced Capacity) Cost (d) Cost (e) Heat Rate OBM O&M SO2 NO>( CO2 

Type Std. IS0 Winter Summer ($lkW) ($lkW) (HHV,BtulkWh) (SlRflWh) (hlltW-yr) (LblmniBtu) (LblnimBtu) (LblrnmBtu) 

Iniermediate 
Combined Cycle (2x1 GE7FA w/ Duct Fiiirig) 580 590 545 1- _ _  __: . - . 1 0 0 0 0 l  0 0 0 8  l l G O  

Peaking 
Combustion Turbine (4x1 GE7FA) 627 652 GOO 00007  0 0 3 3  1160 

Notes: (a) Installed cost, capabilily and heat rate numbers have been rounded 
(b) All costs in 2008 dollars 
(c) $litW costs are based on Unforced Capacity 
(d) Total Plant & Interconnection Cost NAFUDC 
(e) Transmission Cost ($/ltW,w/AFUDC) 
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KPSC, Case No. 2009-000.59 
KIUC, 2nd Set of  Data Requests 

Dated March 1 'I, 20 10 
Item No" 1 - Public 

Page 8 or' 8 

e) Energy 

MW G Wh 

MPCo / 
LDWEC 

Wind KPCo/ 
Capacity LDWEC 

(Namepla t Wind 

- 

IO0 
IO0 
IO0 
I00 
100 
100 
100 
1 00 
IO0 
I f f0  
IO0 
IO0 
100 
100 
IO0 
IO0 
IO0 
IO0 
IO0 
100 
I f f 0  

CONFlDENTlAL 

LDWEC 
$PA Cost 

P PA 
($M) $/MWh 

Psesent 
Value 
Factor 

0.92'17 
0.8495 
0.7829 
0.72 16 
0.6650 
0.6'129 
0.5649 
0.5207 
0 1 4-7 9 9 
0.4.4.2 3 
0.4-076 
0.3757 
0 3463 
0.3191 
0.2941 
0271 1 
0.2499 
0.2303 
0.2'122 
0.1956 
0.1803 

9.6436 





KPSC Case NO. 2009-00459 
KHUC Second Set of Data Reqiiesi 

ated March 11,2010 
Item No. 2 

Page 1 of 1 

Refer to tlie Compaiiy's respoiise to ICIUC 1-1 G(b). Please coiifiriii that the iiioiitlily capacity 
value will not vary by iiioiitli depending oii actual or expected seasoiial wind coiiditioiis. 11: this 
is not correct, tlieii please provide tlie iiiforiiiatioii origiiially requested. 

RESPONSE 

The pool capacity credit for wiiid purcliases is based 011 expected aiiiiual eiiergy aiid therelore 
will not vary iiioiitlily. I-Iowever, each year, the capacity credit for each wind purcliase will be 
revised based upon a three-year average of' geiieratioii from that facihty. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 





KPSC Case No. 2009-00459 
C Second $et of Data Request 

Dated March I1,2010 
Item No. 3 
Page 1 o f 6  

R e k r  to the Coiiipaiiy's response to IXJC 1 - 17. 

a. Please provide the coiiipiitatioiis for column E on page 2 or  6, iiicludiiig all assumptions, 
data, aiid electronic spreadsheets with €oriiiulas intact. 

b. Please provide tlie traiisiiiissioii costs for tlie wiiid power purchases Cor each year. Provide 
the assriiiiptions, data, coiiipt~tatio~is and electronic spreadsheets with foriiiulas intact. 

RESPONSE 

The Coilfideiitial spreadslieet was previously provided in respoiise to ICIIJC I - 17 but is iiow 
being provided on the eiiclosed CD. The public redacted copy is being provided in a hard copy 
attached to this response. The computations for coluiiiii E ca i  be traced through the liiilts to tlie 
column E values. No traiisiiiissioii cost was assumed Eor the wiiid power purchases. Coiil-idential 
protection of portioiis o f  the information on the spreadsheet were previously requested iii the 
.foriii of a Motion o s  Coiifideiitial Treatiiieiit. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaves 
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Originally Filed as KlUC 1st Set of Data Requests 
Item No. 17 - Piiblic 

KPSC Case No. 2009-00459 
\<IUC 2nd Set of Data Requests 

Dated March 3 1,2010 
Item No. 3 - Public 

Page 6 of 6 

Renewable Energy 
Certificate ~ $ / ~ ~ ~ ~  - 

'fear Nominal $'s 
2009 

201 3 

2017 

201 9 





KPSC Case No. 2009-00459 
KIUC Second §et of Data Request 

Dated March 11,2010 
Item No. 4 
Page I o f 1  

entuc 

liefer to tlie Company’s response to I<IUC 1-2 1. 

a. Please confirm that tlie availability aiid value of RECs are assuiiiptioiis at this time 

b. Please identify aiid clescribe tlie source(sj of the Company’s assuiiiptioii as to tlie valiie 01 
RECs. Provide a copy of all source documeiits and coiiiputatioiis relied 011 lor the 
Company’s assuiiiptioii, iE any. 

a. Yes .  The availability of RECs is based on a iiatioiial iiiarltet assuming national renewable 
energy legislation is enacted. The E C  value also assuiiies such legislation. 

b. The long term renewable forecast has been developed by exaiiiiiiiiig current aiid proposed 
legislation. At tlie state level, 29 of SO states have either a renewable portfolio staiidard or 
goal, and at the Federal level, both cliaiiibers liave submitted bills to liave a iiatioiial 
renewable portfolio standard. For example, 13. R. 24.54, Subtitle A, Sec 101, ”Sec. 610 
(bj( I ) ”  states that, begiiuiiiig in 2012 “each retail electric supplier shall subiiiit to tlie 
Coiiiiiiissioii an aiiiouiit of Federal renewable electricity credits.. .that.. .is equal to sucli retail 
electric supplier’s aiiiiual coiiibiiied target as set forth in subsection (dj. . _ ‘ I _  In addition, Sec 
101 also states that RECs caii be traded or banked, aiid caii be eariied by producing electricity 
from aiiy renewable energy resource. 

The long-term Eorecast uses existing state level programs to identify reiiewable resources 
that are coiisisteiitly iiicludect in state prograins to develop eligible federal resou ces - wind, 
solar, aiicl biomass. However, the forecast uses national targets, timing, etc. to develop the 
ieiiewablc eiiergy certificate value. Renewable policy reiliains fluid at boll1 tlie state aiirl 
federal level. As sucli, tlie Coiiipaiiy lias deferred to a iiatioiial reiiewable prograiii. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 





I a S C  Case NO. 2009-00459 
KBUC Seco~ld Set of 

Dated March 1 I, 2010 
Item No. 5 
Page 1 o f 1  

Y 

Refer to the Company’s respoiise to IUUC 1 -24(c). Please provide the iiiformatioii iequested 
without reference to whether the “avoided variable non-FAC expenses” are rellected in Exhibit 
SCW-3. 

As noted in foolnote (2) oCExhibit SCW-3, if LDWEC is not assigned to IVCO it was assuiiied 
it would be assigned to another operating company. The AEP Systeiii dispatch is assuiiied to be 
uiichangecl, and there€ore there would not be aiiy avoided variable lion-FAC expenses 

TWTNESS: Scott C Weaver 





BGSC Case No. 2009-00459 
KIUC Second Set of Data Request 

Dated March 11,2010 
atem No. 6 
Page 1 of 1 

EQUEST 

Rekr  to the Company’s response to IUUC 1-24(e) and (f). Please ideiitily each of the aiiiouiits 
that are responsive these requests that were provided in response to KIIJC 1 - 17. 

Tlie aiiiouiits responsive to ICIlJC I-24(e) aiid (0 are in column E of the workpaper provided in 
respoiise to Item No. 17, First Set. 

WITNIESS: Scott C Weaver 





SC Case NO. 2009-00459 
KIUC Second Set o f  Data Request 

Dated March 1 I ,  2010 
Itern No. 7 
Page 1 of 1 

Refer to the Adjustment 46 aiid tlie Coiiipaiiy's response to I<I'IJC 1-26. Please piovide a 
coinpiitation or  the aiiiorriit of the wiiid power capacity costs that the Company proj ccts will be 
iiicuired in 201 0. In addition, please provide tlie date at which the Com11any projccts that it will 
incur the purchased power expeiise pursuant to the wind power PPA. 

I[ the Coiiiiiiissioii issues a final, iion-appealable order in Jmxe, 20 10 approving the wind PPA, 
the half-year cost of' the 100 MW Wind Power Contract would be approximately $10 million. 
The lialf-year effect of the pool capacity savings would be approximately $2.657 inillion. 

WITNESS: Errol I<. Waglies 





I a S C  Case No. 2009-00459 
KlUC Second Set of Data Request 

ated March I l ,2010 
Item No. 8 
Page 1 of  1 

Refer to tlie Coiiipaiiy’s response to ICIUC 1-26. Please confiriii yes or 110 that the aiiiiualized 
aiiiouiit will iiot be iiicurred until caleiidar year 20 1 1. 

The Coiiipaiiy is unable to “coiifiriii yes or 110” that tlie annualized amount will iiot be incurred 
until caleiidar year 20 1 1. 

Tlie wind reiiewable eiiergy puircliase agreeiiieiit (“REPA”) will becoiiie effective upoii the 
receipt of a final, iion-appealable order from the Coiiiiiiissioii approving the tesiiis and conditions 
of tlie REPR, aiid authoriziiig Kentucky Power l o  recover all jurisdictioiial costs associated with 
tlie REPA tlirougli its base rates. 

( 1  The Company can iiot predict with the certainty required by a yes or 110” aiiswer tliat tlie 
Coiiiiiiissioii will approve the REPA, that the Coiiiiiiissioii will authorize Keiitiick y Power to 
recover all jurisdictional costs associated with the REPA through its base rates, or when a linal, 
noli-appealable order will be entered. Tlie Coiiipaiiy iievertlieless aiiticipates that the REPA will 
becoiiie efrective cluring caleiidar year 20 10, aiid that tlie Coiiipany will iiicuv soiiie poi tioii of 
the aiiiiualized aiiiouiit of REPA expeiises during calendar year 20 10. 

WITNESS: Errol IC Wagiies 





BWSC C I ~ S C  NO. 2009-00659 
KIUC Secoiact Sei of Data Request 

Dated March 11,2010 
111e111 No. 9 
Page 1 o f2  

Y 

REQXJEST 

R e h  to tlie Coiiipaiiy’s response to ICIUC 1-29. Please provide tlie iii€oriiiatioii iequested by 
iiiceiitive coiiipeiisatioii 13111. The Company should be able to disaggregate the monthly expense 
acciuals based 011 the aiiioliiits or perceiitages iiicluded in the labor loading rates. The 
iiifoiiiiation reqtiested does not have to be provided by departmeiit. 

ESPONSE 

The inforinatioii is provided 011 page 2 of this response. 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Woludias 
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BQSC Case NO. 2009-00459 
KIUC Second Set of 

Dated March II, 2010 
Item No. 10 
Page 1 of 4 

Refer to Workpaper S-4 page 33. 

a .  Please describc how tlie Coiiipaiiy coiiipuited the amounts iii the co1uii-m entitled "Monthly 
Iiicrease Granted" aiid describe the data aiid source o r  tlie data utilized in the computations. 
Please iiiclicate if tlie inforination in this coluiim iiicludes AEPSC. 

17. Please provide a coiiiputatioii of aiuiualized wages and salaries using the pay periods eiidiiig 
in September 2009 011 both a total aiid expeiise basis. If this aiiiouiit is dif€erent than the 

aiiiorriit sliowii on Workpaper S-4 page 34 liiie I ,  then please provide a reconciliatioii. 

c. Please provide the actual test year wages aiicl salaries in tlie test year 011 both a total aiid 
expeiise basis. 

cl. Please provide a schedule sliowiiig the Compaiiy7s hill-time equivalent employees at tlie end 
of each iiioiitli by department during the test year, the thirteen moiitlis preceding tlie test 
year, aiid all iiioiitlis for which actual inforination is available subseqsreiit to the test yeai 

a Tlie aiiiormts in col~~iiiii 3 represent all merit increases, promotions, iiew hires, transfer ins, 
transfer outs aiid retirements by iiioiitli. Tlie data conies from our li~iiiiaii resources 
depatiiient. This iiiforiiiatioil is for IGxtucky Power Employees only. 

11. The coiiiputatioii of aimialized wages and salaries shown oii Worlqiapei S-4, page 33 was 
oidy Cor employees who had a wage change in tlie categories iiieiitioiied in a. above. The 
anilual salary shown on Workpaper S-4, page 34 is €or all employees pay glade 33 aiid below 
as oT 9/30/09. The aimualized aiiomit sliown on Workpaper S-4, page 33, line 13, coluliiii 5 
is included in Workpaper S-4, page 34, h i e  1 since it the eiiiployees' salary at 9/30/09 was 
iised in tlie calculation. 



KPSC CWC NO. 2009-00459 
KIUC Second Set of Data Request 

ated March 11,2010 
Item No. 10 
Page 2 o f 4  

c. Please see Section V, Workpaper S-7, Page 3 ofilie origiiial filing. 

d. Actual FTE’s fiom August 2007 ilxough February 2010 are showii 011 pages 3 aiid 4 of this 
response. 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Wohidias 
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SC Case NO. 2 ~ ~ 9 - ~ ~ 4 ~ ~  
KBUC Secoiici Set of Data Reqiiest 

Dated March 11,2010 
Item No. 11 
Page 1 of14 

Refer to Workpaper S-3 page 34. 

a. Please provide tlie coiiiptation of the aiiio~uit sliowii on liiie 1. 

b. Please provide the Coiiipaiiy's brtdgeted wages and salaries for calendar year 20 IO on both 
a total aiid expense basis. 

c. Please provide a scliedttle showiiig the Company's budgetecl FTEs at the elid or  each 111oii~Ii 
by department for calendar year 2010. 

a. Please see pages 2 though 11 of this response. 

11. The Compaiiy's budgeted wages aiid salaries for 201 0 by total aiicl O&M are shown on 
pages 12 aiid 13 of this response. 

c. The Company's budgeted FTE's for 2010 are shown on page 14 ofthis respoiise 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Wolmlias 
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Kentucky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 

KPSC Case No. 2009-00459 
KllJC Second Set of Data Requests 

Dated March 1 I ,  201 0 
ltern No. 11 

Page 2 of 14 
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ANNUAL-RT 
84,700.00 
72,565.00 
72,428.00 
60,756.80 
51,313.60 

110,600.00 
42,407.00 
65,548.00 

101,100.00 
66,207.00 
63,211.20 
81,500.00 
61,906.00 
60,756.80 
54,600.00 
60,756.80 
69,51 I .OO 
60,756.80 
61,380.80 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
63,211.20 
60,756.80 
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61,380.80 
67,334.00 
62,129.60 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
69,640.00 
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47,070.40 
47,070.40 
60,756.80 
59,560.00 
67,479.00 
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907.52 
1,026.27 
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Kentucky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 
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47,070.40 
96,300.00 
60,756.80 
88,300.00 
78,500.00 
80,900.00 
63,211.20 
63,21 I .20 
30,326.40 
47,070.40 
61,636.00 
39,538.00 
60,756.80 
71,268.00 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
48,200.00 
48,169.00 
63,21 I .20 
60,756.80 
38,896.00 
80,600.00 
85,000.00 
30,326.40 
73,700.00 
40,000.00 
80,600.00 
39,292.00 
63,419.20 
73,200.00 
60,754.00 
82,200.00 
91,000.00 
61,380.80 
62,129.60 
91,100.00 
62,129.60 
88,600.00 
40,824.00 
63,211.20 
44,175.00 
63,419.20 
60,756.80 
67,636.00 
60,756.80 
49,025.60 
68,800.00 
62,129.60 
60,756.80 
73,417.00 
62,129.60 
61,163.00 
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941.41 
1,926.00 
1,215.14 
1,766.00 
1,570.00 
1,618.00 
1,264.22 
1,264.22 

606.53 
941 “41 

1,232.72 
790.76 

1,215.14 
1,425.36 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 

964.00 
963.38 

1,264.22 
1,215.14 

777.92 
1,612.00 
1,700.00 

606.53 
1,474.00 

800.00 
1,612.00 

785.84 
1,268.38 
1,464.00 
1,215.08 
1,644.00 
1,820.00 
1,227.62 
1,242.59 
1,822.00 
1,242.59 
1,772.00 

816.48 
1,264.22 

883.50 
1,268.38 
1,215.14 
1,352.72 
1,215.14 

980.51 
1,376.00 
1,242.59 
1,215.14 
1,468.34 
1,242.59 
1,223.26 



102 NESU 
103 EXEM 
104 NO07 
105 NO07 
106 NO07 
107 U056 
108 NO07 
109 ADMN 
110 EXEM 
111 EXEM 
112 U051 
113 EXEM 
114 NESU 
115 11051 
116 U051 
117 U051 
118 NO07 
119 U051 
120 11004 
121 U057 
122 NESU 
123 IJ057 
124 U004 
125 U004 
126 NO07 
127 U004 
128 U004 
129 UOO4 
130 U004 
131 TECH 
132 TECH 
133 N00'7 
134 EXEM 
135 U051 
136 U004 
137 NO07 
138 EXEM 
139 U057 
140 U004 
141 NESU 
142 ADMN 
143 NESU 
144 U004 
145 U004 
146 EXEM 
147 EXEM 
148 TECH 
149 U052 
150 EXEM 
151 TECH 
152 EXEM 
153 U056 

Kentucky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 

33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBeiow 
33AndBelow 
33And Below 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 

4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
4 
5 
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5 
4 
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4 
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5 
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4 
5 
4 
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4 
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70,340.00 
84,000.00 
47,070.40 
62,129.60 
62,129.60 
41,579.20 
60,756.80 
45,413.00 
77,600.00 
84,400.00 
62,129.60 
78,000.00 
71,352.00 
62,129.60 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
62,129.60 
60,756.80 
54,600.00 
60,756.80 
66,580.00 
60,756.80 
63,419.20 
63,211.20 
60,756.80 
63,211.20 
61,380.80 
54,808.00 
54,808.00 
68,248.00 
66,158.00 
62,129.60 
78,800.00 
62,129.60 
61,380.80 
49,025.60 
68,100.00 
62,129.60 
54,600.00 
69,429.00 
41,669.00 
72,666.00 
61,568.00 
61,380.80 
74,400.00 
81,000.00 
59,835.00 
38,896.00 
81,300.00 
62,473.00 
98,300.00 
38,896.00 
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1,406.80 
1,680 00 

941.41 
1,242.59 
1,242.59 

831.58 
1,215.14 

908.26 
1,552.00 
1,688.00 
1,242.59 
1,560.00 
1,427.04 
1,242.59 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,242.59 
1,215.14 
1,092.00 
1,215.14 
1,331.60 
'I ,215.14 
1,268.38 
1,264.22 
1,215.14 
1,264.22 
1,227 62 
1,096.16 
1,096.16 
1,364.96 
1,323.16 
1,242.59 
1,576.00 
1,242.59 
1,227.62 

980.51 
1,362.00 
1,242.59 
1,092 00 
1,388.58 

833.38 
1,453.32 
1,231.36 
1,227.62 
1,488.00 
1,620.00 
I ,  196.70 

777.92 
1,626.00 
1,249.46 
1,966.00 

777.92 



154 U004 
155 NO07 
156 EXEM 
157 NO07 
158 U004 
159 NO07 
160 EXEM 
161 U004 
162 U052 
163 U004 
164 U004 
165 EXEM 
166 EXEM 
167 EXEM 
168 U004 
169 NO07 
170 U004 
171 TECH 
172 EXEM 
173 U052 
174 NO07 
175 UO04 
176 U057 
177 NESU 
178 NESIJ 
179 NO07 
180 U004 
181 NESU 
182 TECH 
183 EXEM 
184 TECH 
185 NO07 
186 EXEM 
187 EXEM 
188 EXEM 
189 EXEM 
190 TECH 
191 EXEM 
192 U051 
193 NO07 
194 NESU 
195 U004 
196 U004 
197 NO07 
198 EXEM 
199 NO07 
200 TECH 
201 U004 
202 U004 
203 U051 
204 EXEM 
205 TECH 

Kentiicky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 
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61,380.80 
47,070.40 
71,300.00 
62,129.60 
63,419.20 
62,129.60 

112,400.00 
63,211.20 
41,579.20 
61,380.80 
54,600.00 
81,600.00 
94,900.00 
87,900.00 
63,211.20 
60,756.80 
63,419.20 
65,314.20 
79,300.00 
38,896.00 
52,790.40 
63,211.20 
38,875.20 
70,478.00 
56,575.00 
53,372.80 
63,211.20 
69,498.00 
60,454.00 

59,912.00 
49,025.60 
76,400.00 
73,400.00 
83,900.00 
83,200.00 
70,825.00 
68,300.00 
49,025.60 
60,756.80 
72,604.00 
63,419.20 
63,419.20 
41,579.20 
93,200.00 
62,129.60 
68,012.00 
63,211.20 
63,211.20 
58,552.00 
90,500.00 
48,677.00 

102,000.00 
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1,227.62 
941.41 

1,426.00 
1,242.59 
1,268.38 
1,242.59 
2,248.00 
1,264.22 

831.58 
1,227.62 
1,092.00 
1,632.00 
1,898.00 
1,758.00 
1,264.22 
1,215.14 
1,268.38 
1,306.28 
1,586.00 

777.92 
1,055.81 
1,264.22 

77'7.50 
1,409.56 
1,131.50 
1,067.46 
1,264.22 
1,389.96 
1,209.08 
2,040.00 
1,198.24 

980.51 
1,528.00 
1,468.00 
1,678.00 
1,664.00 
1,416.50 
1,366.00 

980.51 
1,215.14 
1,452.08 
1,268.38 
1,268.38 

831.58 
1,864.00 
1,242.59 
1,360.24 
1,264.22 
1,264.22 
1,171.04 
1,810.00 

973.54 



206 ADMN 
207 NO07 
208 U052 
209 EXEM 
210 TECH 
21 I NO07 
212 EXEM 
213 U051 
214 NO07 
215 TECH 
216 lJO57 
217 ADMN 
218 U057 
219 NO07 
220 EXEM 
221 TECH 
222 U051 
223 NO07 
224 NO07 
225 NESU 
226 NO07 
227 U056 
228 NESU 
229 U004 
230 EXEM 
231 TECH 
232 EXEM 
233 NESU 
234 NESU 
235 U057 
236 U004 
237 TECH 
238 N007 
239 U057 
240 EXEM 
241 U004 
242 EXEM 
243 NESU 
244 NESU 
245 NO07 
246 NESU 
247 EXEM 
248 U057 
249 EXEM 
250 U004 
251 U004 
252 U004 
253 EXEM 
254 EXEM 
255 U057 
256 NESU 
257 ADMN 

Kentucky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 
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49,206.00 
62,129.60 
47,070.40 

