COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF:

ELECTRONIC APPLICATION OF DUKE ENERGY )
KENTUCKY, INC. FOR A DECLARATORY ORDER ) CASE NO.2025-00142

REGARDING RECOVERY OF COSTS TO )
TO CONVERT CUSTOMERS TO ALTERNATE )
SOURCE OF FUEL )

REPLY BRIEF TO DUKE KENTUCKY’S
MEMORANDUM BRIEFADDRESSING
THE MERITS OF IT’S APPLICATION

Comes now, Tom Mason (“Mason”), by and through counsel, and submits his Reply Brief
Addressing the merits of Duke Kentucky, Inc.’s (“Duke”) memorandum brief addressing the
merits of its application (the “Duke Brief”) for a declaratory order regarding recovery of costs to
convert customers to alternative source of fuel. Pursuant to Order of the Kentucky Public Service
Commission (“Commission”) dated March 10, 2026 (the “Order’’), Mason States as follows:

Introduction and Background

For purposes of brevity, Mason hereby incorporates by reference the introduction and
background section filed in his brief on the merits of Duke’s application (the “Mason Brief”) rather
than restate such section. See Mason Brief at p.1-2. Duke filed the Duke Brief on March 30, 2026.
Mason now states the following as his reply to the Duke Brief on or prior to April 6, 2026, pursuant
to the Order.

Argument

On November 12, 2025, Duke filed its verified application (the “Application”) with the
Commission in which it requested a declaratory order confirming that Duke can recover costs of
converting customers that will lose gas service due to the abandonment of the KO Transmission

Pipeline (the “Pipeline”) to an alternative fuel source. See Application p.1. Duke stated that it had



determined that a fair amount to compensate each customer for the conversion to alternative fuel
was $25,000 in exchange for waiving the right to request Duke provide them natural gas services.
Id at 3. Notably, the Duke Brief makes no mention of Duke’s original $25,000 “estimate” to
convert customers to an alternative fuel source. Rather, the Duke now proposes to allow customers
to choose their alternative fuel source and energy provider to replace natural gas. See Duke Brief
p.6. Due to Duke’s apparent change in position, Mason submits this reply to clarify two points.

First, in the Duke Brief, Duke now states that it is not opposed to building infrastructure to
continue extend natural gas services to the customers losing such services with the abandonment
of the Pipeline. /d at 7. This is seemingly a change in Duke’s position as the Application clearly
requested that Duke be able to recover costs for the conversion to alternative energy sources and
pay each affected customer $25,000 in exchange for waiving their right to require Duke to provide
them natural gas services. To the extent Duke now suggests it may be required to extend natural
gas services to the affected customers, Mason agrees. Extending its existing natural gas
infrastructure to each affected customer would satisfy Duke’s obligation to provide adequate,
efficient, and reasonable service under KRS 278.030, so this is the solution Duke should be
required to provide.

Second, as mentioned above, the Duke Brief makes no mention of Duke’s original $25,000
estimate to convert customers to alternative fuel sources. To the extent Duke now admits that it is
required to pay the customers’ actual costs to an alternative fuel source rather than the original
$25,000 payment, Mason also agrees. As noted in the Mason Brief, propane is not a utility
regulated by KRS 278, but a private commodity sold on the open market. See Mason Brief p.5.
Consequently, Duke’s payment to convert customers to an alternative fuel source does not meet
its requirement to provide adequate, efficient, and reasonable service under KRS 278.030, and

Duke should be required to extend its infrastructure to the affected customers to provide natural



gas services. However, if the Commission decides conversion to an alternative fuel source does
meet Duke’s requirement to provide such services, Mason submits that Duke should be required
to pay the actual conversion costs to such alternative fuel sources, rather than the $25,000
“estimate” originally provided by Duke.
Conclusion

For the foregoing reasons, Mason requests that the Commission require Duke to extend its
existing infrastructure to Mason’s Property. Alternatively, if the Commission does not require
Duke to extend the infrastructure, Mason requests the Commission require that Duke pay for
Mason’s actual costs of conversion to the alternative fuel source, rather than the $25,000 originally

suggested by Duke.
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