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 BLUE GRASS ENERGY COOPERATIVE, INC. 

CASE NO. 2011-00007 

Response to Commission Staff’s Second Data Request 
Dated June 15, 2011 

Question No. 1 

Witness: Chris Brewer 

   

Q1. Refer to the response of Blue Grass Energy to Item 7 of the Staff’s First Data Request, 

which states that Blue Grass Energy is in compliance with the RUS recommendation of 

inspecting 10 percent of its poles annually.  807 KAR 5:006, Section 25(4)(d), requires a 

utility to inspect, every two years, operating lines at voltages of less than 69 KV, 

including supporting facilities .  Explain Blue Grass Energy’s pole inspection process and 

whether such process is in compliance with the Commission’s regulation.  

A1. The pole inspection process is a process where we do a detailed inspection of 

10% of our poles on an annual basis. This process includes a treatment 

application if applicable based on the condition of the pole and pole type. This 

pole inspection is a supplement of our overall system inspection which is done on 

a 2 year cycle. The overall system inspection includes inspection of poles, but 

with no pole treatment. 
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BLUE GRASS ENERGY COOPERATIVE, INC. 

CASE NO. 2011-00007 

Response to Commission Staff’s Second Data Request 
Dated June 15, 2011 

Question No. 2 

 Witness:  Chris Brewer  

   

Q2. Refer to the response to Item 4 of Staff’s First Data Request.  Provide a copy of the 

referenced joint-use pole agreement. 

A2. A copy of the referenced joint-use pole agreement is attached as Exhibit 1. 
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BLUE GRASS ENERGY COOPERATIVE, INC. 

CASE NO. 2011-00007 

Response to Commission Staff’s Second Data Request 
Dated June 15, 2011 

Question No. 3 

 Witness:  Gary Grubbs  

  

Q3. Refer to Exhibit T to the application, System Improvement Justification Summaries, 

under the heading “Distribution Line Construction Project.” 

  a. For each of the CFR and CWP Item Numbers listed below, explain why 

no other alternatives were considered or evaluated.  Also provide an explanation as to 

how the minimum conductor size was selected when the Milsoft Windmil software 

program was used to determine the conductor size listed in the following pages: 

 CFR Code and CWP Item Number   BGE Code 300 Project Page 

   315-1       20 of 63 

   315-2       21 of 63 

   315-4       23 of 63 

   322-2       26 of 63 

   322-4       28 of 63 

   323-3       32 of 63 

   323-7       35 of 63 

   326-1       38 of 63 

   340-1       61 of 63 

 

  b. Explain why additional information was not given for the proposed 

(conductor size) phase wire selection for the following pages:  
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   331-1       42 of 63 

   333-1       47 of 63 

   333-2       48 of 63 

   334-2       51 of 63 

   334-3       52 of 63 

   334-4       53 of 63 

   334-5       54 of 63 

   335-2       57 of 63 

   339-1       60 of 63 

  
A3.  

  a. For each construction project proposed in the CWP, BGE and P&D 

looked to see if reasonable alternatives to the proposed projects existed.  

However, in many instances, no other reasonable alternatives to the proposed 

projects were evident.  For the projects listed above, no other reasonable 

alternatives existed, and that is why the CWP stated, “No other alternatives were 

considered.”  Our statement was intended to convey that no other reasonable 

alternatives were available to take into consideration, but it wasn’t intended to 

convey that we didn’t look for other reasonable alternatives.  The conductor size 

was selected upon evaluation of the minimum sized based on loading / economics 

and biased on operational considerations of conductor sizes used by BGE. 

  b. For the jobs listed above BGE and P&D looked to see if other 

reasonable alternatives were available but were not able to identify any.  Rather 

than leaving the boxes blank for “Alternative Corrective Plans Investigated,” we 

should have been more consistent and stated, “No other alternatives were 

considered,” as we did for the projects referenced in Question 3a.  
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BLUE GRASS ENERGY COOPERATIVE, INC. 

CASE NO. 2011-00007 

Response to Commission Staff’s Second Data Request 
Dated June 15, 2011 

Question No. 4 

Witness: Chris Brewer 

   

Q4. Refer to Exhibit C of the application, which provides an updated status for the prior 

2007-2009 Construction Work Plan projects.  For those projects whose status is either 

labeled as NP (No Progress) or DEL (Deleted), provide a detailed explanation as to why 

that particular project has experienced no progress or has been deleted. 

A4. 303-01: The load did not grow as anticipated. 
   
 303-02: A large development did not develop as expected. 
 
 305-01: A subdivision did not develop as expected. 
 
 305-02: This should have been marked IP (In Progress) as this work was started in 

the latter part of the previous work plan. 
 
 306-01: This should have been marked IP (In Progress) as this work was started in 

the latter part of the previous work plan in conjunction with 305-02. 
 
 314-02: The load did not grow as anticipated. 
 
 317-01: This should have been marked COM (Complete) as this work was done. 
 
 317-02: This should have been marked COM (Complete) as this work was done. 
 
 317-03: The large development in this area did not expand as quickly as 

anticipated. 
 
 322-01: The load did not grow as anticipated. 
 
 324-04: The load did not grow as quickly as anticipated. 
 
 324-05: The load did not grow as anticipated. 
 
 324-08: The load did not grow as anticipated. 
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 331-02: The load did not grow as quickly as anticipated. 
 
 333-01: The load did not grow as anticipated. 
 
 333-03: The load did not grow as anticipated. 
 
 334-01: The load did not grow as quickly as anticipated. 
 
 336-02: The load did not grow as quickly as anticipated. 
 
 339-03: This work was voided due to the map showing an incorrect wire size. 
 
 340-02: The load in an industrial park did not grow as quickly as anticipated. 
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BLUE GRASS ENERGY COOPERATIVE, INC. 

CASE NO. 2011-00007 

Response to Commission Staff’s Second Data Request 
Dated June 15, 2011 

Question No. 5 

Witness: Gary Grubbs 

 

Q5. Explain the differences in projects listed under Code 607 of Exhibit K and those listed 

under Code 300 of Exhibit T in the application.   

A5. RUS uses Code 300 for system improvements where construction is required to 

upgrade the distribution facilities because of voltage drop, overload, or similar 

problems associated with load on the facilities.  In many cases (although not all 

cases) Code 300 items will involve multi-phasing an existing single phase line or 

upgrading and existing multi-phase line to allow for higher capacity.  

 RUS uses Code 607 for construction that needs to be completed due to the poor 

condition of the facilities, but not necessarily due to problems associated with 

load.  For instance, an old single phase, 4 ACSR line could be in poor condition 

but not overloaded.  The solution might be to rebuild the line with a new 1/0 ACSR 

single phase line, and such a solution would be included as a Code 607 item 

rather than a Code 300 item. 

 In many instances, a construction item needed as a Code 300 project will also 

remove old facilities from service.  In cases such as this, the project serves a dual 

purpose of addressing load problems and removing old facilities from the system.  

Since the primary purpose of such items is to address load problems, such jobs 

are listed as Code 300 projects. 
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 Exhibit K is a summary of old facilities on the system that will likely be targeted at 

some point in the future for replacement.  It also provides the general guidelines 

and plans of how BGE will accomplish this task.  As previously mentioned, old 

facilities can be removed by both Code 300 and Code 607 projects. 

 Exhibit T specifically lists Code 300 items and does not include Code 607 items.  

RUS desires that all Code 300 items are specifically listed in a work-plan exhibit, 

and Exhibit T provides a means of accomplishing this requirement.   
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