110,000.00 
59,208.00 
41,579.20 

147,200.00 
62,129.60 
62,129.60 
50,800.00 
60,756.80 
43,573.00 
60,756.80 
62,129.60 
96,700.00 
57,907.00 
49,025.60 
38,896.00 
52,790.40 
70,352.00 
60,756.80 
47,070.40 
66,488.00 
54,600.00 
65,600.00 
61,732.00 

101,100.00 
69,289.00 
69,604.00 
60,756.80 
54,600.00 
61,654.00 
47,070.40 
49,025.60 
76,000.00 
63,211 20 
71,100.00 
64,909.00 
71,401 .OO 
60,756.80 
63,975.00 

102,600.00 
60,756.80 
73,200.00 
54,600.00 
63,211.20 
63,211 20 
96,400.00 
90,300.00 
60,756.80 
68,471 .OO 
40,637.00 
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984.12 
1,242.59 

941.41 
2,200.00 
1 ,I 84.16 

831.58 
2,944.00 
1,242.59 
1,242.59 
1,016.00 
1,215.14 

871.46 
1,215.14 
1,242.59 
1,934.00 
I, 158. I 4  

980.51 
777.92 

1,055.81 
1,407.04 
1,215.14 

941.41 
1,329.76 
1,092.00 
1,312.00 
1,234.64 
2,022.00 
1,385.78 
1,392.08 
1,215,14 
1,092.00 
1,233.08 

941.41 
980.51 

1,520.00 
1,264.22 
1,422.00 
1,298.18 
1,428.02 
1,215.14 
1,279.50 
2,052.00 
1,215.14 
1,464.00 
1,092.00 
1,264,22 
1,264.22 
1,928.00 
1,806.00 
1,215.14 
1,369.42 

812.74 



258 ADMN 
259 EXEM 
260 TECH 
261 TECH 
262 EXEM 
263 U051 
264 U004 
265 U051 
266 U004 
267 EXEM 
268 EXEM 
269 ADMN 
270 NO07 
271 EXEM 
272 ADMN 
273 NO07 
274 NO07 
275 U004 
276 ADMN 
277 EXEM 
278 EXEM 
279 TECH 
280 TECH 
281 NO07 
282 U004 
283 U051 
284 U004 
285 TECH 
286 EXEM 
287 U004 
288 EXEM 
289 U057 
290 EXEM 
291 ADMN 
292 EXEM 
293 U004 
294 U004 
295 EXEM 
296 EXEM 
297 EXEM 
298 EXEM 
299 EXEM 
300 NO07 
301 U057 
302 EXEM 
303 EXEM 
304 EXEM 
305 U004 
306 TECH 
307 EXEM 
308 TECH 
309 NO07 

Kentucky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 
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33AndBelow 
341Jp 
33AndBelow 
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33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
3 3An d Be low 
33AndBelow 
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4 
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4 
5 
5 
4 

39,755.00 
77,500.00 
67,028.00 
66,241 .OO 

62,129.60 
63,211.20 
62,129.60 
63,211.20 
83,200.00 
73,200.00 
43,644.00 
52,790.40 
81,000.00 
47,632.00 
62,129.60 
49,025.60 
63,211.20 
39,500.00 
87,500.00 
76,000.00 
83,462.00 
55,717.00 
62,129.60 
61,172.80 
60,756.80 
63,211.20 
66,359.00 
98,800.00 
63,211.20 

118,700.00 
58,552.00 
78,900.00 
50,823.00 
70,700.00 
63,21 I .20 
63,419.20 
95.300.00 

102,000.00 

4 
4 118,200.00 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 

156,000.00 
69,000.00 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
90,300.00 
89,500.00 
85,200.00 
63,419.20 
41,688.00 
76,700.00 
65,218.00 
62,129.60 
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795.10 
1,550.00 
1,340.56 
1,324.82 
2,040.00 
I ,242,59 
1,264.22 
1,242.59 
1,264.22 
1,664.00 
1,464.00 

872.88 
1,055.81 
1,620.00 

952.64 
1,242.59 

980.51 
1,264.22 

790.00 
1,750.00 
1,520.00 
1,6369.24 
1,114.34 
1,242.59 
1,223.46 
1,215.14 
1,264.22 
1 ,327.1 8 
1,976.00 
1,264.22 
2,374.00 
1 ,171.04 
1,578.00 
1,016.46 
1,414.00 
1,264.22 
1,268.38 
1,906.00 
4,400.00 
2,364.00 
3,120.00 
1,380.00 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,806.00 
1,790.00 
1,704.00 
1,268.38 

833.76 
1,534.00 
1,304.36 
1,242.59 



310 NO07 
311 EXEM 
312 ADMN 
313 U051 
314 U052 
315 TECH 
316 lJ057 
317 U051 
318 U004 
319 NO04 
320 NESU 
321 U057 
322 NO07 
323 NO07 
324 EXEM 
325 U051 
326 NO07 
327 IJ057 
328 EXEM 
329 EXEM 
330 EXEM 
331 U057 
332 'TECH 
333 EXEM 
334 IJ004 
335 U004 
336 EXEM 
33'7 EXEM 
338 NO07 
339 NESU 
340 NESU 
341 TECH 
342 EXEM 
343 U004 
344 NO07 
345 NO07 
346 EXEM 
347 ADMN 
348 EXEM 
349 NESU 
350 EXEM 
351 EXEM 
352 EXEM 
353 U057 
354 EXEM 
355 EXEM 
356 NESU 
357 ADMN 
358 U004 
359 NO07 
360 TECH 
361 EXEM 

Kentucky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 

33AndBelow 
33And Below 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
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33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
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33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
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33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
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33AndBelow 
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33AndBelow 
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33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
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4. 
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4. 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
4 
4 
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4 
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4 
4 

60,756.80 
70,500.00 
33,220.00 
60,756.80 
47,070.40 
68,778.00 
58,552.00 
60,756.80 
63,419.20 
30,035.20 
66,550.00 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
6 0,756" 8 0 
58,000.00 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
66,300.00 
80,000.00 
80,600.00 
62,129.60 
69,957.00 
96,000.00 
63,21 I .20 
63,211.20 
58,000.00 
98,700.00 
60,756.80 
66,364.00 
71,571.00 
67,506.00 
54,000.00 
63,211.20 
60,756.80 
35,110.40 
77,400.00 
46,022.00 
79,480.80 
64,500.00 
75,000.00 
80,200.00 
83,100.00 
62,129.60 
97,700.00 
93,600.00 
66,472.00 
45,399.00 
54,808.00 
60,756.80 
41,447.00 
90,300.00 
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1,2'l5 I 1 4 
1,410.00 

664.40 
1,215.14 

941.41 
1,375.56 
1,171 "04 
1,215.14 
1,268.38 

600.70 
1,331 "00 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,160.00 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,326.00 
1,600.00 
1,612.00 
1,242.59 
1,399.14 
1,920.00 
1,264.22 
1,264.22 
1,160.00 
1,974.00 
1,215,14 
1,327.28 
1,431.42 
1,350.12 
1,080.00 
1,264.22 
'1,215.14 

702.21 
1,548.00 

920.44 
1,589.62 
1,290.00 
1,500.00 
1,604.00 
1,662.00 
1,242.59 
1,954.00 
1,872.00 
1,329.44 

907.98 
1,096.16 
1,215.14 

828.94 
1,806.00 



362 NO07 
363 U057 
364 EXEM 
365 EXEM 
366 NO07 
367 U051 
368 NESU 
369 NO07 
370 EXEM 
371 U004 
372 U051 
373 TECH 
374 EXEM 
375 EXEM 
376 NO07 
377 NO07 
378 UO09 
379 NO07 
380 UOO9 
381 TECH 
382 NO07 
383 EXEM 
384 EXEM 
385 ADMN 
386 ADMN 
387 ADMN 
388 U057 
389 EXEM 
390 ADMN 
391 EXEM 
392 NO07 
393 NO07 
394 NO07 
395 NO07 
396 U057 
397 NO07 
398 EXEM 
399 U004 
400 U004 
401 U004 
402 U004 
403 lJ004 
404 EXEM 
405 EXEM 
406 U051 
407 UO5l 
408 NO07 
409 11057 
410 U057 
411 lJ057 
412 t.1004 
413 U004 

Kentucky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 

33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33And Below 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33And Below 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 

5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
5 
4 
4 
5 
4 
4. 
4. 
4 
4 
5 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

58,552.00 
60,756.80 
67,04 1.45 
89,000.00 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
66,288.00 
60,756.80 
80,000.00 
61,380.80 
60,756.80 
70,002.00 
82,300.00 
58,400.00 
62,129.60 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
52,495.00 
60,756.80 
80,000.00 

121,600.00 
37,436.00 
39,372.00 
34,600.00 
62,129.60 
83,300.00 
36,172.00 
78,500.00 
47,340.80 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
30,326.40 
48,984.00 
58,552.00 
57,300.00 
61,568.00 
61,568.00 
61,568.00 
61,568.00 
54,808.00 
81,800.00 
58,000.00 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
60,756.80 
62,129.60 
62,129.60 
60,756.80 
52,894.40 
53,102.40 

KPSC Case No. 2009-00459 
KIUC Second Set of Data Requests 

Dated March 11, 2010 
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1 , I  71 .04 
1,215.14 
1,340.83 
1,780.00 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,325.76 
1,215.14 
1,600.00 
1,227.62 
1,215.14 
1,400.04 
1,646.00 
1,168.00 

1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,049.90 
1,215.14 
1,600.00 
2,432.00 

748.72 
787.44 
692.00 

1,242.59 
1,666.00 

723.44 
1,570.00 

946.82 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 

606.53 
979.68 

1,171.04 
1,146.00 
1,231.36 
1,231.36 
1,231 "36 
1,231.36 
1,096.16 
1,636.00 
1 ~ 160.00 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,215.14 
1,242.59 
1,242.59 
1,215.14 
'I ,057.89 
1,062.05 

I ,24.2.59 



414 U004 
415 U004 
416 EXEM 
417 U004 
418 (I004 
419 U004 
420 U004 
421 U004 
422 UO04. 
423 U004 
424. U004 
425 U057 
426 U057 
427 U057 
428 U004 
429 NO07 
430 U004 
431 NO07 
432 NO07 
433 NO07 
434 U051 
435 lJ051 
436 U05 l  
437 U057 
438 EXEM 
439 EXEM 
440 EXEM 
441 TECH 
442 NO07 
443 NO07 
444 ADMN 
445 EXEM 
446 U004 
447 U057 
448 lJ004 
449 NO07 
450 U004 
451 U004 
452 EXEM 
453 TECH 
454 EXEM 
455 U004 
456 U004 
457 TECH 
458 U004 
459 U004 
460 U004 
461 U004 
462 U004 
463 U004 
464 U004 
465 U004 

Kentucky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 

33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33And Below 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelaw 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33And Below 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 

5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
4. 
4 
4. 
5 
5 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

53,102.40 
52,894.40 
69,000.00 
46,987.20 
51,417.60 
54,808.00 
46,675.20 
56,513.60 
53,060.80 
54,808.00 
54,724.80 
45,323.20 
45,323.20 
47,340.80 
53,102.40 
47,340.80 
54,600.00 
47,340.80 
47,340.80 
47,340.80 
45,323.20 
45,323 20 
45,323.20 
45,323.20 
81,200.00 
65,900.00 
65,700.00 
47,476.00 
43,763.20 
36,004.80 
28,764.00 
64,300.00 
43,409.60 
53,372.80 
48,235.20 
47,340.80 
44,699 20 
53,102.40 
49,900.00 
50,323.00 
50,100.00 
53,102.40 
51,417.60 
37,377.60 
51,417.60 
53,102.40 
53,268.80 
53,268.80 
5 1,417.60 
44,907 “20 
48,443.20 
44,907.20 
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1,062.05 
1,057.89 
1,380.00 

939.74 
1,028.35 
1,096.16 

933.50 
1,130.27 
1,061.22 
1,096.16 
1,094.50 

906.46 
906.46 
946.82 

1,062.05 
946.82 

1,092.00 
946.82 
946.82 
946.82 
906.46 
906.46 
906.46 
906.46 

1,624.00 
1,318.00 
1,314.00 

949.52 
875.26 
720.10 
575.28 

1,286.00 
868.19 

1,067.46 
964.70 
946.82 
893.98 

1,062.05 
998.00 

1,006.46 
1,002.00 
1,062.05 
1,028.35 

747.55 
1,028.35 
1,062.05 
1,065.38 
1,065.38 
1,028.35 

898.14 
968.86 
898.14 



466 U004 
467 EXEM 
468 U004 
469 EXEM 
470 11057 
471 EXEM 
472 EXEM 
473 U057 
474 ADMN 
475 U004 
476 NO07 

Kentucky Power Company 
2% Merit Wage Increase 

Salaries as of 9/30/09 

Total 
Less 34 and Above Salary Grade 

33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
3SAndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 
33AndBelow 

Total 33 and Below Salary Grade 

5 
4 
5 
4 
5 
4 
4 
5 
4 
5 
5 

43,596.80 
51,500.00 
48,443.20 
48,000.00 
40,872.00 
65,000.00 
57,000.00 
40,872.00 
25,584.00 
40,955.20 
32,947.20 

30,137,490.85 
220,000.00 

29,917,490.85 
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871.94 
1,030.00 

968.86 
960.00 
817.44 

1,300.00 
1,140.00 

817.44 
51 1.68 
819.10 
658.94 

602,749.82 
4,400.00 

598,349.82 
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Page 1 of 1 

Y 

Refer to the Company’s respoiise to I<IUC 1 -37(c). Please respoiid yes or no to the question 
Tlie Company’s respoiise does iiot address the question that was asked. 

The Coiiipaiiy can iiot answer tliis question with a yes or 110 answer. Tlie Reliability aiicl Service 
Enliancemcnt Plaii (“RSEP”) described by Mr. Pliillips in his testimoiiy will require substantial 
additioiial reveiiues beyond those cnrreiitly being expended. For exaiiiple, the Enhaiiced 
Vegetation Iiiitiative, which is only oiie of €our parts of tlie RSEP, will require $15.77 niillioii in 
additioiial O&M aiid capital expenditures in tlie first year of the program. (Phillips at 2 3) By 
tlie filili year, tlie O&M aiid capital expenditures for tlie RSEP are piojecteci to ieqiiire 
expenditures beyond the test year aiiiounts of vegetation iiiaiiageiiieiit expeiiclituies o I $1  9 27 
million. Tlie total iiicreiiieiital expenditures required to implenient tlie 
Eiiliaiiced Vegetation Initiative during its first five years is projected to be more tliaii $86 
million. (Phillips at 23). Although the amount of RSEP O&M and capital expeiidi tures will 
tlecliiie soiiiewliat after tlie fifth year, they will still be iiicremeiital to the test yeai vegetation 
iiiaiiageiiieiit expenditures. (Phillips at 23). 

(Phillips at 23). 

‘The other iiiqjor coiiipoiieiits of the RSEP also will require incveiiiental expenditures by tlie 
Company. The Eiiliaiiced Equipmelit Inspectioil aiicl Mitigation Initiative will require an 
additioiial $6.7 million in aclditioiial expenditures in its first three years. (Phillips at 2.9). The 
five-year iiicreiiieiital cost of the additional distribution eiiiployees is projected to be 
approximately $3 .S million. Finally, the three-year iiicreiiieiital cost for 
gridSiiiartSM initiative is a13proxililately $1 1.4 1iiiIliOii. (PhillipS at .? 9). 

(Phillips at 32). 

As with aiiy cost reasonably incurred by the Company in coiuiectioii with the provision o f  
service, such as Big Sandy maiiitenaice, line worlters’ salaries, or the cost o l  coal, tlie costs 
associated with the RSEP are properly recoverable through rates paid by Kentucky Power’s 
iatepayers. 

Tlle Coiiipaiiy will coiitiiiue to use its best efforts to provide reasonable service to ratepayeis. IC 
the Company is iiot perinittecl to increase its rates to cover the amount o l  the projected 
iiicreiiieiital RSEP costs, it will lack the ability to uiidertake some or all of tlie RSEP. 

$NESS: Errol I< Wagner 
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REQUEST 

Refer to the Company’s response to KIUC 1-.3X(d). 

a. Please provicle the Coiiipaiiy’s actnal iiicoiiie stateiiieiit in the same aiiiouiit or  detail lor 
the twelve iiioiiths eiidiiig Septeinber 30, 2009 in excel with formulas intact. 

b. Please provide the Compaiiy’s actual iiicoiiie stateiiieiit in the same amount of detail lor the 
calenclar year 2009 in excel with formulas intact. 

a. Sr. b. The Coiiipany’s actual income statements are not in the same exact detail as OUT budgeted 
inloriiiatioii. We have provicled the actual iiicoiiie statements 011 the eiiclosed CD in Excel 
loriiiat. There are no €orii~~las 011 our iiicoiiie statemiits. 

WITNESS: Raiiie IC Woliiihas 
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Refer to tlie Company’s respoiise to KJUC 1-39. 

a. I€ the Coiiipaiiy retained a portion of the SIA trading margiiis from July 2000 through 
March 2006, tlieii please explain why ratepayers should be responsible lor 100% of tlie 
reiiuicls rather than tlie Company assmiiiiig responsibility €or tlie same perceiitage of tlie 
iiiargiiis that it retained during those months? 

b. Please provide the SSC sharing perceiitages for each nioiith J U ~ Y  2000 though Marcli 3006, 
the iiionths “at issue,” according to the response to part (a) of KIUC 1-39. 

a. The Coiiipaiiy is not suggesting that the “ratepayers should be responsible Cor 100% of the 
relimds. . . .” To the coiitrary, as reff ected in Mr. Wagner’s testiiiioiiy at page 3 1 , lilies 1-S, 
aiid Workpaper 5-4, page 3 (Section V of Ilie Applicatioii), the Conipaiiy iioiiiialized tlie test 
year reveiiues by adding back the aiiiouiit o r  the refttiid ($12,699,792). As a icsult, the 
Company bears 100% o€ the re€Liiid. 

The Compaiiy is willing to recluce i t s  respoiisibility for tlie refund Croiii 100% to the 
perceiitage of System Integration Agreeiiieiit margins it retained from JLI~Y, 2000 though 
March, 2006. That would require, however, higher rates tliaii those proposed by the 
Coiiipaiiy iii this proceeding. 

17. The Systeiii Sales Clause sharing percentage €or July 2000 tliro-ough arid iiicludiiig Jaii~ial-y 
2006 were 50% to tlie customer and SO% tlie coiiipany. Starting with February 2006 through 
aiid including Marcli 2006 tlie sharing percentages weie 70% to the customer and  30% to 
tlie Company. 

I[TNES$: Errol I< Wagner 





I@SC Case No. 2009-00459 

ated March 11,2010 
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Page 1 of1 

KIUC Second Set of 

REQUEST 

Refer to the Company’s response to ICIUC 1-43, 

a, Please provide the hiel expense on a per mWh basis for tlie expired 250 mW sale to CP&L 
by I&M diiriiig the test year. 

b. Please provide the noli-hiel iiicreiiieiital variable expeiise on a per mWh basis for the expired 
250 iiiW sale to CP&L by I&M during the test year. 

c. Please provide tlie capacity €actor, energy generation (iiiWli), and the energy sales (mWh) on 
the 250 iiiW sale to CPSCL by I&M during the test year. 

a. The hiel expeiise on a per mWIi basis was $22.22 for the expired 250 iiiW sale to CP&L by 
I&M C-turiiig the test year. 

b. The noli-he1 iiicreiiiental variable expense on a per mW1i basis was $1.79 for the expired 
250 iiiW sale to CP&L by I&M during the test year. 

c. The capacity factor was 90.4%, energy generation (mWl1) was 5,146,144, and the energy 
sales (iiiW1i) were 2,079,573 on the 250 mW sale to CP&L by I&M during the test year. 

WITNESS: Errol IC. Wagiier 
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Dated March 11,2010 
Item No. 16 
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REQUEST 

Refer to the Coiiipaiiy’s response to ICIUC 1-44. Please explain how tlie Company accounts for 
the difkreiice between the accrual expense aiid the reveiiue amounts, including account iiuiiibers 
used to account for the iiioiitlily reveiiue or expense deferrals, if any. 

Tlie aiiiouiit shown 011 line number 3 in the Company’s response to tlie ICITJC 1st Set Item No. 
44, page 2 O F  3, is the iiet difference between the curreiit iiioilth’s system sales reveiiues aiid the 
curreiit iiioiith’s associated system sales expeiises. Therefore, iio deferral ol‘ expeiises is requircd. 
Tlie aiiio~uit shown 011 h i e  8 is deferred For two iiioiiths chie to the fact there is a two month lag 
between wlieii the aiiiouiit is realized aiid when the amount is hilled 011 tlie custoiiier’s monthly 
bill. This amount is deferred to account 501 00.5 Fuel -Deferred. 

WITNESS: Errol I< Wagiier 





IWSC Case No. 2009-00459 
Hu[UC Secomd Set of Data Request 

Dated March 11,2010 
k i n  No. 17 
Page 1 of 2 

REQUEST 

Refer to the excel spreadsheet provided in respoiise to KIUC 1 -46(b). 

a. Please provide tlie iiaiiie of account 447004 a id  describe the amoruits that were subtracted 011 
Line 7. 

17. Please provicle the Company’s support, including references to specific pages in relevant 
Cominission orders that authorized the Coiiipaiiy to subtract the amounts on Line 7. 

Please provide the iiaiiie of account 447005 and describe the amounts that were subtracted 011 

Line 8. 
c. 

tl. Please provicle the Coiiipany’s support, inclucling references to specific pages in relevant Cominission 
oi-clers that authorized the Company to s~~btract tlie ainoiints on Line 8. 

Please provide a scheclule in the same format and in tlie saiiie level of detail for the twelve rnontlis 
ending September 30, 2009. 

e. 

SPONSE 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d , 

e.  

Account No. 4470004 is Sales for Resale-NoiiaFfiliatecI - Aiicillary Services. This is IWCo’s share 
o l  the reveiiiie associaled with aiicillary services as it relates to the CP&L 250 MW transaction 
ciuring the test year. These reVenUes stopped December 2009. 

The support for including these reveiiiies in tlie calculation of the system sales profit is containetl on 
Tariff S.S.C. Sheet No. 19-1 Paragraph 2 (a) as approvecl by the Commission. These reven~ies have 
been inciuclecl in tlie calculation of the iiioiitlily system sales profit since approximately .laiiLiary 
2.001 “ 

ACCOLIII~ No. 4470005 is Sales for Resale-Nonaf~iliated - Transmission Services This is I<PCo’s 
shale of the revenues associated with Iransiiiission services as it relates to the CP&L 250 MW 
transaction during the test year. These revenues stopped Deceiiiber 3 1, 2009. 

The support for inclridiiig these revenues in the calculation of the system sales pmfit is Tariff S.S.C. 
Sheet No. 19-1 Paragraph 2. (b) as approved by the Commission. These revenues have been incluclecl 
in the calculation oftlie monthly system sales profit since approxiiiiately .January 200 1 , 

See the attached page. 

