
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

 

 

In the Matter of: 

 

Electronic Application Of Kentucky Power Company 

For (1) A General Adjustment Of Its Rates For 

Electric Service; (2) Approval Of Tariffs And Riders; 

(3) Approval Of Accounting Practices To Establish 

Regulatory Assets And Liabilities; (4) Approval Of A 

Certificate Of Public Convenience And Necessity; 

And (5) All Other Required Approvals And Relief    

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

Case No. 2020-00174 

 

 

 

Joint Intervenors, Mountain Association, Kentuckians for the Commonwealth, and 

Kentucky Solar Energy Society’s Response To Second Set of Data Requests From 

Commission Staff  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Owen Responses – Kentucky 2020-00174 
 

1. Refer to the Direct Testimony of James Owen (Owen Direct Testimony), page 36, lines 7–13.  

a. Explain whether Mr. Owen agrees that the dollar-value costs and benefits of distributed energy 
resources vary by time of day, and, if Mr. Owen does not agree, explain why not.  

Answer: Agree. 

b. Explain why a net metering credit generated at a certain time of day should be allowed to be 
used during a different time period. Include in your explanation how allowing this would maintain 
a price signal for the time-varying costs and benefits of distributed energy resources (DER).  

Answer: My testimony in this case was that the Joint Intervenors specifically state their 
recommendation: “Additionally, the Commission should hold utilities to their full burden of 
proof and require them to produce substantial evidence for all of the costs and benefits that 
each solar system contributes to the utility’s system.” In recommending that the Commission 
hold Kentucky Power to its burden of proof and require the production of evidence for the 
costs and benefits of solar, I provided a list of commonly studied benefits and savings due to 
solar, which many so-called Value-of-Solar studies have examined in jurisdictions across the 
country. The system-wide benefits or savings experienced due to solar may include: reduced 
transmission and distribution losses; reduced congestion at stressed nodes and distribution 
points along the grid; peak load reductions or shifts; reduced costs along the fuel supply line; 
reduced environmental liabilities and/or environmental compliance costs; avoided 
generation capacity investments; reduced grid support services; improved grid resiliency; 
and other system-wide benefits or savings that result from the generation of net-metered 
solar resources.  Without an appropriate value of solar study, the Commission cannot have 
confidence that the rates charged or netted at certain periods accurately reflect the value the 
customer-generator adds to the grid. Absent this analysis, customer-generators should not 
be deprived of netting their production across all usage. In the abstract, I agree that netting 
across all usage is a blunt instrument. However, in the absence of an appropriate study and 
data, the Commission cannot discern whether adopting the company’s proposed pricing 
would be a worse price signal for customer-generators who may be providing more benefits 
to the grid and non-participating customers than they are given credit/ compensated to do.  

 

c. Explain why customers should have the choice to opt-in to the Company’s proposed netting 
periods.  

Answer: The company has not met its burden to produce substantial evidence for all of 
the costs and benefits that each solar system contributes to the utility’s system. While it is 
my primary recommendation that the company’s proposal should be rejected, as an 
alternative, if the Commission intends to allow some part of the proposal to proceed, due to 
the deficiency in the data, I recommended that the customer-generator have the opportunity 



to opt-in to the time-differentiated component of the tariff and those who choose not to opt-
in would remain on the existing NMS tariff.  

2. Refer to the Owen Direct Testimony, page 37, lines 7–14. Identify and describe specific 
methodologies for calculating each of the benefits listed in this Testimony.  

Answer: I did not conduct analysis to calculate each of the benefits in my testimony. A 
robust value of solar study would incorporate calculations for each of these components. 
First, see the 2014 Minnesota value of solar: Methodology (available at 
https://mn.gov/commerce-stat/pdfs/vos-methodology.pdf). This is an example of a real-world 
application of a VOS study. Second, I am attaching a recent study titled “A review of the 
value of solar methodology with a case study of the U.S. VOS”. This Study concludes that 
even when solar owners are provided with a full net metered rate for electricity fed back 
onto the grid they are subsidizing the electric utility/ other customers. In addition, I would 
direct the Commission’s attention to the best practices in “A Regulator’s Guidebook: 
Calculating the Benefits and Costs of Distributed Solar,” available at:  
http://www.irecusa.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/10/IREC_Rabago_Regulators-
Guidebook-to-Assessing-Benefits-and-Costs-of-DSG.pdf; and the “National Standard 
Practice Manual for Benefit-Cost Assessment of Distributed Energy Resources,” available 
at: 
 https://www.nationalenergyscreeningproject.org/national-standard-practice-manual/ 
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