ITNE$$: Errol I<. Wagner 
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REQUEST 

Refer to tlie Company’s respoiise to I<ITJC 1 -46(c). Please provide the assumptions, data, 
computations and electroiiic spreadsheets with foriiiulas intact used to develop tlie 20 10 OSS 
iiiargiii of $26.8 million. 111 addition, please indicate if this aiiiouiit i~iclucles additioiial OSS 
iiiargiiis due tlie teriiiiiiatioii of the sale to CP&L by I&M. 

Forecasted OSS iiiargiiis are based on the aiiticipated revenue from all sales iiiacle to 11011- 

affiliated couiiterparties and subtracting out the variable costs of iiialciiig those sales. R.evennes 
are estiiiiated based on forecasted price inputs. Geiieratioii costs and voluiiies are developed 
based 011 a generation dispatcli model wliicli was developed by a third party vendor (not a 
spreadsheet based iiiodel). The costs are assigned to either internal or non-affiliated custoiiiers 
(least cost to internal customers) aid the resulting unit dispatch provides the aiiiount of off- 
system sales that can be imde with available eiiergy and resulting margin. 

In the case of the Company’s response to ICIUC 1-46(c), tlie referenced Off-systeiii Sales 
lbrecast is as of October 2009 and reflects the price projectioiis aiid otlier Iuiown assumptions at 
tliat tiiiic. Additionally, the 201 0 OSS iiiargiii forecast of $26.8M was prepaied uiider the 
assimiptioii that the sale to CP&L by I&M would not coiitiiiue. However, quaiitiCyiiig tlie effect 
of the teriiiiiiatioii of tlie CP&L sale would require that a study be perfoillied involving two 
production cost forecasts, oiie with and oiie without the assuiiiptioii that the CP&L agreelimit 
ivould coiitiiiue in 2010 aiid then sumiiiariziiig llie cost arid profit deltas. Such a st~icly was not 
perfoimed. 

Please refer to the respoiise to Iteiii 24 for tlie iiiqjor iiiodel outputs used to develop ICPCo’s 1201 0 
O S S  iiiargiii forecast. 

WETNESS: Thomas M. Myers 
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KnJC Second Set of Data Request 

REQUEST 

Refer to the Coiiipaiiy’s response to ICIUC I -46(s). Please provide a response to the questioii 
asltecl. Tlie response did not address why the Commission slioidd retain the SSC; it oiily 
addressed why the Coiiipaiiy believes tlie Coriiiiiissioii shorild iiiodify tlie SSC. 

The Company fairly answered the question aslced in light of the fact its application pioposes the 
use or the iiiodified SSC. In fact, tlie data request releers to the Company’s pioposed 
modification of the SCC, albeit soinewliat iiiaccurately (“SO% oP the test year OSS margins iii 
establishing a iiew baselii~e.~~) In its response, which incorporated Mr. Myers’ testimony, tlie 
Coiiipaiiy esplaiiied tlie advantages to tlie ratepayers aiid the Company provided by the iiiodified 
SSC. 

As the Coiiipaiiy uiiderstaiids the revised data request, KIUC is iiow asltiiig tlie Coiiipaiiy to 
explain wliy the current SSC is preferable to a rate design where the test year aiiiouiit o l  OSS 
profits is used to establish the Company’s base rates, and tlie risk aticl belielit of thc Coiiipaiiy 
achieviiig a lesser or greater amount is borne solely by the Company. 

The Coiiipaiiy believes that the reasons supporting an SSC that shares between the Coliipaiiy aiid 
ratepayers the beiiefits of OSS above a predetermined aiiiouiit are the same in 20 I O  as they were 
in 1988 wlieii, at the suggestioii of I<IlJC, the SSC was first approved by the Commission. See, 
Order, Case No. 9061 (October 28, 1988). 

Tlie SSC has delivered substantial benefits to Kentucky Power’s ratepayers. Siiice January 1, 
1993 ratepayers have enjoyed tlie benefit of $101,432,727 in OSS profits through reduced rates. 
This was in addition to the $1 62,585,700 benefit that was built into base rates clmiiig the same 
time frame. Tiideed, tlie SSC, both as originally adopted, and in its proposed iiiodified form, 
provides substaiitial benefits to ratepayers even ivlieli tlie Co~iipany fails to achieve OS S margiiis 
above the amouiit built into base rates. Uiider tlie SSC as originally approved by the 
Coiiiiiiissioii in Case no. 9061, the ratepayers would have realized a benefit of $6,726,000 
($13,4.52,000 / 2) even if tliere were no OSS profits. Uiider the Company’s modified proposal in 
the current proceeding, the ratepayers would realize a benefit of$7,645,182, ($15,290,363 / 2), or 
a approsiiiiately $1 iiiillioii more tliaii provided by the SSC establisliecl in Case No. 9061, even if 
there were no OSS profits. 
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Even tliough tlie amount of benefit realized by the ratepayers, or the iiiethoclology of deliveriiig 
the benefit to the ratepayers, may change, the reasons to retain the systeiii sales clause have not 
changecl. In the Coiiipaiiy’s prior rate case, Case No. 2005-00.34 1 , for example, both tlie level of 
system sales changed and tlie methodology of delivering the benefit to the ratepayers also 
changecl yet the Comiiiission aiid all parties agreed that coiitiiiuiiig the system sales clause 
iiiecliaiiisiii was iii the best interest of tlie uatepayers. 

WI%NES$: Thomas M. Myers 
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ReCer to tlie Company’s response to ICIUC 1-59. Please respoiid to the question. Is the cited 
testimony a “general” observation or a “specificy’ coiicerii regarding cleterioratioii that is outside 
the norinal wear aiid tear? The cited testimony on page 10 did not address deterioiatioii in 
icliability; it addressed a “deteriorating distribution system.” 

This is a “specific” coiicerii identified in Coiiipaiiy witness Phillips’ testimony and is outside 
iioriiial wear aiid tear. On page 10 of his testimony, Mr. Phillips identifies thee  drivers oC the 
proposed Reliability aiid Service Eidiaiiceiiieiit Plan. Aiiiong the thee coiiceriis were increased 
espectatioiis of service quality and reliability by the Conipmy‘s customers, support lor the 
iecoiiiiiieiidatioiis of the Ilte aiid Ice Report; and a deteriorating reliability trend evideiiced by tlic 
C oiiipaiy Is iiicreasiiig SAID1 iiie tric. 
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REQUEST 

Refer to the Company’s respoiise to IUUC 1-60. Please coiifiriii that the Coiiipaiiy’s response is 
complete aiid comprehensive. i.e., it provides “all eviclence relied 011 by Mr. Phillips” for the 
cited testimony. If not, then please sq~pleiiieiit the response. If so, then so state. 

The Company’s response is coiiiplete a id  comprehensive. The graph provided as Attachment I 
in the Company‘s response to ICITJC’s 1-60 supports tlie Company’s assertion iii its iespoiise that 
“work will start to decrease as tlie coiiipaiiy faces inflationary costs associated with material 
(herbicides, equipment, etc,) and contract labor, wliich will uItimately resrrlt in fewer trees being 
triiiiiiiecl and removed, fewer cutouts being replaced, and, iiievitably, more service-related 
outages.” Further supporting tlie testiiiiony is Mr. Phillips nearly 25 years of experience, as well 
as the coiiiiiioiiseiise observation that with increasing material and labor costs less reliability 
wouk can be perforniecl with a fixed level of spending. 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ § ~ :  Everett G Phillips 
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REQUEST 

Refer to the Company’s response to ICITJC 1-61 (a). Tlie question requested “all evideiice that a 
cycle based prograiii will iiicrease reliability coiiipared to a perforiiiaiice based approach.” Tlic 
icspoiise referred to tlie Coiiipaiiy’s respoiise to AG 1-32, wliicli aslted for “all studies, analyses, 
aiid correspoiideiice” that deiiioiistrated that tlie superiority of a cycle based prograiii compared 
to a perEoiiiiance based approach. The Coiinpaiiy provided no studies in respoiise to AG 1-32. 
Please coiifiriii that the Company’s responses to KIT-IC l-6l(a) aiid AG 1-33 are coiiiplete aiid 
coiiipreheiisive. i.e., tlie responses provides “all evidence” aiid “all studies, aiialyses and 
correspondence” relied 011 by Mr. Pliillips for this claim. If iiot, tlieii please supplement the 
icspoiise. If so, then so state. 

Please see the attacliiineiit to AG 2-1 1, the Company provides a copy of tlie E.On 2008 Electric 
Distributioii TJtility Aiiiiual Report Cor ICeiitucky Utilities Coiiipaiiy aiid Louisvillc Gas Lpr. 
Electric Coiiipaiiy wliicli provides detail 011 both companies’ vegetation iiiaiiageiiiciit cycle aiid 
rcsultiiig reliability iiietrics. The Coiiipaiiy, both in the testiiiioiiy of Mr. Phillips and in its 
iespoiise to AG 1-32, iiidicated that affiliate Public Service of‘ Oltlalioiiia liad espeiieiiced a 
significant improveiiieiit in reliability as a result of implementing a cycle-based progi am. In 
Figuie 7 OC his testimony, Coiiipaiiy witiiess Phillips projected, based 011 Lleld data, a 47% 
1 eduction in tree-related outages as a result of full iiiipleiiieiitatioli of the cycle-based p i  ogi aiii 

111 addition, please see the attaclniieiit to tliis data request which iiicludes a study performecl by 
Davies Coiisulting, Iiic. prepared €or tlie Edisoii Electric Institute. Oii Page 18 ol‘ 45 01 tlic study, 
Figure 4-4 indicates that 12% of the states siirveyed have iiiipleiiieiited soiiie soit o I vegetation 
staiidard with tlie four-year cycle beiiig tlie most coiiiiiioii beiicliiiiarlc. 

~~~~~~~: Everett G Phillips 
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c. is an international strategy and management con- 
sulting firm dedicated to working with clients to establish sustainable competitive ad- 
vantage and deliver superior value to their shareholders and customers. Our consultants 
have 10-25 years of experience as industry executives or management consultants. 

DCI collaborates with managers and staff at all levels of organizations to translate strate- 
gies into bottom-line results. Clients rely on the diverse experience of our consultants, 
our network of subject matter experts, our data-driven, analytical approaches to strategic 
issues, and our emphasis on the human, cultural, and strategic elements of change. 

Within our Energy Practice, DCI is committed to providing quality methods, tools, and 
experience to advance the effectiveness of our clients’ energy delivery businesses. 
Through our strong mix of industry and management consulting expertise, we provide 
our utility clients with a broad range of energy consulting services including: 

Organizational and Operational Effectiveness; 
Investment Strategy; 
Financial and Human Resource Allocation; 
Integrated Reliability Strategy; 
Regulatory Strategy; and 
Emergency Response Management. 

1 is the association of United States shareholder- 
owned electric companies, international affiliates and industry associates worldwide. 
Our U.S. members serve 97 percent of the ultimate customers in the shareholder- 
owned segment of the industry, and 71 percent of all electric utility ultimate customers 
in the nation. They generate almost 60 percent of the electricity produced by U.S. 
electric utilities. 

Organized in -1 933 and incorporated in 1970, EEI works closely with its members, 
representing their interests and advocating equitable policies in legislative and 
regulatory arenas. In its leadership role, the Institute provides authoritative analysis 
and critical industry data to its members, Congress, government agencies, the 
financial community and other influential audiences. EEI provides forums for member 
company representatives to discuss issues and strategies to advance the industry and 
to ensure a competitive position in a changing marketplace. 

EEl’s mission is to ensure members’ success in a new competitive environment by: 

0 Advocating Public Policy 
0 Expanding Market Opportunities 
a Providing Strategic Business Information 

For more information on EEI programs and activities, products and services, or 
membership, visit our Web site at www.eei.org. 

http://www.eei.org
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Method of Performance 
Regulation 

Return on equity based PBR 
Quality of service PBR - 
penalties and rewards 
Quality of service PBR penalties 
only 

Quality of service - targets 

Quality of service - reporting 

No reporting requirement 

Over tlie past decade, state regulators across the l-Jnited States have increased their scrutiny of utility power 
delivery pel forinance. Many state regulators have passed reliability reporting requiremeiits, reliability 
performance targets, and perfoiinance based rates. In addition, the issues of reliability and 
incentivesldisinceiitives to drive utility reliability performance have been “‘hot topics” at tlie National 
Association of Regulatory Coiniiiissioiiers (NARUC) iiieetings. The regulatory landscape is constantly 
clianging and regulations are increasingly having an effect on how and where f~iiids are expended. Within 
the last year ~iuinero~is utilities have developed strategies to deal with this accelerating trend. 

No. of States States 

2 Mississippi, North Dakota 
3 California, Massachusetts, Rhode Island 

11 Colorado, Florida, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, Ohio, 
Oregon, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington 
Arkansas, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, 
New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, 
Virginia 
Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, 
Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, Maryland, Missouri, New 
Hampshire, Nevada, Wisconsin 
Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, New 
Mexico, North Carolina, South Carolina, South 
Dakota , Tennessee , West Virginia , Wyoming 

11 

12 

12 

This paper is a comprelieiisive study of the issues that electric utilities are facing with respect to state 
reliability statutes, standards, and regulation for both electric distribution and transmission systems within 
each state and the District of Columbia. Table 1-1 provides a list of the states under some foiiii of 
perforinaiice regulation; a detailed description about each of these inetliods can be found in Section 4. 
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1.2. index of 

The following table provides a quick reference guide to the page on which the details of state’s performance- 
based regulations can be found. States currently having 110 repoi-tiiig requirements are listed as N/A. 

Slate 

Alabama 
AI as ka 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
District of Columbia 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 

Page 

34 
NIA 
NIA 
30 
25 
26 
3 1  
34 
35 
26 
35 
35 
NIA 
30 
31 
31 
31 
36 
32 
26 
36 
25 
27 
27 
24 
36 

State 

Montana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Utah 
Vermont 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Page 

N /A 
NIA 
37 
37 
32 

NIA 
32 

NIA 
24 
27 
33 
28 
33 
25 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
28 
28 
29 
33 
29 
NIA 
37 
N /A 

~ ~ _ _ _  
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Iri Jaiiuaiy 2005, tlie Edisoii Electric Institute (EEI) cornmissioned Davies Coiisulting, Inc. (DCI) to coiiduct 
a study on the state o f  reliability regulation in tlie United States. Tlie purpose of tlie stxdy was to discuss the 
liistoiy of reliability regulation, research the current state of regulation, aiid examine the future of reliability 
regulation. The main areas of aiialysis included: (1) Methods of Performance Regulation; (2) Reliability 
Standards; ( 3 )  Customer Service Standards; and (4) Penalties and Rewards. Tlie report is primarily focused 
on distribution system reliability with some references to reliability of tlie transmission system. EEI intends 
to use the 2005 study as tlie first of several periodic publications on the status of reliability regulation in the 
United States. 

Prior to coiiiiiieiiciiig tlie State of Disfribzitioii Reliability Regiilatioii iii the Uizited States, DCI and EEI 
developed, refined, aiid agreed to the study’s scope and ob~jectives. The study is based oii secondary 
research, as well as surveys and interviews with the selected state public utility con~missio~is. Phone 
interviews arid visits were coiiducted with utility regulatory managers and staff from eighteen utilities 
operating in 39 states and tlie District of Columbia. DCI compiled tlie data gathered from tlie survey and 
interviews into a 2005 State of Reliability Regulation database’ for use in analyzing the crirrent situation and 
emerging trends. Furthermore, DCI analyzed the effects o f  reliability regulation on utility performance using 
data submitted to EEI. Finally, DCI supplemented findings with experience worlting with utility clients iii 

jurisdictions across the United States. 

The level of regulation within a state is represented in tlie database by the utility with tlie most stringent requireiiient (e.g., 
if at least one utility within a state has a Quality of Service (QOS) standard with penalties, that state is represented as 
having QOS with penalties). See infiw, p. 5, for a inore detailed discussion and definition of QOS. 

Edisan Electric Institute 3 
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The utility iiidristry of tlie last decade lias been subject to draiiiatic change. Tlie 1990s were cliaracterized by 
deregulation, a focus on noli-regulated ventures, and iiidustiy consolidation through mergers and 
acquisitions. During these years, performance based regulation (PBR), tied to return on equity rather than 
cost of service, was also introduced (see Figure .3-1 below). 

PBR History 

Deregulation and PBR have transformed traditional cost of 
service rate making into Qualify of Service regulation tied to r penalties 

Early 90s Mid 90s L a t e  90s 

Each of these areas lias had vaiying degrees of success. As a result of tlie Califoriiia eiiergy crisis in 2001, 
national deregulation activity esseiitially came to a halt. Close to 60 percent of states surveyed indicated that 
they liave no plaiis for deregulation in the next two to three years.2 Tlie collapse of Eiiron, tlie terrorist 
attacks of 9/11, tlie bursting of the internet bubble, and limited access to capital lias slowed noli-regulated 
activity. Beginning in 2000, merger activity diiniiiished significantly. Large events such as tlie Chicago 
srrbstatioii outage of 1999, the North Carolina ice storm of 2002, aiid tlie Northeast Traiisinissioii Grid 
blackout of 2003 Iiave increased regulatory aiid legislative focus 011 utility reliability performance. 

All of this has iiot only led utilities to a "back to basics" focus but also lieigliteiied regulator emphasis 011 

reliability aiid quality of service. Utilities are focusing inanageiiient and fiiiaiicial capital 011 tlie core 
business of delivering electricity, which iiicludes iinproviiig customer inforination systems aiid developing 
more strategic iii~astructure-related reliability investments. Furthermore, utilities have initiated strategic 
busiiiess process iiiiproveineiit initiatives aimed at sustainable cost reduction aiid service improvement. 

While utilities have begun implementing the changes noted above, regulators have begun eiiipliasiziiig the 
developmelit aiid iiiiplementatioii of inecliaiiisiiis desigiied to inoiiitor aiid measure utility perforiiiance. 
This changed emphasis has been driven by a number of factors, including mergers aiid significant events. 

NewtowEvans Research Coiiipaiiy, Inc., September 200.3. 
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3. Performance Regulation Background 

Perf01 iiiance guarantees are often liiilted to merger agrceinents in order to provide regulators with some level 
of comfoi-t that tlie merged entities would, at tlie very least, maintain the existing level 01 perfor~iiance. As 
meiitioiied above, in tlie past five years the iiidustry has experienced a number of major events (North 
Carolina ice storm, Chicago substation outage, Northeast blackout, and Florida liurricanes) that have 
heightened public interest in tlie regulation and legislation of utilities. The result lias been increased 
regulatory oversight aiid, in soiiie cases, in-depth iiivestigations of utility perforiiiance. 

Another trigger for increased regulatory scrutiny lias been public and federal co~icerii over the aging of tlie 
United States electric grid.3 Despite evidence that some age-focused replaceiiieiit programs are not cost- 
effective (customers are not willing to pay for tlie “perfect” system) and are less efficient than other methods, 
such as replacemeiit based 011 failure history, tlie aging infrastructure continues to be a ~OCLIS  of regulators. 
Utility cost-cutting initiatives have also contributed to increased regulator scrutiiiy because regulators are 
ofteii skeptical of tliese initiatives aiid perceive them solely as iiiechanisiiis designed to iiiaiiage earnings 
during slow growth periods. Regulators have indicated that they fear that utilities will iiiipleinent cost 
cutting measures without regard for customer service aiid reliability. 

3.3. es for ators 

While it is true that in tlie last decade the industiy has witiiessed increased regulatory scrutiny, tlie level of 
that scrutiny aiid perforiiiaiice regulation activity lias varied across tlie United States. hideed, 27 perceiit of 
utility coiii~iiissions in the United States do not have any reliability standards whatsoever in  place. 

Although state regulators are coiiceriied with utility perforiiiaiice, they face a nuinber of iinportaiit challenges 
in providing effective oversight. First, given the vast differeiices in seivice territories and infrastructure 
across tlie United States, regulators face a difficult challenge in comparing utilities. Despite these 
difficulties, a few state regulators are coiisideriiig statewide perforinance standards. Second, while many 
regulators are quite sophisticated and experienced, they siinply do not have the same level of knowledge as 
utility managers aiid staff, who run tlie utility’s day-to-day operations. Third, regulators should be sensitive 
to the fact that regulatooly reporting standards can ofteii have a significant impact 011 a utility’s reso~irces aiid 
costs. Finally, because inonitoring, evaluating, and comparing utility perforinaiice against agreed staiidards 
requires a significant number of qualified regulators, inany state regulatoiy agencies do not have adequate 
resources to effectively perform the iiecessary oversight. 

Chairinan Alan Greenspan of the Federal Reserve Board has said, “If the electricity iiifrastructure of this country is 
inadequate or in  some way excessively costly, it will undermine economic growth, and is therefore a major issue that must 
be addressed.” Testiiiioiiy of Alan Greenspan, US. Senate Budget Coininittee Hearings, Januaiy 26, 2001 I 
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ation 

Since tlie PBR concept was introduced iii the 1990s, definitions and applications of it have vai ied widely 
ainoiig state regulatory commissions. Interviews with utilities and regulators coiifiriiied that PBR does not 
have one universally accepted definition. For example, while oiily two states have Return 011 Equity (ROE) 
Based Performance Based Rates, inany utility representatives aiid regulators iiidicatecl that they had PBR 
wlieii what they actually had was some form of Quality of Service Standards. Below are tlie defiiiitioiis used 
throughout the report: 

QBE Based PBR (PBR) exists where tlie Rate of Return is set with a dead band (range where the 
utility aiid shareholders assume all benefits and cost) a i d  a live band (range above and below the 
dead band that would have a sharing mechanism assigned). 
Quality of Sewice PBR (QSP) exists where the Rate of Return is set using the conventional cost of 
service methodology and the utility has reliability and/or customer service targets imposed by tlie 
commission with penalties and/or rewards. 
Qudity of Sewice Targets (QST) exist where the Rate of Return is set by using tlie conventional 
cost of service methodology and tlie utility has reliability and/or custoiner seivice targets imposed by 
the coiiiinissioii without peiialties or rewards. 
Reportinig Onby exists where the utility has to file reports but does not have specific targets imposed 
by tlie cornmission. 

Q 

4.2. ~~~~~~~~~~~ 

The map in figure 4- 1 (see nextpnge) illustrates current reliability regulations in tlie TJnited States (see 
Section 7 for n listiJig of stntes by type of relinbility regzilntion). 
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4. Current Performance Regulation Environment 

c] Alaska 

Hawaii 

ROE Based PBR (2) 

Quality of Service PBR (Penalty and Incentive) (3 

Quality of Service PBR (Penalties only) (1 1) 

Quality of Service Targets (1 1) 

Reporting Requirements only (12) 

No Reliability Requirements (12) 

Source. DCI i17te1views/survey with 29 sfate con7missions and 18 utilities 

ROE-Based PBR: As illustrated in the map, only two states currently have an ROE-based PBR. Below is a 
suiiiiiiaiy of the ROE-based PBR inechaiiisiiis used in North Dalcota aiid Mississippi. 

North Dnlcofa: Tlie North Dalcota Coiiiinissioii has adopted a PBR metliodology that allows Otter Tail 
Power to ad.just its allowed rate of return based on the results of four performance areas: reliability, custoiner 
satisfaction, customer price, and employee safety. The reliability iiieti ics used are Systein Average 
Interruption Frequency Iiidex (SAIFI) and Customer Average Interruption Duration Iiidex (CADI). The 
customer satisfaction inetrics einployed are the figures generated from an annual Relationship Survey aiid a 
semi-annual Transactional Survey. Tlie customer price inetrics utilized are a coinpetitive price coinparison 
and a comparison of the aiiiiual cliange in price. Tlie employee safety inetric einployed is tlie Occupatioiial 
Safety aiid Health Adiniiiistratioii (OSHA) Incident Rate for utilities with fewer than 1000 employees. Each 
of the seven inetrics is worth rt25 basis points for a inaxiinuin total of 175 basis poiiits and is used to adjust 
the upper and lower h i t s  of a dead band around Otter Tail’s allowed ROE. The dead band is 3r100 basis 
points. For example, if Otter Tail’s ROE was 12 percent, the dead band would be 11 percent to 13 percent. 
If Otter Tail performed above the reward threshold 011 all seven metrics, the upper band wodd move up to 
14.75 percent (1 3 percent + 1.75 percent). The lower band would remain the same (1 1 percent). Therefore, 
Otter Tail’s allowed ROE would inove up to the midpoint between 1 1 percent aiid 14.75 percent, or 12.88 
percent, and tlie new dead band would be 1 l.S8 percent to 13.88 percent. 

Mississippi: The Mississippi Public Service Coininissioii has adopted a PBR approach that allows 
Mississippi Power to increase (or decrease) its return on iiivestment based on three service quality metrics. 
The metrics adopted by the Coiiiinissioii are: 
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1. Customer Price - Determined by comparing Mississippi Power’s average price per ItWli to the 
average price charged by Southeast Electrical Exchange Utilities. 

2. Customer Satisfaction - Deteriiiiiied fiom the results of ai1 independent semi-amrial customer 
survey. 

3. Customer Reliability - Deteriiiiiiecl by measuring reliability performance over a 36-inoiitli period. 

The three performance metrics are coiiibiiied to establish a coiiipaiiy performance rating. This perfoiinaiice 
rating is used to adjust tlie upper and lower liiiiits o€a “dead band” arouiid Mississippi Power’s allowed 
return on investment. The “dead baiicl” is 250 basis points. The pmjected return is then coiiipared to the 
coinpaiiy performance rating adjusted return, aiid if Mississippi Power’s projected return is above (or below) 
the dead band of the company perforiiiance rating adjusted return, tlie reveiiue can be increased (or 
decreased) to reflect perforiiiance. 

Quallity ofSewic,e PBR: As illustrated in Figure 4-2, 27 slates (54 percent) analyzed in OUT study have 
either ROE-based PBR or some form of Quality of Service regulation. 

Figure 4-2: Breakdown off 

PBU QSP 
No Standard 

Only 
23% 22% 

Source: DCI analvsis of 50 states and the District of Columbia. 

Interviews with utilities and regulators iiidicated that several states with reporting-only requireinelits seemed 
to be in the process or establishing reliability and/or custoiiier service targets geared toward Quality of 
Service ratemaltiiig. The key clifferencc in the Quality of Service methods is the assignment of penalties 
and/or rewards. Currently, oiily 14 states (28 percent) assign peiialties a d o r  rewards aiid, of these, seven 
states (50 percent) have actually enforced tlie peiialties and/or rewards. 
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4. Current Performance Regulation Environment 

Reliability standards continue to be a sigiiificaiit EOCUS of iiiaiiy state regulators. As Figure 4-3 illustrates, 
System Average Interruption Frequency Index (SAIFI), System Average Interruption Duration Iiidex 
(SAIDI), and Customer Average Interruption Duration Iiidex (CAIDI) are tlie primary reliability inetrics 
used by utilities, while Moiiieiitaiy Average Interruption Frequency Iiidex (MAIFI) is not. 

70% 
60% 
50% 
40% 

30% 
20% 
10% 
0 Yo 

CAIDl SAID1 SAlFl MAlFl 

Source: DCI analysis of 50 states and the District of Columbia. 

A number of factors have coiitribirted to the use of SAIFI, SAIDI, aiid C A D I  as the key reliability 
indicators. First, current outage rnaiiageiiieiit systems (OMS) are configured to report on these indicators. 
Second, iiioineiitai-y interruptioiis are difficult to capture accurately, since such interruptions are more often 
captured at tlie circuit breaker level or at the recloser. Third, most studies and Key Performance Indicators 
use a combination of CAIDI, SAIFI, and SAIDI to measure reliability performance. Finally, when state 
regulators evaluate reliability, they focus 011 these indicators because they recognize that utilities are 
comfoi-table using tliein. 

A number of additional iiietrics focused iiiore on the iiidividual customer experience atid less on SAIFI, 
SAIDI, and CAIDI are also begiiiiiiiig to emerge. These iiiclude MAIFI, Custoiners Experiencing MultipIe 
Interruptions (CEMI), and Customers Experiencing Longest Interruption Durations (CELJD). Regulator 
interest in Worst Perforiiiing Feeder (WPF) programs and vegetatioii iiiaiiageineiit programs (see Figure 4-4) 
is also iiicreasing. 
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%of States 
Surveyed 

35% 
30% 
25% 
20% 
15% 
10% 
5% 
0% 

Vegation Standard Poor Performing Semce Restoration 
Circuits Standard 

Source: DCI analysis of 50 states and the District of Columbia. 

~ e ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ i ~  Standard Key CIlnaracteristics: While the specific targets for l ey  reliability iiietrics vary across 
states aiid utilities, this study uncovered some key characteristics related to the most used performance areas. 
The coinnioii characteristics include: 

0 SAIFI, SAIDI, aiid CAIDI calculations iiiclude stoiin adjustments, or lack thereof; the validity of 
historical outage perforinance to set targets; and the system level or operating area. 
Tree trimming cycle requirements, with an average four year cycle as the most co~ii~iion benchmark. 
Worst performing feeders, although forinulas for identifying WPF vary fiom state to state. The focus 
is 011 repeat offenders. 
Service restoration targets; for example, the percentage of customers restored within a specific 
timefiame, or the number of outages over a specified length of time. 

0 

0 

0 

Examples of ~e~~~~~~~~ Targets;: Consistent with the key characteristics of reliability standards, the 
specific reliability targets established by regulators and utilities vary significantly. Below are a few 
examples of specific targets: 

Worst yerj5ormiitgfeeder 
Feeders with Feeder Average Interruption Duration Index (FAIDI) exceeding S A D 1  by 300 
percent 
Feeders with 10,000 custoiners out for more than 24 consecutive hours for two coiisecutive years 
FAIDI greater than four times SAIDI or in the top 10 percent for two consecutive years 

n 

0 

Service Restomtion 
0 By restoration time frame 

- Greater than 90 percent restored in 36 hours for all conditions other than catastrophic, and 
greater than 90 percent restored in 60 hours for catastrophic conditions. 

Custo~nel-s who have had more than six outages for three coiisecutive years or outages 
totaling more than 18 hours per year for three consecutive years. 

0 By number of outages over a specified time frame 
- 
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By voltage level 
- Cristomers served at 69 ItV or higher can have 110 more than three occiirreiices aiid no more 

than nine hours for controllable outages in each of tlie previous three years. 
Customers served between 15 IcV aiid 69 1tV can have no more tlian foour occurreiices aiid no 
inore tliaii 12 hours for controllable outages in each oftlie previous three years. 
Customers served below 15 ItV can have no more than six occurreiices and no more than 18 
hours for controllable outages jii each of tlie pi evious three years. 

- 

- 

Iii tlie last decade, regulators have begun to focus more broadly 011 tlie wide spectrum of utility issues that 
affect customers. Through various strategic and continuoiis iinprovemeiit dforts, utilities have also focused 
011 ineetiiig specific customer expectations. Tii fact, most utilities have vastly improved their customer 
sei-vice infrastructures with new billing and relationship iiianageinent systems, focused product aiid service 
o€ferings, aiid enhanced communications and public relations effoi-ts. Since most of these improveinents 
required significant investments and, in order to ensure that service iiiiproves, many regulators have begun to 
require specific customer service iiietrics as part of their Quality or Service ratemaking standards. In 
additioii, poor customer service oAen leads to an increase in custoiiier complaints to tlie commission, which 
is a warning sign that regulators iieed to become more actively iiivolved in order to protect customers. As 
illustrated in Figure 4-5, many of these standards address cominitments to coiniiiuiiicate with custoiiiers (e.g., 
custoiiier complaints, call abaiidonment, average speed of aiis'vver, and outage notifications). 

es of Customer Sewice Stanadards 

Types ~ f i  Customer Service SZandards 

Service Connections 
Commission Complaints 

Calls Abandoned 
Semce Restoration 

Call Response 
Bill Accuracy 

Missed Appointments 
Estimated Meter Reads 

Customer Satisfaction 
Street Light Replacement 

Residential Rates 
Worltforce Safety 

Outage Notification 

I 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 2 5% 

~ 

Source DCI analysis of 39 states 
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4.5 Penalties and 
In addition to tlie two states with ROE-based PBR, 13 other state jurisdictions have some type of peiialty 
and/or reward associated with their reliability regulation approach, aiid 10 of those use oiily penalties. Based 
on interviews with regulators and utilities, it is clear that this trend toward tlie use of penalties versus rewards 
will be iiiaiiitaiiiecl. Given the regulators’ role as protectors of tlie public inteiest, their pi iiiiaiy objective is 
to eiistire that a fair rate of return is eariiecl based on levels oC service and reliability. Regulators apparently 
believe that penalties are tlie best method to insure utility companies provide tlie consumer with reliable 
service at a fair rate. 

One area that requires a more rigorous aiialysis is tlie calculatioii of peiialties and/or rewards. Calculating a 
fair reliability target is a coiiiplex atid cliallenging proposition. Utility coiiipaiiies and coiiiiiiissioiis need to 
pay careful attention to the iiiteiit of the penalty/reward and tlie calculation methods used. In setting fair 
penalty targets, utility companies and commissioiis are tiying to account for the probability that tlie 
following year’s SAIFI or SAIDI is below a value that would indicate a utility coiiipaiiy is not providing 
acceptably reliable seivice to its customers. Because of tlie raiidoiniiess of customer interruptions aiid 
durations, utility coiiiiiiissio~is aiid companies should ensure a robust analysis that provides insights into tlie 
probabilities of peiialty and reward targets. Ideally, tlie probability of reward and the probability of penalty 
should be tlie same. 

Tlie formulas for SAJFI and SAIDI are: 

Total Number of Customer Interruptioiis 
Total Number OF Custoiners Served 

SAIFI = 

Customer Interruptioii Durations 

Total N~iiiiber of Cirstoiners Served 
SAIDI = 

Annual SAIFI ancl SAIDI are usually reported to a utility commission. Tlie daily SAIFI aiid SAIDI values 
have been sliowii to be approxiniately a log-normal distribution. Figure 4 -6 illustrates the fiequeiicy 
distribution of one year of daily SAIFI observations (see page 14). 
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Fitted 5ensily 
1.00 

0.50 

0.00 
0.0 I. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 

Inpwt Values 

According to the Central Limit Theorem, the sum of independent, identically distributed observations are 
approximately normally distributed. A reported aiiiiual SAIFI or SAID1 is only one realization of tlie sum o€ 
log-normally distributed values. A coiiiputer sirnulation can produce multiple realizations of tlie suiii. 
Figure 4-7 shows the resulting distribution of the SLIIII of daily S A D 1  observations that are log-normally 
distributed, using simulation. To account for tlie probability of a fair target, utility coiiiiiiissions and 
companies could incorporate simulation aiialysis to evaluate the fairiiess of proposed reliability targets. 

Distribution Curve of Sum of Daily S A M  Values 
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72.80 4.29 1.03 0.03 
59.50 4.09 0.91 -@.09 
42.20 3.74 0.89 -0.12 

- ~ - -  

~ 

68.40 4.23 I .05 0.115 

Tlie Institute or  Electrical and EIectroiiic Eiigirieers (IEEE) 1366 Guide for Electric Power Distribrrtion 
Reliability Iiidices establishes a methorlology for ideiitifyiiig major event days in reliability performance 
data. IEEE 13 66 Appendix B demonstrates tlie ratioiiale oftranslating daily SAIDI values using a log- 
noriiial transformation to determine major event days. 

' Std Der/ 
~ P e t i a l t y  Target Avg f 1 SD 
'Reward Target Avg - 1 SD 

Daily SAIFI aiid SAIDI values follow a log-noiiiial distribution. Tlie targets being set by utility 
coiniiiissioiis are based on aiiiiual values. Tlie underlying probability distribution of annual S A F I  aiid 
SAIDI values must be considered, or utility commissions and coiiipaiiies could establish targets that would 
iiot be advaiitageous to one of the parties. By tlie Central Limit Theoreni, the sum of the daily SAIFI or 
SAIDI values will be noriiially distributed. This is a ley point to uiiderstaiid in setting targets: the aiiiiual 
SAIFI and SAIDI values are iiot log-noriiially distributed. 

I4.D7 0.22 0.1 1 0.1 1 
82.74 84.16 1.15 1.15 
54.61 53.78 0.92 0.93 

Table 4-1 depicts an arithmetic ineaii and standard deviatioii of five years of SAIDI observations aiid the 
results of the log-iioriiial adjustinelit used by a utility company in setting targets. Note that in tlie table tlie 
targets are close. This inay not always be the case aiid care niust be given to eiisure a fair irietliod is 
employed. 

To continue with tlie analysis of the example, a computer simulation is used to deteriiiine probabilities of 
rewards and penalties associated with targets developed using a iioriiial distribution witli arithmetic average 
aiid standard deviatioii and the targets derived by tlie log-iiorinal traiislatioii aiid the standard arithmetic mean 
plus oiie staiidarrl deviation. Table 4-2 iiidicates that in this case, the probability associated with the reward 
(1 3.53 percent) is lower than the probability associated with the peiialty (14.44 percent) when log-noriiial 
distribution is used to establish aiiiiual SAIDI targets. It is clear that more analysis aiid research in applying 
IEEE 1366 to setting targets is needed. 

- 
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Std Dev 

Reward Target AVg - '1 SD 
Probability of Eeiny Less 

Penalty Target Avg -i- '1 SD 
10.63 0.14 

62.5'1 62.99 

- 
8 3 . 7 6  83.49 

than Reward '15.83% '13.53% 

Below are a few examples of penalty calculations that are being used by utilities. 

~ e l ~ a ~ ~ n ~ q  ca 
Absolute maximum penalty per standard - e.g., $1 8 million for failing to meet SAID1 target ($2 
iiiillioii per one minute iiicreiiieiit up to $1 8 iiiillion) 
Per customer penalty per standard - e.g., $1 per customer for failing to meet each standard 
Credit per outage occurrence - e.g., $25 credit per occurrelice to CLlStOiIIerS with Seven interruptions 
or more in 12 inoiitlis 

c:nastowaer service Pemanq glancuiations 
Absolute maximum penalty per standard - e.g., $3 million for missing telephone response and 
customer complaint targets and $300,000 for missing the estimated meter read target 
Per customer penalty per standard - e.g., $40 bill credit for missed service connections 
Per day penalty per standard - e.g., $1,000 per day until coiiipliaiice for missing iiew service 
coiiiiectioiis and average speed of answer targets 

a 
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./Decrease in SAlFl from 2002 to 2003 after 

lo conclude that oversight on reliabrlity results in 
better statistics 

 while this might be the case for Alliance. it 

* 2003 was typically a bad weather year because 
of huincanes 

regulation have been put in place might lead one 0 

niight be Uiat Alliance had a good weather year 

0 

0 

an act 

As the utility iiidustiy improves tlie technologies for data capture and analysis, it will be liltely that a 
correlatioii between the annual reliability statistics and events such as regulatory iiiaiidates will exist. 
Additionally, reliability statistical data is iiot soiiiethiiig utility coiiipaiiies provide to the geiieral public. As a 
result, the liiiiited data sets available for each utility do iiot suppoit any correlation conclusions. 

- 2003 

. 2002 

~ 2001 

- 2000 

- 1999 

The correlation work was initiated with tlie hypothesis that within a year or two of Quality of Service 
iiiaiidates being placed upon a utility company an iiiiproveiiieiit would result, and that a coiisistent correlatioii 
across utility compaiiies was expected. For each exaiiiple that supported tlie hypothesis, however, there was 
oiie that did not, or there was a lack of data that inade a conclusion suspect. While it is true that the 
hypothesis may be valid, there are also factors affecting the reliability statistics, such as more coiisuiner 
oversight, that questioii the validity of the hypothesis. 

Below are exainples of charts that suppoit the hypothesis (A), contradict the hypothesis (B), and support the 
hypothesis but have inissing data (C). 

2003 

2002 

3.. 3 2001 
>- 

2000 

loo9 
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5. Effects of Reliability Regulation 

b 
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L 

6 

6 

JRandom nature of data after regulations were 
put into place suggest that the regulatory 
oversight Is only one factor affecting reliability 
measurements and they are not forcing 
consistently lower SAIFI values 

0 
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Oiir evaluation of Reliability Regulation in the United States has revealed the followiiig emergiiig treiids that 
will be important for utilities to monitor. 

1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 

Shift fiom ROE PBR to Quality of Service PBR 
Regulators are not poised to impose more striiigent standards 
Nationwide/state standards are unliltely 
Major event-related staiidards will becoine more prevalent 
Regulators will continue to focus primarily on penalties 
Reliability centered maintenance (RCM) may become another area of focus for regulators 

In tliis section we will provide our analysis regarding each emerging trend. 

ase 

Based on discussions with regulators and utilities, it appears that the future of ROE-based PBR seems 
limited. Specifically, as illustrated by the map in Figure 4- 1, only two states currently have an ROE-based 
PBR and, while at least two other states (ICansas a d  Nevada) are considering it, there does not seem to be a 
great deal of iiioineiituin from state regulators or utilities to actively pursue ROE-based PBR. Additionally, 
Xcel's North Dakota ROE-based PBR tariff will expire at the end of 2005 and Xcel has not yet decided if it 
will support an extension of the tariff or if it will request a retum to a cost of service tariff. 

The shift away from ROE-based PBR seems to be a function of two iiiipoi-tatit factors. First, the mechanisms 
for calculating, monitoring, and reporting ROE-based PBR are fairly coiiiplex and cumbersome. Second, 
utilities are inore accustoined to traditional cost of service regulation aiid the iiitroductioii of penalties aiid 
rewards associated with specific perforinance standards is seen as a less cumbersome iiiechaiiisin. 

This shift is liltely a short-term trend given that ROE-based PBR seems to provide tlie best vehicle to address 
the objectives of both state regtilators and utilities. ROE-based PBR will liltely afford utilities greater 
oppoi$unities to seek higher returns and will allow regulators to establish greater controls for ensuring that 
reliability and customer seivice perforinance levels reinaiii satisfactory. 

2. 

State regulators have had vaiying degrees of focus regarding reliability regulation aiid seein to be mostly 
coiicemed with monitoring rediictioiis in reliability perfoimaiice based 011 historical data rather than 
establishing coiiiplex, stringent regulatory requirements. Interviews with regulators aiid utilities suggest that 
all parties are struggling with developing relatively simple and fair mechanisms for monitoring utility 
reliability perforinaiice. It also seeins clear that there is a tacit level of mistrust between utilities and state 
regulators based on past experiences, where regulators believed that utilities took advantage of reliability 
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perfol iiiaiice mechanisms and regulators believed that utilities should not be rewarded for perforiiiaiice they 
sliould already be delivering. 

As iiieiitioiied earlier, regulators are increasingly interested in a couple of ltey questions. First, will 
reliability perforiiiaiice be affected by utility cost cutting efforts? Second, do utilities have sufficient 
measures in place to limit tlie effect of significant events? It seems liltely that while regulators are certainly 
ready to react to declining perforiiiaiice, they are not collectively interested in creating more stringent 
standards. 

As iiieiitioiied earlier, some state regulators would lilte to compare perforinaiice across utilities. At tlie 
present time, this appears to be an extremely challenging and poteiitially damaging course of action. Due to 
a number of differences related to their delivery systems and eiiviroiimeiit, obtaining exactly the same level 
of perforinance for all utilities within a jurisdiction, or even across regions within tlie same utility, is veiy 
expensive and probably not possible. For years, utilities have struggled with benchmarking their 
pel foriiiaiice as a means of deteriiiiiiiiig best practices and iinproviiig operational perforinance. The results 
of these benchmarlting efforts have been iiiixed at best, for while it is true that there are a few souid utility 
beiicliiiiarltiiig methodologies which use various iioriiialization Iiiecliaiiisins, we believe that using tliese 
types of approaches to suppoit rate filings is a risky propositioii. However, tlie pressure to create statewide 
standards will likely continue. 

Nevertheless, today there are a iiuinber of significant challenges that W O L I I ~  iiialce this type of standardization 
veiy difficult and poteiitially lead to iiieaiiiiigless and unfair comparisons (see Table 5-1). To begin with, 
regulators have different perspectives and interests regarding how to measure perforinance. Secoiidly, there 
are a number of eiiviroiiineiital aiid 1-egional issires associated with standardization, sucli as differing 
customer demograpliics, geography, climate, aiid vegetation density. In addition, each utility has a sliglitly 
different system in t e r m  of voltage, configuration, design, aiid redundancy, making it difficult to compare 
them only 011 the basis of reliability perforinatice. Finally, state regulators determine utility costs and 
creating a meclianisiii to align costs W O L I ~ ~  be extremely difficult. 

tiliilty Factors 
Outage management, MDT and 
GIS systems 
Degree of automation (SCADA) 
System configuration (network, 
loop, radial) 

0 Delivery modes (OH, UG) 
System age 

xtemal Factors 
Customer density (urban, suburban, 
rural) 
Geography (vegetation, terrain, 
coastal) 
Climate 
Environmental Factors 

0 Supply from third party 
(gene rat ion/t ransm issi on/su bstat ion) 
Major event definition 
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6.4. 

Over the last several years, major events aiid the time required to restore service have coiiie under increased 
regulatoiy scrutiny. Exainples include: North Carolina aiid South Carolina Ice Storm (December 2003), 
Hurricanes Isabel aiid Juan (September 2003), Utah Snow Storin (December 2004), four hurricanes in 
Florida (Sunimer 2004), and the Maritime Ice Stoim (November 2004). After each of these events, tlie 
respective state regulators coininissioiied performance reviews or investigations. 

Major Event Focus Areas: The reviews and iiivestigatioiis have focused on three areas where standards are 
likely to emerge: system resiliency and whether enough money was spent to ensure that the system was 
capable of meeting electric system standards; the adequacy of restoratioii strategies, plans, and practices 
fioiii the perspectives of preparedness aiid execution; and the effectiveiiess of coiriinunicatioii processes. 

Based on an aiialysis of these major event reviews, a number of conclusions have emerged. 
0 The systems are resilient. 
0 Adequate funds are being speiit on maintenance and reliability. 

Restoration strategies, plaiis, aiid practices meet standard utility practices, but more effective 
resource acquisition (mutual aid) practices need to be employed, such as getting crews on the road 
earlier and allowing utilities to recover these costs even if they are iiot used. 
Communication processes with all stalteholders and custoiners iieed to be iinproved - before, during, 
aiid after an event. 
Restoration structures aiid emergeiicy inanageiiient structures and practices (e.g., Incident Coiiiiiiaiid 
Structures) iieed to be aligned. 

Q 

Major Event Measenrement: Currently, state regulators einploy different approaches to determine wliicli 
events should be excluded fioin major event adjusted reliability ineastires (SAIFI and SAIDJ). Through a 
coinprelieiisive process, IEEE determined that exclusioiis based on percentage of customers or duration of an 
event resulted in SAIFI, SAIDI, and CAIDI measures that did not reflect the variability that can occur in 
reliability ineastires as a result of weather. IEEE 1366 2004 seeins to be a sound course of action because it 
provides a more coiisisteiit approach for deteiiniiiiiig which major event days should be excluded fi.0~11 the 
calculation of the reported reliability iiieasures. It also provides a more objective aiid fair coinparisoii of 
reliability performance across various utilities. 

Maiiiteiiaiice practices have a sigiiificaiit impact 011 reliability. Historically, maintenance prograins for 
equipmelit like breakers, transformers, and h e  reclosure have been based on months in operation. This 
assuines that the equipment would follow a failitre curve based on time rather than fiequeiicy of operation. 
Until the 1 9 6 0 ~ ~  the cointnercial airline industry based their maintenance programs on the same assumptions 
that the probability of failure iiicreased as the asset aged (wear-out or bathtub cuives). During the 1 9 6 0 ~ ~  
however, the airline industry began to rethink their inaintenaiice philosophy based on the increased iiuinber 
of daily flights. If the industry had continued to rely on a time based maintenance philosophy, they 
estimated tlie in-fl iglit failure rate would have resulted iii two air disasters per day. Out of these realizations, 
the airline industry developed reliability centered iiiaiiitenaiice (RCM) programs. Utilities are beginning to 
evaluate the RCM philosophy to replace ti aditional time based programs in the hope they will reduce costs 
and iiiiprove reliability. 
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6. Performance Regulation Emerging Trends 

e~~~~~~~~ Centered ~~~~e~~~~~~~ Reliability centered maintenaiice, whicli is a scientific process 
designed to develop a maintenance prograiii, focuses 011 equipment coiiditioii aiid is matched to tlie wear-out 
pattern of that equipment based on operation, not time. Those industries using RCM, such as the US.  airline 
industry, the U.S. Navy (including nuclear submarines), nuclear power plants, arid fossil fuel plants, indicate 
that adoption of RCM has i~~creased reliability while siinultaiieously reducing costs. 

The ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n §  f ~ r  the Us$. Power Delliveay Inadu5try: Regulatoi y efforts, with regard to maintenance, 
follow two general approaches: developiiieiit of time based inaiiiteiiaiice iiitervals with compliance 
reporting, typically 011 an annual basis; and developineiit of a higher level iiiaiiite~iaiice approach with 
assessments or self-certification. Time based inaititeiiaiice may be cost effective for soiiie technologies, but 
it is lilcely not eflective for all assets. As more utilities evaluate the RCM model, iegulators will have to 
review tlie benefits aiid accept the model as pai-t of a cost effective inainteiiaiice program. If RCM-type 
approaches are proven to be effective, but are not accepted by tlie coinniissioiis, utilities will be forced to 
contitiue to use the time based methodology aiid inay face a “wall” where assets will need to be replaced in 
large quantities. As a result, utilities may begin a large-scale and unfocused replacemeat strategy that does 
itot produce co~ii~neii~~irate reliability. 

It is lilcely that regulators will continue to focus on imposing peiialties for not achieving reliability 
perforiiiance targets rather than providing iiiceiitives for utilities that go beyond targeted performance. There 
are two of important leasolis for this punitive focus. First, many state regulators feel that utilities should not 
be rewarded for service they should already be providing. Second, iiiany regulators belicve that there is no 
tangible benefit to most customers when a utility achieves performance beyond targets. A nuiiiber of utilities 
have explored offering superior reliability service to custoiners at a premium, only to find that most 
custoiners are not willing to pay this premiuin. 
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Quality of service PBR - 
penalties and rewards 

Quality of service PBR 
penalties only 

7. 

7.1 * 

7.2. 

3 California, Massachusetts, Rhode Island 

I 1  Colorado, Florida, Maine, Michigan, Minnesota, 
Ohio, Oregon, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Washington 

E 

Quality of service - targets 

Quality of service - reporting 

No reporting requirement: 

es to Service 

Arkansas, Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, 
Louisiana, New Jersey, New York, Oklahoma, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia 

Alabama, Connecticut, Delaware, District of 
Columbia, Georgia, Hawaii, Kentucky, Maryland, 
Missouri, New Hampshire, Nevada, Wisconsin 

Alaska, Arizona, Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, New 
Mexico, North Carolina, South Carolina, South 
Dakota, Tennessee, West Virginia, Wyoming 

11 

12 

12 

States 
Method aP Performasace 
Regulatian 

Return on equity based PBR I 2 1 Mississippi, North Dakota 

ased 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Mississippi 

Mississippi has a true ROE based PBR. The riskheward is set at +/- 50 
basis points and is collected as a surcharge or paid as a credit on the 
bill. T’here are three metrics that comprise the bonuslpenalty calculation. 
Price is weighted at 40 percent, customer satisfaction weighted at 20 
percent, and reliability weighted at 40 percent. 

Reliability Metrics 
The reliability standards are calculated for each utility to obtain the 
weighted contribution but the base reliability metric is an approximation 
of CAIDI. 

- 
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iMisC* 

7.3. 

Both regulated utilities are measured by the same metrics: price, 
customer satisfaction, and reliability. However, they differ in the formulas 
used to calculate the performance metrics. 

1- - 

DockeWCase 
Number 

Mississippi Power - Rider PEP-4 (6/18/2004) 
Entergy Mississippi - Docket #02-UN-526 (72/31/2002) 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

Qoc ket/Case 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

North Dakota 

North Dakota has a true ROE based PBR. The base rate of return was 
negotiated, as were all of the performance standards. The riskheward is 
set at 25 basis points and is collected as a surcharge or paid as a credit 
on the bill. 

CAlDl and SAlFl 

Excel - Case #PU-400-00-1 95 
Otter Tail - Case # PlJ-401-00-36 
(effective date: 12/29/00) 

The PBR tariff will end this year. It is not known if the PBR ratemaking 
methodology will be extended for either utility. Both regulated utilities 
have the same rate methodology at the macro level. 

California 
I 

California has a cost of service based PBR. Overview of the 
Requirements 

1 Reliability Mstrics 1 SAIFI, SAIDI, CAIDI, and MAlFl 

Docket/ Case 
Number 96-09-045 (effective date: 09/04/96) 

Misc. Comments 

California has very stringent vegetation inspection and tree trimming 
requirements far some utilities. Baseline reliability targets increase each 
year for some utilities. The state also has customer service metrics with 
targets but they are not subject to rewards or penalties. 
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Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Nletrics 

DocitetfCase 
Number 

7.4. 

Rhode Island has a cost of service based PBR. 

SAlFl and SAIDI. 

2930, order 16200 (effective date: 03/24/00) 

Massachusetts 
I 

Misc. Comments 

Massachusetts has a cost of service based PBR. Overview of the 
Req u ire me nts 

Penalties are also applied to some customer service metrics. 

~- - 

Reliability Rnetrics 1 SAIFI, SAIDI, and CAlDl 

D.T.E. 99-84 (effective date: 06/29/2001) 

Misc. Comments 1 All reliability benchmarks are set on company specific historic data. 

~~ 

Misc. Comments 1 All rewards are banked as a credit to offset future penalties. 

Colorado has a cost of service based PBR Overview of the 
Weq uirements 

Performance standards and targets are negotiated, in some cases as 
part of a merger agreement. SAIDI is the reliability metric. 

I 

Qocket/Case 
Number 1 95A - 531 EG (effective date: 08/23/96) 

~~ 
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Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

DockeUCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Florid a 

One company has a SAID1 related target which is evaluated annually 
and carries a potential penalty if the performance exceeds the threshold. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, CAIDI, and MAlFl 

01 1351-EI/OSC-02-01424 (effective date: 10/18/02) 

None 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

DockeUCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Maine 

Maine has a cost of service based PBR. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAlDl 

Not available 

All reliability benchmarlts and customer service targets for large utilities 
in the state are set on company specific historic data. Penalties are also 
applied to some customer service metrics for the large utilities in the 
state. 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

DockeUCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Michigan 

Michigan a has cost of service based PBR. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAlDl are used but penalties are tied to other metrics. 

U-I2270 (effective date: 11/25/03) 

Service restoration and same circuit repetitive outages carry penalties. 
Other customer service metrics have benchmark targets but do not carry 
a penalty. 
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Docket/Case 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Minnesota 

99-161 3-EL-ORD, 97-1 5; ESSS Rules 4901-1-1 0-30 
(effective date: 0411 6/00) 

Customer service standards have benchmark targets that can carry a 
penalty. 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

Reliability Metrics 

SAIDI, SAIFI, CAIDI, and MAlFl 

Doc keffCase 
Number 

Comments 

Minnesota has a cost of service based PBR. 

SAID1 and SAlFl 

MN Rules Chapter 7826 (effective date: 0211 3/03) 

Oregon has a two tiered penalty system for reliability and service quality 
measures The lower penalty, or tier one, carries a lower cost than tier 
two. If a utility’s performance drives them to the tier two level, the 
penalty is much higher. 

Misc. Comments 

- 

Not all utilities in the state are subject to penalties. Other customer 
service metrics that carry a penalty are miss-locates, customer 
complaints, telephone response, customer metering and billing, repeated 
and sustained interruptions, long interruptions, gas service interruptions, 
and meter readings. 

Ohio 

Ohio has a cost of service based PBR. 

I Reliability Metrics I SAIDI, SAIFI, CAIDI, and ASAl 

Oregon 

Oregon has a cost of service based PBR Overview of the 
Weq u irements 

Doc ketf C as e 
Number OAR 860-023-0080 through 0160 (effective date: 01/01/98) 
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7. State Performance Regulation Summaries 

Doc keUC as e 
N ~d m be r 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

QockeUCase 
Mu9TIber 

98-2035-04 (effective date: 1 1/23/99) 

Misc. Comments 

Comments 

Texas 

Utah has standards for only one utility. Customer service metrics are 
included in the benchmark targets. 

Texas has a cost of service based PBR. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAlDl 

http://www. i~~ic.state.tx.i1s/rules/rulemake/2 1 076/2 1 076.cfn-1 
(effective date: 12/31/99) 

Targets and requirements are different for each utility in the state. 
Targets are set based on company specific data averaged over three 
years. Customer service metrics carry a penalty as well. 

Utah 
I 

Utah has a cost of service based PBR. Overview of the 
Requ iremenfs 

Reliability Metrics I SAIDI, SAIFI, and MAlFl 

Overview OF the 
Req u irements 

Reliability Metrics 

Doc keflcase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Vermont 

Vermont has a cost of service based PBR. 

SAlFl and CAlDl 

Rule 4.900 (effective date: 11/01/00) 

___ -~ ~ 

Not all utilities in the state are subject to the penalty provisions. No 
customer service metrics are included. 

~ 
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7.5. 

Overview of the 
Require me nts 

Reliability Metrics 

DockeflCase 
N II m be r 

Misc. Comments 

Wash i ngton 

Washington has a cost of service based PBR. 

SAID1 and SAlFl 

UE-991168 (effective date: 03/26/01) 

Not all utilities in the state are subject to the penalty provisions. 
Benchmark standards are negotiated with each utility. No customer 
service metrics are included. 

Arkansas 
I 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets. Not all 
utilities in the state have targets. 

-~ - 

Reliability Metrics SAIFI, SAIDI, CAIDI, and ASAl 

DocketlCase 
Number 

Not available 

Misc. Comments 

Failure to meet target does not result in a penalty. If targets are not met 
the utility is required to file a correction plan with the commission that will 
demonstrate what will be done to meet the target. in the next report 
period. 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

DocketlCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Illinois 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets. Not all 
utilities in the state have targets. 
~ _ _ ~  - 

SAIDI, CAIDI, and CAlFl 

83 Illinois Admin Code, Part 41 I .‘l40(b)(4) (effective date: 09/01/00) 

Several utilities have customer service targets hut there are no penalties 
if they fail to meet the target. If targets are not met the utility is required 
to file a correction plan with the commission that will demonstrate what 
will be done to meet the target: in the next report period. 
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7. State Performance Regulation Summaries 

Reliability Rlletrics 

Overview of the 
Req u irements 

SAIDI, SAIFI, CAlDl and MAlFl 

Reliability Metrics 

Doc keflC as e 
Number 

Rllisc. Comments 

Indiana 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAlDl 

Not available 

No actions if targets not met. 

Iowa 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets Overview of the 
Re q u ire men ts 

Doc keflCase 
Number RMU-02-3 (effective date: 10/25/02) 

Comniission is scheduled to review moving to rewards and penalties in 
2007. Misc. Comments 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

BochetlCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Kansas 
~ 

Annual repart on performance against the benchmark targets. Not all 
utilities in the state have targets. 

SAIFI, SAIDI, and CAlDl 

02-GIME-365-GIE (effective date: 07/01/04) 

Customer service targets are included for some utilities, but not all 
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Misc. Comments 

~ 

Lou isia na 

No actions if targets not met. 

-~ - 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets. Not all 
utilities in the state have targets. 

SAlFl and CAlDl 

Reliability Metrics 1 SAIFI, SAIDI, and CAlDl 

Reliability Metrics 

U-22389 (effective date: 0411 5/98) 

SAlFl and CAlDl 

Misc. Comments 

New Jersey 

No actions if targets not met. 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets. Overview of the 
ReqtiiremenEs 

DockeVCase 
Number 

1 EX98080528 (effective date: 10/29/01) 

Commission and legislature are considering setting targets for all utilities 
in the state. Misc. Comments 

New York 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets. Overview of the 
Req II i rements 

DockeVCase 
Number 

Not available 
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Reliability Metrics 

Overview of t h e  
Requirements 

SAIFI, SAIDI, and CAlDl 

Reliability Metrics 

-~ 

Reliability Metrics 

DockeUCase 
Number 

SAID1 and SAlFl 

Misc. Comments 

Misc. Comments 

0 kl a h oma 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets. Not all 
utilities in the state have targets. 

SAIFI, SAIDI, CAIDI, and MAIFI 

RM200400005 (effective date: 07/01/04) 

Commission will set targets for those utilities that currently have three 
years of OMS data is available. 

No actions if targets not met. 

Pennsylvania 
I 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets Overview of the  
Wequ irements 

MOO991220 (effective date: 07/11/98) DockeUCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 
If targets are not met the utility is required to file a correction plan with 
the commission that will demonstrate what will be done to meet the 
target in the next report period. 

Virginia 
I 

Annual report on performance against the benchmark targets. Overview of the 
Requirements 

DockeUCase 
M II m be r Not available 
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Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

SAlFl and CAIDI 

Reliabiiity Metrics 

DoclteUCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Alabama 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, CAIDI, MAIFI, and CAlFl 

Dockets 18117 R 18416 (effective date 2004) 

None 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

Doc keUCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Connecticut 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAIRI 

Not available 

None 

DockeUCiPse 
Number 

I 50/6298 (effective date: 11/04/03) 

~- ~ 
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Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

SAID1 and SAlFl 

Reliability Metrics 

DocZteUCase 
N II m be r 

Mise. Comments 

Comments 

District of Columbia 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAlDl 

Commission denied utility request for PBR several years ago. 
Commission is re-evaluating need to place penalty on poor performance. 

FC982, FC766 (effective date: 01/22/97) 

Commission is considering moving to targets in 2006. 

DockeUCase 
Number 

1 1941 (effective date: 08/03/04) 

Mise. Comments None 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

DockeUCase 
Nldmber 

Hawaii 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

SAID1 and SAlFl 

Not available - see comments 
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I 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Comments 

Reliability Metrics 

Not all utilities in the state are required to report performance. Some 
customer service metrics are reported as well. 

DockeUCase 
Number 

Kentucky 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 
___ ~ 

SAlFl and CAlDl 

Not available 

Overview of t h e  
Requirements 

1 Reliability Metrics 

Doc keUC as e 
Number 

Misc. Comments i 

Maryland 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties, 

SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAlDl 

CN8826 (effective date: 0411 5/02) 

Commission is not currently considering targets. 

Overview of the 
Req u irements 

Reliability Metrics 

Doc keUC as e 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Missouri 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAlDl 

Not available 

Reporting requirements are different for utilities in the state. 
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Overview of the 
Weq w irements 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

Re'iabi'ity 

BockeUCase 
Number 

SAIFI, SAIDI, CAIDI, customers interrupted per interruption index (CIII), 
number of device operations (momentaries) 

DE 95-1 94 & DE 97-034 (effective date: 12/6/2000) 

I None Misc. Comments 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

DockeUCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Nevada I 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

SADI, SAIFI, and MAlFl I 
Not available 

None I 

Overview of the 
Requirements 

Reliability Metrics 

DockeUCase 
Number 

Misc. Comments 

Wisconsin 

Report annual performance only for selected reliability metrics. No 
targets, rewards, or penalties. 

SAIDI, SAIFI, and CAlDl 

Ch PSC 113 WI Admin Code; (effective date: 2000) 

Customer service metrics are also reported. 
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Customer Average I n t e ~ r ~ ~ d ~ Q ~  ~ u ~ a t ~ o ~  Index (CADI) is tlie average time a custoiner’s service is out 
during an interruption. 

Customers E x ~ e r ~ e ~ ~ i ~ g  ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ~ e  I ~ t e ~ r ~ ~ ) t ~ ~ ~ s  (CEMI) is the percentage of customers that experienced 
iiiore tliaii a certain number of interruptions. 

erieIlChg Longest ~ ~ r a t ~ o n  I ~ t ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ I ~ ~ Q ~ $  (CEL ) is the percentage of customers that 
experienced outages longer than a certain threshold (e.g., 12 hours). 

Feeder Average ~ ~ e r r ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ n  Freqlaenmcy Index (FAIFQ is the average number of service interruptions per 
customer served by the feeder. 

Feeder Average ~ I l t e ~ r ~ ~ l t ~ Q ~  ~ ; a t i ~ p n  Index (FADQ is the average number of service interruption 
iiiiiiutes per customer served by the feeder. 

G ~ Q  -spatial I ~ l ~ o ~ ~ a t ~ ~ ~  System (GIS) maintains the location and geographical iiiforinatioii for each 
circuit aiid the characteristics of each circuit, including equipinelit and drawings. Outage Maiiageineiit 
System interacts with the GIS to analyze the outage and provide probable locatioii of the interruption. 

IEEE 1366 (2004) provides a method using 2.5 beta log of daily SAID1 for normalizing reliability data to 
account for unusual events. 

T) provide utility crews with direct access to the outage inforination. It 
allows them to enter directly tlie detailed restoration inforination into the Outage Mariagenielit System. 

M~mepnttai-j Average ~ ~ t e ~ ~ ~ ~ t i ~ ~ ~  Frequency Xndex ( 
interruptions per customer served at tlie system level. 

IF0 is the average number of momentaiy 

Outage Managemea8d Syste MS) - An outage management system is a computerized system that 
records and analyzes outages as they are received aiid helps determine the probable location ofthe cause of 
the outage. 

ROE Based PBR @B ) exists where the Rate ofRiettIr1i is set with a dead band (range where the utility and 
shareholders assume all benefits and cost) and a live b a d  (range above and below the dead band that would 
have a sliaring mechanism assigned). 
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Quality of $emice P R (QSP) exists where tlie Rate o f  Retuiii is set using tlie coiiveiitioiial cost of service 
methodology aiid the utility has reliability and/or custoiiier service targets imposed by tlie commission with 
peiialt ies and/or rewards I 

naallity of Service Targets (QST) exists where tlie Rate of Rebirii is set by using tlie conventional cost of 
service methodology aiid the utility has reliability and/or customer service targets imposed by tlie 
coiniiiissioii without penalties or rewards. 

SupeWisQllY COntrQ and Data A ~ ¶ ~ j s ~ ~ ~ o  (SCADA) application allows remote control of field devices 
aiid acquires the appropriate field data to allow iiioiiitoriiig of field conditions 

System Average I ~ ~ e r r ~ p ~ ~ ~ ~  Freqhneiicy Index (SAIF 
custoiiier served at tlie system level. 

is tlie average iiuinber of service interruptions per 

System Average I ~ t e r r u ~ ~ t ~ ~ n  D ~ r a t i ~ n  Index (SAIDQ is the average iiuiiiber of service interruption 
minutes per custoiner served at the system level. 

Worst P e r f ~ r m h g  Feeder (WPF) refers to feeder switch poorest reliability perforilialice based on a 
predetermined criteria which usually iiicludes a coiiibiiiatioii o f  FAIFI aiid FAIDI. 

~ ~ ~ _ _  ~ ~ 
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Listed below are the sources for the figures. 

Figure 4-4 S ~ u r c e :  DCI client database of historical SAIFI and SAIDI observations 

Figure 4-7 Source: DCI sirnulation oE annual SAIDI observations using lognormally distributed Daily 
SAIDI values 

Figure 4-8 Source: DCI simulation results and applicatioii of lognormal to observed data 

Figure 4-9 Source: DCI simulation results 

Figures 5-1 t~ 5-3 Source: DCI Analysis of State Reliability programs 
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Y 

Refer to tlie Company's response to IUUC 1-75 for account 3 14. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d I 

e.  

Please describe in detail the Big Sandy Unit 1 tiirbiiie retrofit, including, but not liiiiitecl to, 
the scope of work perforined and the start and coiiipletioii dates. 

Please describe in detail aiiy resulting iiicreases in output as a result of the turbine retrolit 
aiid quantify aiiy increases iii mW capacily and iii eiiergy output 011 an aiinualized basis. 

Please provide tlie fkel expeiise 011 a per mW1i basis for all eiiergy produced by Big Sandy 
1 aiid by Big Sandy 2 during the test year. 

Please provide tlie noii-fuel iiicremeiital variable expeiise on a per iiiW1i basis for all 
energy produced by Big Sandy 1 and by Big Sandy 2 during tlie test year. 

Please provide tlie capacity factor, capacity in mW, mid eiiergy geiieratioii (mWli) foi 
each iiioiitli at Big Sandy 1 aiid at Big SsuicIy 2 from Jaii~ary 2004 through Jaiiiiary 201 0. 

a. Tlie HP(liig1i pressure) turbine rotor, iiiiier aiid outer shell, tlirottle aiid govei iioi valves 
were replaced. The IP/SFLP (interiiiediate pressure/single flow low pressure all 011 one 
iotor) rotor and iiiiier shell also were replaced. The high pressure oil control systeiii was 
replaced with a electro liydraulic control systeiii run by Ovation (computer control). This 
work started in Julie 2009 wliile the Unit was still riuimiiig and was coiiipletecl iii 1atc 
December 2009. The €all outage was from Seplemlm 19, 2009 and returiied to seivice 011 

Deceiiiber 13,2,009. 

b. Improvements at Big Saiidy h i t  1 have iiicreased suiniiier and winter ratings of tlic unit by 
1'3 MW aiid 18 MW respectively, coiisisteiit with NERC regioii reporting. For AEP 
Iiiteicoiiiiectioii Agreeiiieiit ("East Pool") capacity settlements, Big Saiidy Unit 1 was 
iiicreased by 17 MW. In addition, €or a giveii capacity factor, tlie irriit will pioduce 
approxiiiiately 5% to 7% more energy. The first actual AEP Iiitercoimection Agreement 
("East Pool") capacity settlement stateiiieiit reflectiiig this cliaige will be the February 20 10 
Actual which will be available the first week in April 2010. Tlie Company is obligated to 
provide this iiiforiiiatioii wlien available piirsuant to tlie Staff 1 st Set Iteiii No. 43. 
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c. On a per MWh basis, the ftiel expense €or Big Sandy 1 and 2 during the test year was 
$2 9. s 5 /M Wh. 

cl. On a l ~ e r  MWIi basis, the noli-fuel (variable O&M) expense for Big Sandy I and 2 during 
the test year was $4.67/MWh. 

e. Please refer to the attached pages for the Monlhly Capacity Factor (%), Capability (MW), 
and Generation (MWh) for Big Sandy 1 a i d  Big Sandy 2 ilom Jaiitiary 2004-January 20 I O .  

WITNESS: Errol I<. Wagner 
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Refer to the Company's response to AG 1-9 pages 2 aiicl 3 of 3 

a. Please explaiii wliy tlie OSS margins iiicrease in every year compared to tlie prior yea1 
20 10 tlu-ougli 20 13. 

b. Separate tlie aiuiual iiicreases into iiiarlcet price iiicreases and voluiiie increases. Provide 
all assiuiiiptioiis, data, iiicludiiig inWIi volumes and forward price curves, coiiiputations and 
electroiiic spreadsheets with formulas intact. 

a. As sliowii 011 the attached CD, the forecasted volume of off-system sales is expected to 
increase by 157 GWli from 2010 to 201 1 creating a voluiiie variance of g.3.3 iiiillioii, which is 
partially offset by a $0.6 iiiillioii decrease due to pricing, translating into a $0.34 decrease 011 a 
per MWli basis. In 2012, tlie forecasted volume of off-system sales is expected to iiicrease by 
4- 1.3 GWli over 201 1, creating a voluiiie variance of $7.1 million. In addition, the pricing 
variaiice accouiits for a $7.0 iiiillioii increase in profit over 201 1, traiislatiiig into a $.3 " 3  1 increase 
oii a per MWli basis. 111 2013, the forecasted volume of off-system sales is expected to decrease 
by 2,95 GWh creating a decrease in profit of $6.1 iiiillioii. This decrease is more than offset by 
an  expected iiicrease in pricing of $33 iiiillioii which translates into an iiicrease of $1 S per WlWh 

b. Please rekr  to the aiiswer provided above for a. for the cliaiiges in iiiarlcet piiccs aiid voluiiies 
Tlie coiifideiitial loiward curves are provided in the attached CD, labeled price ciiive Tlie public 
I cdacted copy is provided iii a hard copy attached to tliis response. Conlldeiitial protection of 
poitioiis ol' Attachiiieiit 24(b) is being requested in tlie loiiii o€ a Motion I'oi Conlidciitial 
Trcatiiieiit 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ E ~ ~ :  Errol I< Wagiier aiid Tlioiiias M Myers 



January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
Novem ber 

KENTUCKY POWER COMPANY 
Off-System Sales Margin 

($OOO's) 
2010 2011 
1,882 2,352 
2,015 1,829 
1,682 2,634 
1 ,'796 2,715 
1,420 2,089 
3,004 2,953 
3,985 4,208 
4,497 5,179 
2,040 2,432 
1,257 727 
1,608 802 
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2012 
3,995 
3,302 
2,612 
3,231 
2,969 
4,228 
5,572 
6,588 
3,096 
2,077 
2,296 

u 
5,745 
4,926 
4,355 
3,620 
4,100 
6,962 
8,884 

10,341 
6,955 
4,412 
4.960 

December 1,610 1,574 3,671 5,342 
Total $26,796 $29,494 $43,635 $70,602 

Jan u a ry 
February 
March 
April 

June 
July 
August 
September 
October 
November 

May 

KENTUCKY POWER COMPANY 
Off-System Sales 

MWh 
2010 2011 

125,106 148,121 
130,277 109,135 
107, 'l83 166,238 
127,503 172,752 
106,531 13 1,061 
165,058 175,400 
192,277 21 1,145 
210,370 233,579 
124,999 157,783 
64,376 57,401 
88,645 53,801 

2012 
191,431 
147,203 
131,009 
160,713 
162,420 
204,260 
224,393 
243,850 
181,469 
142,279 
148,865 

147,157 
1 44,78 1 
126,357 
103,233 
169,310 
205,609 
218,018 
230,255 
156,983 
122,892 
101,586 

December ~ 87,607 100,580 192,251 108,514 
Total 1,529,933 1,716,996 2,130,142 1,834,696 

Analysis of Year-to-Year Variances 

$/MWh $17.51 $17.18 $20.48 $38.48 
Price change - UMWh ($0.34) $3.31 $18.00 
Volume change - MWh 187,063 413,146 (295,446) 

2010 2011 2012 2013 

$2,699 $14,141 $26,967 'Total Variance - $000 
Variance due to Price - $000 (578) 7,044 33,019 
Variance due to Volume - $000 3,276 7,097 (6,052) 
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EQUEST 

Refer to the Coiiipaiiy’s response to AG 1-28(a) aiicl the reference to AEP “models.” 

a. Please describe each of these “models” aiicl how they are or would be used. 

b. Please provide a copy of each ofthese “models.” 

c. Please provide a copy of each of the studies “to estimate tlie costs in transitioiiing to a 
cycle-based approach to vegetation maiiagemeiit.” 

~~~~~~S~ 

a. 

b . 

C. 

As stated iii the respoiise to Attoriiey Geiieral questioii 1 -2S(a), tlie “models” ai e used to 
estimate the aixiual expeiiditrues required to traiisitioii from a per€oriiiaiice-based approacli 
to vegetation iiiaiiageiiieiit to a cycle-based approach. These ”moclels” take into account a 
variety of i i ipts  to generate tlie estimated capital aiid O&M expenditures for each yea1 
duriiig ilie ti aiisition. Please see tlie attached pages fox hrther detail. 

Please see the attached pages. 

In the Coiiipaiiy’s response to Attorney Geiieral questioii 1 -28(a), the Company does not 
identify the L Z S ~  of studies to estimate the expenditures required to traiisitioii to a cycle-based 
approacli to vegetation iiiaiiageiiiei~l but iiisteacl identifies the use of models. The iiioclel 
used to calculate the expeiiditures Cor tlie Coiiipaiiy is provided in the attacliiiieiit to this 
iespoiise. 

ITNESS: Everett G Phillips 
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The Vegetation Management Model calculates funding to achieve a vegetation inaiiageiiietit cycle within a 
jurisdiction. 
It is primarily based 011 the cost per line mile for reclearing and takes iiito account on-going maintenance required 
on tlie system wliile the cycle is being achieved. 

> $/line mile - Full Reclearing.: estimated total cost of fidl reclearing based on current conditions 

P % Capital for ?Full Recllearinsg: estimated % of total cost that will be capital 

ita8 during routine n ~ a ~ ~ i t e n a ~ n s ~ ~  estimated % of total cost that will be capital after the system lias 
been rully recleared 
o generally assumed to be approx 1.5% 

P 
o 
be in need of full (highest cost) clearing. 

% System needing full Maintenalrace: YO of system that has not been fully recleared in past 4 years 
assumption that if area has been cleared in past 4 years, it will be “ ~ t p  to spec”; if it has not been cleared, it will 

P $Mille ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ e :  estimated cost of herbicide on a per mile basis 

> 
year to “IioId” the clearing and encourage establishment of low growing species 
o 
desires 

% Miles for Berbicide (reclleared p rw yr): following clearing, herbicide will be applied iii the following 

assuiiiptioii that not all recleared miles will be available for lierbicide treatinent due to location and customer 

P Years to ~ ~ ~ p ~ e ~ e n i t :  # of years to be talteii to iinpleiiie~it a cycle program 

> Finial Cycle: # of year cycle being established in tke reclearing program 

> 
o 

Test year capitall: Capital $’s included in tlie test year - Material alnd Outside S e ~ i c e s ~  Dia-ect Cost 
Used to calculate iiicremental fuiids needed 

P Test year O&M: O&M $’s iiicluded in the test year - Material and Oaatsi e Senvices, Direct Cost 
o Used to calculate increiiierital funds needed 

ation Factor: establishing a cycle is a multi-year project and inflation will impact $’s required 

P O&.M ~ ~ ~ a t ~ o ~ ~  Fastor: establishing a cycle is a iiiulti-year project and inflation will impact $’s required 
P Capital Loading Factor: Capital $’s must be loaded to ensure fill1 cost is estimated 

Calculatioaas: 
P $/Mile Reclear (olii-g~i~g cycle): $/mile - based on total program; 
assumed to be -60% of full reclear cost - 4 or 5 yr cycle 
assuined to be -7.5% of full reclear cost - 6 or greater yr cycle 
> ~ ~ ~ ~ e t i t ~ ~ e  $/yr: Clearing costs @ $/mile reclear for liiie mileage required for cycle 4- iierb. costs @ $/mile for 
line miles that will be treated each year duriiig routine cycle maintenance 
P Adjusted $/mille: Total Repetitive Cost / (line miles / # years in cycle) 



KPSC C a s e  No. 2009-00459 
KIUC 2nd Set of Data Requests 

Dated March 1 1,20 10 
Item No" 25 
Page 4 of 5 

Totails a Averages 
7,890 

$/kine Mile  - Full ~ e c ~ e ~ r i n g  
% Capital for Full Reclearing 
% Capita[ ~ ~ r ~ n g  routine ~ a i n t ~ ~ a n ~ e  
% System needing full Main$ 
$/Mile I-Berbicide 
% Miles for Herbicide (recleave 
Years to ~ ~ ~ ~ e ~ e ~ ~  5-00 
Finail Cycle 4.00 

68% 

Capital ~ n ~ ~ a t i o ~  Factor 
~~~ ~ ~ f ~ a t ~ Q n  Factor 
Capital ~ ~ a ~ ~ n ~  Factor 
$/Mile Reclear ~ o ~ - ~ o ~ ~ ~  cycle) 
Repetitive $ I yr $12,684,275 

Scenario 1 * 

$12,604,275 
$6,390 

* Scenario 1 - 
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REQUEST 

Refer to the Coiiipaiiy’s respoilse to AG 1-32. Please describe aiid icleiitify the baseliiie and 
iiietrics proposed by the Company to iiieasure “the cost effectiveiiess” or  the Company’s 
Enhanced Vegetation Maiiageiiieiit Initiative. Please do not cite reliability iiidices 01 customer 
satislaction unless the Coiiipaiiy can coiivert these reliability aiid satisfaction iiietrics into “cost 
cffcctiveness” iiietrics. 

The baseliiie iiietrics to measure the cost-effectiveness of vegetation iiiaiiagemeiit speiiding 
iiiclude measures or the tree crews’ productivity suck as trees triiniiied or removed, tlie amount 
of brush cut aiicl the line iiiiles clewed in a giveii period of time. 

These iiietrics, however, do iiot address tlie effectiveness or the cost-effectiveness of the 
vegetation iiiaiiageiiieiit program for wliicli tliese activities are undertalcen. To properly evaluate 
the e.ffectiveiiess of a vegetation mmageiiieiit program, oiie iiiust look at tree-caused outages and 
how they affect both reliability iiidices such as SAJFI and SAID1 as well as customer 
satisfaction. This explains tlie Coiiipaiiy’s opening stateriieiit in its respoiise to AG 1 -3 2.. 

WITNESS: Everett G Phillips 
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Rekr to tlie Coiiipany's response to AG 1-35. Please coufiriii that the iiew so lhare  aiicl the 
ellort to iiiveiitory all vegetatioii could be iiiipleiiieiited regardless o€ whether tlie Company 
iiiaiiitaiiied its perforiiiaiice based vegetation iiiaiiageiiieiit program or traiisitioiied to a cycle- 
based program? Please explaiii your response. 

Giveli tlie additioiial ftiiids .to iiiipleiiient tlie iiiveiitory process, an iiiveiitory of the vegetation 
C O L ~ I ~  be incorporated as part o€ either a pel foriiialice-based or a cycle-based vegetatioii 
iiiaiiageiiieiit program. 

\'VITNESS: Everett G Phillips 
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Refer to the Coiiipany’s respoiise to AG 1 -36(c). Please confirm that tlic Compaiiy presently 
gives priority to “those circuits that have the highest voluiiie of custoiiiei and/or tree-related 
outage coi~ceriis.” Please explain your response. 

As stated in his testiinony begiimiiig oii line 5 o€ page 8, Coiiipaiiy witiiess Phillips indicates that 
Irce-related reliability perforiiiaiice aiid critical custoiiier service needs are two of the factors 
used in the Company’s crrruent perforiliaice-based approach to vegetation management. Wliile 
these are important €actors, they are just two of the variables idelltilied by Mr. Phillips. The 
cyclc-based approach would also include these variables along with additional information 
gathered duriiig the four-year evaluation cycle, such as those variables discussed by Mu. Phillips 
on page 14 of his testimony. 

’\Vll%NESS: Everett G Phillips 
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REQUEST 

Refer to the Company’s response to Staff 2-1 O(a). 

a Please describe the Coiiipaiiy’s tree trimming efrorts using a “four year cycle witliiii the 
station zoiies .” 

b. Does the Coiiipaiiy consider its ‘Your year cycle within tlie statioii zoiies” a cycle basecl 
vegetation iiianageiiient apl~roacli or a cycle basecl vegetation iiiaiiageiiieiit approach? 
Please explaiii your response. 

c. I-Iow wilI the Coiiipaiiy change its present ‘‘four year cycle within the station zoiies” il‘ it 
cliaiiges to a cycle based vegetation iiiaiiagemeiit approach? 

RESPONSE 

a The Company’s tree triiiimiiig efibrts witliin the statioii zoiies iiiclude the use of a cycle- 
based approach, however, a station zoiie typically coiisists of a very siiiall poi-tioii of the 
entire circuit. A station zone is defiiiecl as the sectioii of a circuit froiii tlie statioii circuit 
breaker to the first protectioii device located out 011 the line. 

b. The Coiiipaiiy considers the station zoiies to be on a four-year cycle-based vegetation 
iiiaiiageiiieiit approach, but, as stated in the answer to (a) above, the station zone is oiily a 
small portioii of aii entire circuit. 

c As pal 1 of its i ecoiiiiiieiidecl coiiipreheiisive cycle-based vegetation iiiaiiagemeiit approach, 
within its station zoiies, the Coiiipaiiy will iiici ease its efforts to reinove hazard lrees ri 0111 

outside the rights-of-way aiicl identify the locatioiis of “cyclc busters“ (last glowing yard 
trees located witliiii the rights-of-way) aiid develop a plan to trim or ieiiiovc the cycle 
busters before they grow back into our couductors. 

TNESS: Everett G Phillips 
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Refer to the Company's response to Staff 2 -47(b). Please explain how this approach difleis from 
tlie present per€oriiiance based. approach, i€ in fact it does differ. 

The perforiiiaiice-based approach uses the factors listed on page 8 of the direct testiiiioiiy ol' 
Company witness Phillips, but with additioiial eiiiphasis 011 tree-related reliability perforilialice to 
cleteriiiine wliere vegetation iiiaiiageiiieiit activities iieed to OCCLX in the distribution system. As 
explained in the Company's response to Staff's question 2-47(b), the cycle-based approach will 
use inspectioii aiid inventory data, such as tree growth rates and proximity to Coiiipany lilies aiicl 
equipment, to determiiie the vegetation iiiaiiageiiieiit activities that need to occiir By employing 
the vegetation data, the cycle-based approach will be more proactive in deteriniaing where 
vegetation iiiaiiageiiieiit activities iieed to occur before a customer outage occuis. 
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Y 

Please provide a trial balance at Septeiiiber 2008 aiicl September 2009. 

Please see pages 2 tliru 17 for a trial balance at September 2008 and pages 1 S tlu'ii 34 lor a trial 
balance at September 2,009. 

WITNESS: Errol I< Wagner 
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KYP C O W  CONSOLIDATED 

Trial Balance 
For The Monthknded SEPTEMBER 30,2008 1 ~ 

~ . _ _ _ ~ _ . .  ..___ ._._______ 

- - - ~ _ _ ^ ~  ____---- ~--~_-._.....-.__-I__-... ~ 

--i _ _ _ ~ _ - ~ - _  

131 0000 
13400 18 
1340043 
1340048 
1350002 
1420001 
1420003 

-- 

~ .___I____.._--_- ~ ___ 
Cash 450,180.49 570,546.90 (120,366.41) 
Spec Deposits - Elect Trading 21,282.45 21,099.77 182.68 
Spec Deposit UBS Securities __- 3,922,390 93 5,242,456.72 ~- (1,320,065.79) 
Spec Deposits-Trading Contra -~ (1 15,521.00) (1,191,958.00) 1,076,437.00 

Customer AIR - Electric 24,482,110.79 23,425,487.29 1,056,623.50 
Customer A/R - CMP 2,061.26 2,153.18 (9 1.92) 

--___ ._ 

Petty Cash 4,999.72 4,999.72 0.00 -~ -- 
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-______..-.--..-I_-. ..- - .. .. K'?P CORP CONSOLIDATED 
Trial Balance 

For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2008 

~~ ~ 
~ 

~ .-___ 
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1 - Page 4 of 34 
KYP GORP CONSOLIDATED 

Trial Balance 
Far The Month Ended SEPTEMBER ~ 30,2008 

I -- - ... _._ 

..__I__--_-.- ~~ 

~ i---- ~- 

0.00 
(204,872.65) 1,869.00 

18231 05 
1823115 

PJM Integration Payments 745,960.65 - (7,739.00) 
(1,684.56) Other PJM Integration 383,819.32 ____ 

1823119 

Carry Chgs-RTO Startup Costs 256,972.47 258,771.59 1 (1,799.12) 1823121 
(834 53) 18231 22 Alliance RTO Deferred Expense 189,309.44 190,143.97 1 

1823120 

REG ASSET FAS 158 QUAL PLAN 5,769,409.00 (126,377.00) 

(82.00) 

18231 65 

18231 67 REG Asset FAS 158 SERP Plan 
80,625,710.5 1 79,534,901.76 1,090,809.35 

28,436,221 "00 (308,471 "00) 
20,906,891.71 22,134,011.95 (1,227,120.24) 

(218 83) 
(4,43 1 "47) 

(660,166.00) 
(1 48.93) 

1823301 SFAS 109 Flow Thru Defd FIT 
1823302 SFAS 109 Flow Thru Defrd SIT 
1830000 .- Prelimin Survalnvestgtn Chrgs 

Accounts PayAddj - Clearing 1840002 
1840029 Transp-Assigned Vehicles 
186000307 Deferred Property Taxes 
1860005 Unidentified Cash Receipts 

Billings and Deferred Projects 1 f,453,602.68 280,589.25 
727,145.43 (67,973. I O )  

8,793.00 11,718.00 (2,925.00) 
495,906.09 378,494.39 117,411.76 

(4,893 35) 
738.32 

(2,804.05) 

1860007 

(56,001 .OO) 
(2,711.22) I{;;;;;; - 4 n r c u m b l i e r r e d  125,949 89 9,102.80 Accurn Defd FIT - 0th Inc & Ded 

~ 

0.00 

1823118 BridgeCo TO Funding 363,293.90 (1,594.47) 

-- ~~ 

__________ 

1823166 REG ASSET FAS 158 OPEB PLAN ___ 

_ _ _ _ _ ~  
_ _ _ _ _ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _  

-- 

_ 

__ 
-- 

Labor Accruals - Bal Sheet 
18601 53 IJnarnortizedCredit Line Fees- 168,043.99 172,937.34 

1,028 80 290.48 
815,978.00 1890004 Loss Rec Debt-Debentures 813,173.95 

225,301 "00 
290,100.54 

30,193,030.78 
1900015 ADIT-Fed-Hdg-CF-lnt Rate 

18601 60 ___ 

~ _ _ _ _ _ _  

~ .--. 

~- FIT - Other 
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, KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 

Trial Balance 
Far The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2008 

- ~ _ _ _ _ _  - - __ - ___- I - - -- 

__-___-- __. -~ -- -_--_I - 

_______--__ ~ 
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I---._̂----- 

A/P Assoc Co - System Sales 
Fleet - M4 - AIP 

State income Taxes 
State Income Taxes 

State Gross Receipts Tax 
Pers Prop Tax-Cap Leases 
Pers Prop Tax-Cap Leases 

-- 

State inc Tax-Long Term FIN48 
SEC Accum Defd FIT-Uti1 FIN 48 
SEC Accum Defd S i r -  FIN 48 
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KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED- - - - - - - ______ I -- - - - -- - - 

Trial Balance 

Federal Income Tax Withheld 
State Income Tax Withheld 
Local Income Tax Withheld 
State Sales Tax Collected 

-~ ~- 

~ -- -- 

P/R Withholdings 

Perf Share Incentive Plan --- 
P/R Ded - Vision Plan 

Accrued Lease Expense 
Control Cash Disburse Account 
Unclaimed Funds 
Revenue Refunds Accrued 
Ad in Lia b-Cur-SI1 ns-W/C 
Ace, Cash Franchise Req 

~ _ _ _ _ ~ - ~ -  -- 

Civil Penalties Accrual NSR 
Accrued Prof. Tax Services 
AEP Transmission ICP 
COO Other ICP -~ 



KPSC Case No. 2009-00459 
KIUC 2nd Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated March 11, 2010 
Item No. 31 

Page 8 of 34 
1 

l- 
II_- 

.~ '-I KYP cow CONSoLIDATED 
Trial Balance 

For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30.2008 
~ 

A 1- 
2440009 - _ ~ - ~ . - - . . - . _ _ _ _ _ - - - I - _ l _ - -  S/T Option Premium Receipts ( 19,193.34) (25,591.12)l 6,397.78 
2440021 S/T Liability MTM Collateral 

L/T Liability MTM Collateral 2440022 
245001 0 S/T Liability-Commodity Hedges 

L/T Liability-Commodity Hedges ~ 245001 I 
Customer Adv for Construction 2520000 

2530004 Allowances 
2530022 Customer Advance Receipts 
2530050 Deferred Rev -Pole Attachments 
2530067 IPP - System 1Jpgrade Credits 

Fbr Opt Lns-In Kind Sv-Dfd Gns 2530092 
2530101 IMACSS Unidentified ED1 Cash 
25301 12 Other Deferred Credits-Curr 
25301 13 State Mitigation Deferal (NSR) 
25301 14 Federl Mitigation Deferal(NSR) ___ 
25301 37 
2530148 

~ ___---. ~ 

104,732.00 .- 1,106,834.00 ~ 1 (1,002,102.00) 
10,789.00 ~ 85,124.00 1 (74,335 I 00) 

170,134.9 1 
0.00 

(73.72) (66,672 81) 

(671,989.43) (552,318 88) (I  19,670.55) 
(205,257.67) 

(224,404.45) (987.38) (225,39 1.83) 
(180,018.21) (180,267 21) 249.00 

0.00 0.00 o..oo 
(21 8,200.00) ~ 0.00 1 (218,200.00) 

(2,308,600.00) 681,444.40 
~ (175,471 22) I ,  129.65 

390,156.00 

G I  ,219.58 

(1,627,155.60) ~ 

(174,341.57) 

39,799.85 
21,850.76 ~ 

73,914.00 
(323 12,463.90) (69,300.00) 

(123,796,102.88) . -~ (852,655 42) 
(51,697,685.68) (709,026.08) 

.- -____ 975,372.00 -. 989,575.00 (14,203.00) 
(313,589.52) (64,72652)- 

~. 

._ - 

(5,137.50) (5,137.50) 
______--.--_-.- 

___---. ~ 

~ 
~~ 

. _ ~ _ _ _  ^ ~ _ _ _ _ _  ~- - 

(1,303,680.00) 0.00 

(333,340 00) - 0.00 

- -- 

--- (2,902,821.38) ~ 

__ 

_- 
... -- .- 

- .~ 

-- 

-~ 

(1,500,572.31) 
(2,729,280.00) 

(32,581,763.90) 
(1 24,648,758.30) 
(52,406,711.76) 

Home Energy Assist Prgrn .. KPCO 
SFAS109 Flow Thru Def FIT Liab 
SFAS 109 Ex= Deferred FIT 
Accum Deferred ITC - Federal 

25401 05 
2543007 

2550001 

2821001 
2823001 
2824001 
2830006 ADIT Federal - SFAS 133 Nonaff 

Accum Deferred FIT - Other (23,216,480.32) ~ -- (24,961,198.35) 1,744,718.03 2831001 
283200 1 Accurn Dfrd FIT - 0th Inc 8: Ded (1,689,535.57) 85,873.55 
2833001 Acc Dfd FIT FAS 109 Flow Thru 
2833002 . -_ Ace Dfrd SIT FAS 109 Flow Thru 308,471 .OO 

LIABILITIES ANDO~TET- (572,241,412:13) (569,092,454.50) (3,148,957.63) 
3,664,916.43 

0.00 
323,530.1 I 

3,218.00 

0.00 
403000 1 Depreciation Exp 
4031 002 Depr E X ~  --Removal Cost 

Amort. of Plant 
Amort of Plt Acq Adj 28,962.00 

25,959.56 531,646.39 
-._..-I_ ~~ 1,979,677 45 244,485.22 2,224,162.67- 

15,915.06 15,808.48 106.58 
0.00 

4040001 
4060001 
4073000 

0.00 119,801.55 
0.00 (1,500,000.00) 

4081 002 
4081 003 

.~ 

~ ~ - _ _ _ _ . .  

.___-..____ ~- - 

___._-. 

-.._.____- 

~- 

~- 
_ _ _ _ _ ~  

5,281,328.00 661 , I  91 35- 
0 0 0  1 0.00 

(25,603.00) (25,603.00) 1 0.00 

1--- _ _ _ _ ~  
.. _-_- 0.00 

___-..- 
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_ _ _ ~  ..._______---.-_ ~ ~ 

~ - . . ~  -1 KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 
Trial Balance 

For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2008 

_I_ __.______..I _ _ - ~ _ ~ ^ _ _ _ ~ . _ ~  ~ 
-- 

~~ 

...................................................... ~ 

I I 
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Page 10 of 34 
-. 

KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 
Trial Balance 

For The Manth Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2008 

-~ .I_.x_____.._. ._...___-.~._.,_~__....._-__...___I_ 
___-I___-______- ~ ~ 

___ 
~ I 

42650 1 1 
4265053 

4270006 

Int Rate Hedge lJnreal Losses 
Specul. Allow Loss-SO2 
Specul. Allow Loss-C02 
Int on LTD - Sen Unsec Notes 

4265056 - 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
4, I 16.92 

2,987.66 515.87 r 2,471.79 
17,164,470.69 1 2,145,558.85 

~ 

17,950.30 13,833.38 

.... ~ _ _ _ . ~ _ _ _ - _  19,310,029.54 

.~___---.I____-__---______--___.._.--__I- 

. _ _ _ _ _ - _ - ~ -  
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Page 11 of 34 
KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 

__I_-_-I-_ 

__A___-..- -__! ___-__ ~ ~ . L - . - ~ p ~ i  ~ 

22,432.43 2,804.05 
700,000.00 87,500.00 
787,238.09 1 168,841.08- 

4281001 Amrtz Loss Rcquired Debt-FMB 
428 1004 Amrtz Loss Rcquired Debt-Dbnt 
4300001 Interest Exp - Assoc Non-CBP 

Int to Assoc Co - CBP 4.300003 
Other Interest Expense 269,962.46 (266,l I 1.79) 4310001 
Interest on Customer Deposits 662,368.29 75,045.61 

431 0007 Lines Of Credit 
4320000 
4400001 Residential Sales-W/Space Htg (59,354,742.28) 

Residential Sales-WIO Space Ht (27,762,710.99) 4400002 
(37,396,834.75) 
(37,214,417.65) 
(31,951,725.58) 

4400005 Residential Fuel Rev 
Commercial Sales 4420001 

4420002 Industrial Sales (Excl Mines) 
Ind Sales-NonAffil(Fcl Mines) (25,958,331.41) (23,321,565 12) I 4420004 

(7,039,964 28) (6,198,023.81) (841,940.47) 
(676,30 1.44) 4420007 Sales to Pub Auth - Ex Schools (6,091,208. I O )  

Commercial Fuel Rev 4420013 
44200 16 Industrial Fuel Rev 

Public StreeUHighway Lighting (756,989.13) 4440000 
4440002 Public St 5 Hwy Light Fuel Rev (160,561.58) 
4470001 Sales for Resale - Assoc Cos 
4470002 Sales for Res%- NonAssoc 

-d 0.00 1 0.00 -. 

1 ~ ~ - ~ -  25,236.48 

956,079.1 7 

- 

_ _ _ _ _ ~ _ _ . . " ~  ~ 

______--_ ~- 
~ -.-___.___ 

-_-_- _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ - -  

43 10002 ~ 

(121,999.63) 
(4,678,3 15.77) 

--__ 
(4,122,494 8 1 )  -_ 

~- 

- 
4420006 - Sales to Pub Auth--Schools ~ 

.___-- 

(71,581 "85) 
(16,074 21) 

(7,530 I 90) 

(2,330.98) 

. _ _ _ _ _ _ . ~ _ .  

- -  

Sales for Resale-Booltout Sales (94,977,175.92) 
4470007 0.00 0.00 

447001 1 0.00 0.00 
4470010 Sales for Resale-Booltout Purch .- 99,450,416.68 89,708,235.66 9,742,181.02 ~ ~ - -  

4470026 ]Sale for Res1 - Real from Eas,] 0.00 0.00 0.00 

(1,814,565 79) - (45,75311) 

4470027 ( I  ,695,768.70) (1,452,673.12) (243,095 58) -1 -1- - - ~  (19,916,313.22) -~ (2,481,786.34) 
Whsal/Muni/Pb Ath Fuel Rev 

4470028 Sale/Resalt?-NA - Fuel Rev (22,398,099.56) 
4470033 ]Whsal/Muni/Pub Auth Base Rev ( I  ,626,255.45) (1  83,566.54) 
4470035 

7,020,475.95 1,090,282.19 
15,89789 

4470064 

259,824.45 4470081 Financial Spark Gas - Realized 
558,972.36 

PJM Energy Sales Margin (25,660,771 ,06) ( I  ,639,320.14) 
12,325.67- 

4470089 
PJM Explicit .~ Congestion OSS 4470091 

4470092 PJM Implicit Congestion-OSS 
4470093 PJM Implicit Congestion-LSE 
4470094 
4470095 PJM Ancillary Serv.-Reg 
4470098 PJM Oper.Reserve Rev-OSS 
4470099 Capacity Cr. Net Sales ~ (1,855,7 -- 19.53) 1 
44701 00 PJM FTR Revenue-OSS 1 (4 ,597 ,5791 (4,037,249.04) 

~ - -  

__ 
~ A Sls for Rsl - Fuel Rev - Assoc 

Purch Pwr PhysTrad - Non Assoc 8,110,758.14 -. 
80,456.36 1 64,558.47 4470066 PWR ~ ~ - ~ -  Trding Trails Exp-NonAssoc ___ 

4470082 Financial ElectriGalized ~- 

0.00 0.00 
6,176,946.19 617,730.03 

0.00 
0.00 

(1  28,49 1.65) 
(207,704.38) 
(560,33008) 

--I ~ _ _ . ~  ~~ ~ 

~ 

- 
- 

~~ 

~~ 

PJM Transm. Loss - OSS 

-- 



KPSC Case No 2009-00459 
KIUC 2nd Set of Data Requests 
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Page 12 of 34 
.I KYP CQWP CQN§OLXATED ~- - - _  __ - 

Triail Balance 
~ ._____-I 

4 4 7 0 2 1 6 7 P x  Explicit Loss not in ECR 1 -- 362,76228 310,413 35 52,348 93 
1;;O;;;; JForfeited Discounts 7- ~ (1,277,547 24) (1,138,032 17) (139,514 97) 

4540001 Rent From Elect Property - Af (191,17440) (169,932 80) (2 1,241 GO) 
4540002 Rent From Elect Property-NAC (9,504,631 47) (9,026,329 43) (478,302 04) 
4540004 Rent From Elect Prop-ABD-Nonaf (53,340 61) (41,032 25) (1 2,308 36) 
~ w n n n 7  nth Flwt RP\I - BSM Pronrarn (716 339 54) (660.699 04) (55.640 50) 

-~ 
Misc Service Rev - Nonaffil (355,872 77) (318,693 22) (37,179 55) 
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KVP C O W  CONSOLIDATED 

Trial Balance 
_____-- ~- 

I ___- ____-I_ I_ ._ 
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Page 14 of 34 
KVP CQRP CONSOLIDATED 

Trial Balance 
For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2008 

~ 
~ 

_ _ _ ~ _  _._____~_._--__.___-I_---. --__-__..- 

--.____- - ~ I _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ - _ - .  -~ 

5550032 
E50035 

I I 

42,510.39 
Normal Purchases (non-ECR) 12,996,129.80 12,379,166.31 -_.___I__ 61 6,963.49 

_____-... .- 
318,021 65 I 275,511.26 A -__ .__I_---- _ _ _ - ~  

- __ 
5550036 
5550039 
5550040 

I 1  7,924 70 12,230 08 
19,048 51 18,933 29 1 15.22 

3,473 80 
163,208.33 20,297 24 

-__- ~. 

~ 

28,567.6 1 ~ _ _ _  

5680000 Maint Supv & Engineering 
5690000 Maintenance of Structures 

Maint of Computer Hardware 5691 000 
5692000 Maint of Computer Software 183,505.57 

-~ 

PJM Emer.Energy Purch. 9,298.04 1,433.15 7,8 6 4 8 5  
4,694.82 

PJM Inadvertent Mtr Res-LSE (98,589 I 8 3) (78,445.33) ____ (20,144.50) 

.- 

PJM Inadvertent Mtr Res-OSS (I ,774.14) .~ (6,4.68.96) ~ 

5550041 
5550046 
5550074 

PJM Ancillary Serv.-Sync (893.06) (4,911.93) 4,018.87 
5,595,893.00 

166,738.02 PJM Reactive-Charge .- 1,514,448.60 
~- Purch Power-Fuel Portion-Affil _-_ 47,271,989.00 41,676,096.00 ~~ -~ 

___- 1,347,710.58 ~ . . ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . -  
5550075 
5550076 

PJM Reactive-Credit (1,358,149.48) (1,203,907.42) ~ (1 54,242.06) 
PJM Black Start-Charge 39,653.05 35,470.9 I .- 4,182.14 

5550078 .-  PJM Regulation-Charge __ 
PJM Regulation-Credit 5550079 

4,980,939.1 5 4,514,343.28 466,595.87 
(2,007,700.16) (1,886,538 46) - -_ (121,16 1.70; 

-- 
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KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 

Trial Balance 
For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2008 

~~ 1-- I 

-___~-_.-__--.-._--~~....II_-. ~ ~- .. 

__-__--_._~._-____-___~__......I .__ 

1---. - 
~ ..__.-.I--.. ~ 

- 

26,510 58 
Maintenance of Overhead Lines 

0 00 
0.00 

9,840.09 

~- 0 0 0  1 
-. 

~- 5720000 
?730000 
5757000 

~~ ~- -~ 
722,763.16 639,432.10 83,331 06 t- 82,959.73 765,824 87 

5757001 PJM Admin-MAM&SC- Internal 
5800000 Oper Supervision & Engineering 

~ -.--- -- - ~ _ _ - -  
3,843.3 1 518.72 

5820000 Station Expenses 190,973.35 167,540.98 23,432.37 
- Overhead Line Expenses 499,295.74 448,865.58 50,430.16 

Underground Line Expenses 55,890.71 4,848.98 
6,504.15 Street Lighting & Signal Sys E 

Customer Installations Exp 219,817.17 202,959.95 16,857 22 
2,622,453. I O  2,234,247.1 3 388,205.97 
1,033,540.63 920,837.84 112,702.79 

Meter Expenses 

5830000 
5840000 
5850000 
5860000 
5870000 
5880000 

~ 
~ 

. I - - ~ ~  

- ~. 

240,418.72 

~- 

52,581.50 46,739. I I 
4,352.60 3,963.28 
9,221 "29 458.49 

7 7 4 , 0 5 2 4  717,833.16 56,2 19.09 

9,708.1 0 
8,688.90 

_ _ ~ _ _  15,340.04 463,462.83 
33,356.31 29,250.64 1 4,105.67 

126,513.4~r-- _ _ _ _ ~ .  13,405.96 139,919.42 
401.744.01 366,391.67 1 35,352.34 

- 

Rents - Associated 
5900000 
59 10000 
5920000 
5930000 
5930001 
5940000 
5950000 
5960000 
5970000 Maintenance of Meters 
Fiwmnnn 

Maint of Lne Trnf,Rglators&Dvi 
Maint of Strt Lghtng & Sgnal S 

Maint of M i x  Distribution Plt 
- 

Supervision - Customer Accts 29,260.82 
9020000 Meter Reading Expenses 23,277.71 21,907 07 1,370.64 

565,763.23 53,065.02 
31,754.86 3,501.39 
84,210.79 410.83 

36,369.33 
212,077.66 

9020002 Meter Reading - Regular 
9020003 Meter Reading I Large Power 
9020004 Read-In & Read-Out Meters 

2,969.62 

Cust Records & Collection Exp 9030000 
9030001 Customer Orders & Inquiries 

Man ua I Bi I li n g 
Postaae - Ciistnmer Rills 48 1.586.15 404,219.07 77.367.68 

9030002 
c w m n . ?  

_ _ _ _ ~ - . -  

~- 

~ 

-~ 
~- 

91,965.79 I 7,562.82 
9030005 Collection Agents Fees 8 Exp 99,603.41 I I 1,427.27 

Credit & 0 t h  Collection Activi 7- 466,038.26 378,396.08 87,642.18 
26,906.78 

9030006 
9030007 Collectors 
9030009 Data Processing 133,679.38 14,043.37 

Uncoll Accts - Misc Receivable 4,281,728.81 4,246,241 17 35,487.64 9040007 
9050000 Mise Customer Accounts Exp 1,284 97 -. 152 54 
9070000 Supeivision - Customer Service 141,577.15 16,843.04 

9030004 Cashiering .- 

340003 Uncoil Accts-Power Trading 0.00 

~ ~- ____ 
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Page 16 of 34 
KYP C O W  CONSOLIDATED __ -I - - ___ -- - 

31,908.33 
Information & Instruct Advrtis 172,446.88 15,886.71 

6,168.45 Misc Cust Svc&lnfortnational Ex 
Misc Cust Svc & Info Exp - RCS 
Supervision - Comm R Ind 

__ 
907000 I 
9080000 
9080009 . Cust Assistance Expense - DSM ~ 

9090000 - 

0.06 

- 
289.48 0.00 

0 00 
0.00 

1.38 

4,501,354.14 

91 00000 
9100001 
91 10002 
9200000 Administrative 0: Gen Salaries 
9200004 I C Adjustments 289.48 

0.00 

9210001 
921 0003 
921 0004 Office Utilites 
92 10005 
9220000 
9220001 Admin Exp Trnsf to Cnstrction (276,425.61) (28,G 14.91) 
9220004 Admin Exp Trnsf to ABD (2,894 67) 
92201 25 SSA ExpenGTransfers BL (52,637.66) 

29,640.23 
0.00 

466,475.67 

8230001 
9230002 

242,059.46 31,344.14 
82,539.46 

1,334.32 0.00 

9230003 
9240000 Property Insurance 

64,727.60 7,044.82 

9250000 
9250001 

0.00 0.00 0.00 
9250002 

9250006 Wrltrs Cmpnstn Pre&Slf Ins Prv 251,706.04 . 225,702.01 26,004.03 
9250007 Prsnal ltijries&Prop Dmage-Pub 12,387.06 53.84 

0.00 9250009 
(1 3,742.27) 

908.85 
705.49 

10,256.00 1,154.00 
660,194.65 82,512 33 

9260000 
9260001 

Group Life Insurance Premiums 97,207.24 12,431 “34 
354,797.72 

9260004 

0.00 
101,361.62 6,241 “32 

0.00 

9260006 Physical Examinations 

2,302.16 
403.09 

9260007 Group L-T Disability Ins Prem 
9260009 Group Dental Insurance Prem 
926001 0 4,079.77 
926001 2 2,931.93 
9260014 16,041 “02 

21 3,913.41- -~ 

9260027 Savings Plan Contributions 1,064,965 54 100,630.95 
9 2 6 0 0 3 6 

-. 

11 5.93 11 5.93 

-- 

Cellular Phones and Pagers 
Administrative Exp Trnsf - Cr 198.52 

~ -. 

~~ 

Outside Svcs Etnpl - Nonassoc 
Outside Svcs Einpl - Assoc 
AEPSC Billed to Client Co 

____-.._ 

~. 

-~ 3,910,582.91 

~ _ _ - -  729,534.52 646,995.06 
- 

~ - _ _ - _ _ _ _ - ~ ~  71,772.42 

.- 

Directors TraveVAccident Ins 0.00 
~- 

- ~ -  

~ 

1 

925001 0 Frg Ben Loading -Workers Comp -- 

__ 

-~ 
___--__-- 

~. 

_- 
3,162,998.18 

-~ 

(33,024.83) 
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Page 17 of 34- 
KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED ____-___ __________ I_ - I ____.p_-pp ____ 

- Trial Balance I_-- 

~ 

3260057 
3260058 
3270000 
$80002 -. 

3 30 1 000 
3301001 
3301 002 

118,689.28 

~~ 

77.60 77.60 0.00 
7,495.88 5,333.94 1 2,161.94 

2,072.50 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

2,072.50 
0.00 
0.1 I 0.1 1 

30.00 0.00 

0.00 

General Advertising Expenses 
~~ ~- 

~- 
704.89 

3,576.23 
0.00 

892.86 
0.00 

Misc General 9,763.29 Expenses 
6,088" 0s 

342.36 
293,674.48 

0.00 
70,272.76 62,524.65 7,748.11 

23,670.16 
23,046.18 

0.00 
Maint of Structures - Owned 187,381 "89 18,577.30 

2,836.50 

117.40 1 2.91 
809,511-70 733,487.91 1 76,023.79 

0.00 
712,743.26 

0.00 

~~ 

- 

Fairs, Shows, and Exhibits 

10,019.80 

~ 

- 

330101 1 
9301012 Public Opinion Surveys 
9301013 
9301 01 4 Video Communications 

53,742.92 

Movies Slide Films 8: Speeches ~ _ _ _  

9302000 

9302004 
9 3 0 2 0 0 7 
931 0000 
9310001 
931 0002 

--- 

744,869.73 

~ ~ _ _  
~ 

Rents - Personal Property 2 14,208.87 190,538.71 

9350000 Maintenance of General ~- Plant ~ _ _ _ _ . _ _ _ ~ _ _ _ _  

3,572.50 3,572.50 0.00 

9350001 
9350002 
9 3 5 0 0 0 3 
93500 12 

_ - - ~ _ _ _ -  45,480 95 

~ 

~ ~ 

__ 
NET INCOME - EARN FOR CMMN STK ___--__- 

~- .--.-_l____l~__._-_-___I.. ~. 
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Page 18 of 34 
~ ____-___--..._ - 

.___I_ 

~. 

.. -I_ 1 KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 
______-__._ ___ ~~ ~- 

Trial Balance 
For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2009 

_________ ~ ~ ~. 

-I----------.- 7-- ~ -._____ .__-_--I_..--_ ~ -- 
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Page 19 of 34 -- - 
KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 

Trial Balance 
For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2009 

_. .- __ . ..._._I_____--._-- . ____ 
..____. __-._I__-_.___._ ~ 

~- ~ 1---- I 
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Page 20 of 34 
_-~I--..-_.~--~I_._...-_---- 

~ _ _ _ ~  "~ .___.__ __ 

, -7 KVP CORP CONSOLIDATED 
Trial Balance 

For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2009 
_-.-_____^_I ._...I______..____- 

.-,--I___--_̂ ---- ~-~ ~ I- ~- 

_..____ _- 
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Page 21 of 34 

----..___--I~~... 

KVP C O W  CONSOLIDATED 
Trial Balance 

For The Month Ended ~ SEPTEMBER 30,2009 

._.__._._____._...I_...._.._____-_..-________.______..__I _-.____ I 

-~ ----...__-._x-.-_-..____ __ ~ 

I - 

I---- 
-T-- 

I--- 
____-..-- 

---.- I 

1860151 Transmission JV Deferred Costs 0 00 
1860153 Unamortized Credit Line Fees (4,893.35) 

(58,622 27) 

238,949.70 (63,057.35) 
257,565.90 

31,660,816.01 
5,084.02 

12,360,342.00 432,808.13 

1,496,629,261.91 
0.00 
0.00 

TOTAL ASSETS AND OTHER DEBITS 

0.00 
14,514.37 
(5,035.1 3) 

O..OO 
0.00 

(1 3,893 75) 
0.00 

18601 GO 
I860166 Def Lease Assets - Non Taxable 
1890004 Loss Rec Debt-Debentures 

ADIT Federal - SFAS 133 Nonaff 1900006 
ADIT-Fed-Hdg-CF-lnt Rate 

1901 001 Accuin Deferred FIT - Other 
1902001 Accum Defd FIT - 0 t h  Inc 13 Ded 
1903001 Acc Dfd FIT - FASIO9 Flow Thru 
1904001 Accuin Dfd FIT - FAS 109 Excess 

2010001 Common Stock Issued-Affiliated 
Donations Recvd from Stclthldrs 2080000 

2160001 Unapprp Retnd Erngs-Unrstrictd 
21 9001 0 OCI for Cotninodity Hedges 
21 900 15 Accuin OCI-Hdg-CF-lnt Rate 
2230000 Advances from Associated Co 

2260006 

0.00 
(4,414.51) 

4380001 
4390000 Adj to Retained Earnings 

2270001 65,856.15 
(3,406.56) 

Accm Prv I/D - Worker’s Corn (70,916.03) 987.12 
Accm Prv for PensionseiBenefits (1 27,772.83) (127,539.51) (233.32) 

(590,271 .OO) (538,696 26) (51,574 74) 
(69,280.50) 

(553,854.06) 
(23,998.48) 

~ 

12,221 “34 -- -- 

- 

- . _ _ _ ~ . . ~  

- 

1,494,583,512.44 
(50,450,000.00) 

(238,750,000.00) 
(1 38,749,088.79) 

_ _ _ _ _ . ~ _ _ _  

~- 

-~ ~. ~ _ _ _ _ . - ~ ~ -  

_ _ _ ~  

.---___- 

1900015 ._ 

- 

--- 

2240006 Senior Unsecured Notes - 

Div Declrd - Common Stlc - Asso 

TOTAL CAPITALIZATION (962,751,064.79) (962,746,650.28) 
____ 

_ _ _ _ ~ _ - ~ _  

SFAS 106 Post Retirement Benef (4,799,537.51)- (4,730,257.01) .~ 

(5,663,168 3 1) 0.00 

366,592.00 

2283002 
2283003 
2283005 
2283006 SFAS 87 - Pensions 

Perf Share Incentive Plan 2283007 
Incentive Comp Deferral Plan 228301 3 
FAS 158 SERP Payable Long Term 22830 I5 
FAS 158 Qual Payable Long Term 2283016 

395,646.00 22830 17 FAS 158 OPEB Payable Long Term 
228301 8 SFAS 106 Med Part-D 4,783,225.54 4,710,943.82 72,28 I .% 

Asset Retirement Obligations (3,455,005.55) ~ _ _ _ _ _ _ -  (3,439,044.58) (1 5,960 97) 
(3,850,160.53) 
1,030,613.15 

2300001 

__ 

____---- 

~- 
-- 

- 
(19,912,887.00) -. ( 1 9 3  1 7,24 1 .OO) 

~~ 

(6,805,941.10)1 

2320003 - (163,300.32) 1 (8,185.91) 

2320050 Coal Trading .- 

232001 I ~ Uninvoiced Fuel ~ (1  5,998,086 r- .- 7,909,739.1 
(302,617.20) (216,694.07) (85,923.13) 

128,428.99 
Elect Trad-Options&Swaps-MLR (1,096,951.92) (1 .570 .314 .3~ 473,362.47 
Accounts Payable - PurchPower 

(0.01) (2,409.48) 

_ ~ _ _ _ _ _ - - -  ( 2 , 6 6 2 , 8 0 2 a  

-. 2320053 
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MVP CORP CONSOLIDATED 

Trial Balance 
- - - _____ - - - 

__ 
2340030 
2340032 
2340034 
2340035 

NP ASSOC co -KterUnit NP 

N P  Assoc Co - System Sales 
A/P Assoc Co - Multi Pmts 

Fleet - M4 - A/P 

__ 
2350001 Customer Deposits-Active 

Deposits - Trading Activity 

Federal Unemployment Tax 
State Unemployment Tax 

236000709 
236000806 

236000808 
236000809 
236001208 State Franchise Taxes 

State Sales and Use Taxes 
Real & Personal Property Taxes 

Real & Personal Property Taxes 
Real & Personal Property Taxes 

__- 

- 

~- 
~- 
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Page 23 of 34 
MVP CORB CONSOLIDATED 

Trial Balance 
.--_____.-__~~..__.--_I._--- ._.____I _.I_-..____..-__-_-...- -- 

___--.. ~ 

~ ~ 

For The Moneh Ended SEPTEMBER-%, , 2009 _-___.I_ ~ 

-I-------- ~~ ~ _ _ _ _ _ - -  

-~ -I- 
0.00 
0.00 

__._______ (33,000.00) 1 

.~ 2360037 
2360601 124,284.00 

0.00 
2360701 (168,034.00) 

0.00 2360702 SEC Accum Defd SIT - FIN 48 292,353.00 292,353.00 
6,924,520.83- 

(77,O 14.2 1) 
(264.32) 

43,665.00 

2370006 Interest Accrd-Sen Unsec Notes 
2370007 Interest Accrd-Customer Depsts 

(143,993.00) 0.00 
(2,250.00) 2,250.00 

3,053.31 (71,271.09) 
(1 6,653 58) (6,257.18) 

24 10004 39,970.53 
241 0006 .. 63,789.47 
241 0008 Franchise Fee Collected (163,980.04~ (1 25,089.82) (38,890.22) 

(1  ,688.78) 
(88,174.61) - (88,228.83) 54.22 
(7,345 69) -_ - (7,319.61) (26.08) 2420003 

0.00 
2420020 Vacation Pay - This Year (1,472,100 34) (1,704,485.09) 232,384.75 
2420021 Vacation Pay - Next Year (1,935,103.39) (210,288 32) 

2420009 

2420044 P/R Withholdings -----I___-- (29,255.73) (489.69) 
0.00 2420046 FAS 158 SERP Payable - Current (1 23.00) 

Nan-Productive Payroll (GO,  774.00) 
Perf Share Incentive Plan .___I_- (41,901 "69) 

20.38 
(2,250 00) 
7,760.25 

(466,830 00) 

P/R - Payroll Adjustment 
P/R Savings Plan - Incentive 

4,147.19 
(524,080 82) (122,516.05) 
(32,599.1 1) 331 ..27 

2420514 Revenue Refunds Accrued (2,385,989.03) (2,962,930.1 7) 576,94 1.14 
2420532 Adm Liab-Cur-S/lns-W/C (1,502,552.49) (1,426,985.19) 
2420542 Ace Cash Franchise Req (18,607.71) 

104,878.26 
0.00 

1,988.43 
0.00 

(922,433.73) (692,449 34) 1 (229,984.39) 
(386,847.07) 1 98,779.94 (288,067.1 3) 1 

~~ 

~ . _ _ _ _ _ _  

~- 2370348 __ 

~~ 

~ 

~ 

Depend Care/Flex Medical Spend (440.00) ~ (440.00) 

_.-.___-- 

_ _ _ ~  ( I  ,688.78) 0.00 

~ _ _ _ _ ~ ~  
__________ ~. 

2420027 FAS 112 CURRENT LlAB (977,963.00) (977,963 00) 0.00 
.- ~. -. 

_____.. ___---___ 

__.__...--I 

_ _ _ _ _ _ ~  

242007 1 
2420072 
2420076 
2420083 

~ 

2420512 Unclaiined Funds -- 

_ _ . ~ _ _ _ _  

(3,6 03 I 8 7) 
Est Fin Cost - Sen Unsec Notes 
Accrued Payroll 
Energy Delivery Incentive Plan 



11,870.60 
60,350.00 

-_I_-__ 

(230,740.00) 
~ 

(255,371 90) 0.00 
(1 1,448.56) 0.00 

~ --__. ~ 

~ ~- 

(69,060 00) 18,180.00 
(6,200.00) 1,550.00 

~ 

~- 
(4,480. I I )  ( I  4,076.26) 

2420624 
2420635 Fossil and Hydro-(;& -. ICP ( 1  70,390.00) 
2420643 Accrued Audit Fees 
2420656 Federal Mitigation Accru (NSR) (255,371 "90) 

(9,010,529.00) 2,304,659.98 
(7,802,697.71) (10,523,314 80) 2,720,617.09 

(278,853.61) 154,629.29 

2420658 Accrued Prof. Tax Services 
2420660 AEP Transmission ICP 
2420661 COO Other ICP 
2420664 
243000 I 
2430003 Accrued Cur Lease Oblig 
2440001 
2440002 LT Unreal Losses - 

(1 35,008 54) 5,560.12 
2440003 

(I  ,004.96) 
2440004 

~ 2,449.58 
4,445,786.00 (1,185,777 00) 
5,197,068.00 (I ,845,244.00) 
(535,624. I O )  52,75708 

(200,833.00) ~ (327,912.00) 127,079.00 
(59,441.61) ____ (GO, 725.74) 1,284.13 

0.00 0.00 

2440009 
244001 0 
2440021 
!440022 
245001 0 
245001 1 
2520000 
2530000 
2530004 
2530022 Customer Advance Receipts (1,072,926.02) (739,076 58) (333,849 44) 
2530050 Deferred Rev -Pole Attachments (196,206.1 1)  . (162,953.52) 

(600.43) (234,274.25) 
249.00 
(72 .66) 

(5,061.91) 

2530067 Credits 
2530092 Fbr Opt Lns-In Kind Sv-Dfd Gns (1 77,028.21) 
2530101 MACSS Unidentified ED1 Cash (72.66) 
--- 25301 12 Other Deferred Credits-Curr (1 6,223.74) (11,161 83) 

0.00 

25301 37 Fbr Opt Lns-Sold-Defd Rev (1 60,785.77) 1,129.65 

(12,047,379.48) (1,496,939.44) 
254001 1 
2540047 
25401 05 Home Energy Assist Prgm - KPCO (1 0,065 98) 10,065.98 

(44.00) 2540 173 
36,882.45 
16,313.84 
68,496.00 

2543001 
2544001 
255000 1 

2821001 
2823001 
282400 1 
2830006 
2831001 

Corp & Shrd Sw Incentive Plan 
-- ~ 

(4,650.00) 

-. ~- 

- 

ST State Mitigation Def (NSR) 
Oblig Under Cap Leases - Curr 

Curr. Unreal Losses - NonAffil 

Curr.. Unreal Losses - Affil 
LT Unreal Losses - Affil 

(7,348.76) 
3,260,009.00 

S/T Option Premium Receipts 
L/T Option Premium Receipts 
S/T Liability MTM Collateral 

3,351,824.00 
S/T Liability-Commodity Hedges (482,867.02) 

Customer Adv for Construction 

~ ~ 

-- -_-.-.I-.-- -- 
- L/T Liability MTM Collateral 

LTP Liability-Commodity Hedges - 

Other Deferred Credits (292,995.30) ~ (292,995.30) 0.00 

Allowance<--- -~ 

.~ - 

.-___.-__. ~ _ _ -  

~~ ~ 

-. 0.00 

_- 

-__. 

_ _ _ . ~ . . ~ _ -  (233,673.82) -- 

____-I__.__-- 

IPP - System Upgrade - 

2530113 State Mitigation Deferal (NSR) - 
25301 14 Federl Mitigation Deferal(NSR) 0.00 

2530 148 Accrued Penalties-Tax Reserves 0.00 

- Over Recovered Fuel Cost 
Unreal Gain on Fwd Commitments 

Green Pricing Option 
SFAS 109 Flow Thru Def FIT Liab 
SFAS 109 Exces Deferred FIT 

.- _ _ _ ~ ~  
- - ~  

-- 

281 1001 ~ 

Acc Dfrd FIT FAS 109 Flow Thru 
Acc Dfrd FIT - SFAS 109 Excess (10,604 ooj 

-_ ___- 
Accuin Deferred FIT - Other (20,906,332.55) (22,339,732 66) 1,433,400.1 I 
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___ ~ _ _ _ - ~ _  

___.__-. ~ __---_____ ~- 1 KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 
Trial Balance 

For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30.2009 

7. 

___..___...__ ~ ~- I -_______-...I_.-.__.________ ~ 
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_I 

MYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 
Trial Balarice 

- 

- __ ~ 

- .___-__I__- - 

- 

Inc Tax, 0th Inc&Ded-Federal 

~. 

Prov Def I/T Uti1 Op Inc-Fed 

ITC Adj, Utility Oper - Fed 
Gain From Disposition of Plant 
Comp Allow. Gains SO2 

-- B/L MTM Assignments 
B/L Affl MTM Assign 
Realized Financial Assignments 

Speculative Realized SO2 
Carrying Charges 
Realiz Sharing West Coast Pwr 
UnReal Aff Fin Assign SNWA 
Real Aff Fin Assign SNWA 

~- 
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I__ 

KVP CQRP CONSOLIDATED 
Trial Balance 

For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2009 

-~ ~ 

__ ~ ~ 

___ _______ 

4265054 
4265056 

-._ 
161.94 Specul. Allow Loss-Seas NOx 

Specul. Allow Loss-C02 7,570.83 3,341 "83 4,229.00 
-~ 843.75 681.81 -~~ 
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~ ~ __-_______ 

KYP C O W  CONSOLIDATED 
Trial Balance 

For The Month Ended SEPTEMBER 30,2009 

-...~___-.....__I __...I .._.__...____I___.._.._._.. ~ 
~ .~ -~ 

-___-.---_~.~_.__~_--___--..-..-I -- 

~ __ ~ 

I 

- 

447021 6 
4491 003 
4 5 0 0 0 0 0 
4510001 
-_ 

.- 

. ~ -.-___._I-...-__-..-_-.-_ 

(6,329.35) 
0.00 Prov Rate Refund - Retail 

Forfeited Discounts (1,405,454.54) (1,251,677.15) (1 53,777 39) 
Misc Service Rev - Nonaffil (3’1 5,720.20) (279,880 26) (35,839.94) 

PJM Explicit Loss not in _-._________ ECR ~ ~ 2 16,083.25 - -- 222,412.60 T- -- 
-- ~ 

0.00 0.00 
~ 

~ 

Rent From Elect Property - Af (1  85,l 13.89) (1 64,545.68) 4540001 
4540002 Rent From Elect Property-NAC (2,988,8 -~ 99.99) (3,307,493.78) 
4540004 Rent Froin Ele-ct Prop-ABD-Nonaf (38,817 29) 

(899,879.20) 4560007 
45600 12 0th Elect Rev - Nonaffiliated 35,150.77 - 1 36,459.88 

~ 

__.I_ - 

0th Elect Rev 1 DSM Program 
~ ~ __---______--__ 

(20,568 21) 
(318,593.79) 

(12,708.93) 
(73,944.30) 
(1,309.11) 

~ . . _ _ _ _  

~- 

Other Electric Revenues - ABD (2,035,342.86) (I ,969,549.81) 45600 I 5 
456001 6 Financial Trading Rev-Unreal 
4560041 Miscellaneous Revenue-NonAffil (0.66) (0.93) 

~~~ ...____-. ~ __--___ ~ 

(1 04,803 24) (1 97,194.65)- -~ 

(65,793 05) 
92,391 “41 

0.27 
~ ~ _ _ _ . _  
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MYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 

Balance to Date 
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__ 

PJM Admin-SSC&DS-Internal 
PJM Admin Defaults LSE 
PJM Admin Defaults OSS 

. 

Customer Installations E X ~  
Miscellaneous Distribution Exp 

. 

____-- 
26,043,110.63 

Tree and Brush Control 
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~ KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 

~ ~- 

--..____ ~. 
Trial Balance 

For The R n o m e d  SEPTEMBER 30.2009 
__ 

~~~~~ 

Administrative Exp Trnsf - Cr 
92 10005 
9220000 

- 40,052.52 
37.085 57 

3661219.40 
~ ~ ~- 

901 0000 l%ision - Customer Accts 305.244.53 268.159.01 I 5980000 1 Maint of Misc Distribution Plt 

0.00 
(6,270 73) (6,270 73) 0.00 

(12 50) (12 01’) 
9020000 Meter Reading Expenses 
9020001 Customer Card Readina 

700.63 
l0.4R’ 

49,331 “02 
27,929.79 3,668.0 7 

6,972.99 

3841646”58 9020002 433,977.60 
31,597.80 9020003 

29,432.30 9020004 Read-In & Read-Out Meters 36,405 29 

203,3 12.73 1,938,300.81 
3,307.38 

9030001 2,141,613.54 
32,723.19 

9030004 Cashiering -_____-. 100,985.58 80,642.03 .. -. 20,343.55 
9030003 

8 , 2 2 2 x  9030005 
9030006 ~ Credit & 0th Collection Activi 765,615.79 677,067.89 88,547 9 6  
9030007 Collectors -_________ 305,408 09 ,__. 273,615.70 . 31,792.39 

____ -._--___..___ ________-. 

~ - _ _ _ _ _ - ~ - - . ~  I ~- - 

9030000 Cust Records & Collection Exp 402,134.96 357,780.65 44,354.31 

54,763.26 

-~ 

.~ .__ -- 

Postage - Customer ~ _ _  Bills 521,318.67 -1 ~- 466,555.41 1 
Collection Agents Fees & Exp 

~ -_____________ . 69,727.04 _ _ ~ _ _ _ _  77,949.09 

-______- 

. 117,168.32 1 17,704.21 
9.333.89 4.977.48 1 4.356 4 1  

9~30009 Data Processing I 9040007 Uncoll Accts - Misc Receivable 
I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ ~ _  r- 153.024.08 

Misc Customer Accounts Exp 
Simervision - Customer Service 
_ ~ _ _ _ _ _ _  (2.06) 

134.596.34 I 18.427.74 
~-~ 4,72727 1 

2,953.44 
Customer Assistance Expenses 343,556.17 299,605.19 
Cust Assistance Expense - DSM 757,040.91 I 710,1O7.15 

9090000 Information & Instruct Advrtis 159,248.95 
9100000 Misc Cust Svc&lnformational Ex 26.855.74 26.484 4y  

~. 
9070001 Supervision - DSM 3,426 31 1 472.87 

43.950.98 
- 

~ _ _ _ . _ _ _ _ _  46,933.76 
4.267.80 

371 77 

~ ._ __ 
0”0° I 9100001 I 9 13000 1 IAdvertisina E m  - Residential 76.80 76.80 

1 Misc Cust Svc 8; Info Exp - RCS 0.00 
0 00 

4,382,603.64. 596,138.92 1 0.00 0.00 
9200000 Administrative & Gen Salaries 
9200004 I C Adiustments 

.~ 
9210001 Off Sup1 & Exp - Nonassociated I 657,81:_tE I I 921 0003 --I Office Sumlies & Ex0 - Trnsf 

53,214.88 -~ 604,599.57 1 
0.00 I-- 0.00 

~______.-- 9220004 IAdmin Exp Trnsf to ABD (31 7 47) 
9220125 - I SSA Expense Transfers BL (365,835.12) __.______ (322,779 72) (43,055.40) 

(53 00)l (53 00) 0.00 
59,154.70 

354,261 .F 
258.493.58 40.301 “79 

____ 450,584.211 
2,714,756.35 1 

92201 27 
9230001 
9230003 
9240000 1 ProDertv Insurance 298.795.37 I 

IAEPSC ___ Billed to Client Co 
*~ ~ 

94,676.67 
0.00 

86,187.94 9,450.30 
0.00 

-_ (1,945.13) 
391 55 

290,295.39 

(5,437 30) 

~ -.--___ 

_____ ~ 

~ . . _ _ _ _  

Wrkrs Cinpnstn Pre&Slf Ins Prv 

9250000 
925000 1 
9250002 
9250004 -_ Injuries to Employees 
- 9250006 
9250007 Prsnal Injries8Prop Dmage-Pub 281,625.47 I 

(76,478.42) 1 1 
925001 0 Frg Ben Loading -Workers Comp I- 
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\ 

Edit & Print Empl Pub-Salaries 
Pension & Group Ins Admin 

Group Life Insurance Premiums 

Physical Examinations 

___ __ - - 

Deferred Coin pe nsa t io n 
~ 

Other Corporate Comm Exp 
Mise General Expenses _-__ _ -__- 
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1 KYP CORP CONSOLIDATED 

~ ___.__.____._~__-I____..__. ~ __I.-___-_.____-._ ~ 

-._____.._-_______-_ ~. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ . - ~  
Trial Balance 

For The Month Ended SEPTERn5ER 30,2009 
__.__._____ ~ __._._-I-.- ~ ~~ 

~ ___ 
I 

-1 _I -.____- ____-_____ ~~ 2 
19,508.79 931 0002 Rents - Personal Property I 193,072.94 173,564.15 

0.00 0.00 
318.95 41 "02 

45,513.07 178,237.79 

93 10003 Rents - Real Property - Assoc 
9350000 
9350001 

34,599.31 3,373 87 
0.00 Maint of Prprty Held Fture Use 0.00 

Maint of Carrier Equipment 867.18 867.18 0.00 
55,385.76 237.32 

9350003 
9350006 
9350007 

Maint of Data Equipment 128.17 128.17 0.00 
69,125.56 

93500 12 
935001 3 

32.50 0.00 935001 5 -. ----- 

Maintenance of Video Equipment 62.35 0.00 935001 6 
NiETKEK>- (16,971,119.35) 2,154,136.53 
PREF STK DIVIDEND REQUIREMENT 0.00 

~- 
~ 

~ 

...______ 

~ _ ~ _ _ _ _  
-~ 

_ _ _ ~  
___- 

~ - - -  
_ _ _ _ _ ~  __...-.___ 

____-- 

~- Maint of Radio Equip - Owned - 

~- 

_ _ _ _ _ _ ~ - -  





IQSC Case No. 2009-00459 
KBUC Seconad Set of Data Request 

ated March 11,2010 
Item No. 32 
Paage 1 of1 

REQUEST 

Rekr to the Coiiipaiiy’s response to Stalf 2-79. Please provide the balance O C  the rriiliuided 
OPEB liability at September 30, 2009 aiid indicate i l  this balance was used to reduce 
prepayiiieiits or any other coiiiponeiit of rate base in aiiy iiicuuier. 

The Company’s response to Staff 2-79 addresses tlie PAS 57 prepaid pension asset o r  
$15,390,035 as of September 30, 2009, which is the cuiiiulative aiiioimt o r  pension cash 
contributions beyond the cuiiiiulative aiiiomit of pension cost iacluded in cost 01 sei vice. This 
substantia1 prepaid peiisioii asset represents an additional cash iiives tiiieiit in the peiisioii plan 
that should be iiicluded in rate base so that the Conipany Iias the opporttmity to recover its cost o l  
lilncls on tlie additioiia1 cash contributions. 

For OPEB, liowever, the Coiiipaiiy geiierally coiitributes the amo~mt of its OPEB cost to thc 
postretiremeiit benefit trust fruid on an ongoing basis. Tlierdore, there i s  no significant 
cuiiiulative difference between the aiiiouiit of OPEB cost and the amomit of OPEB contributions 
to be reflected in rate base. At September 30, 2009, tlie Company had an uiifuiicled FAS 106 
accrued liability of oiily $16,3 12, which was not used to adjust rate base. 

SS: I-I~gli E McCoy 
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