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Dear Mr. DeRouen: 

Enclosed please find and accept for filing the original and ten copies of a Joint Objection to the 
Petition of Sierra Club and the Natural R-esources Defense Council for Full Intervention in the above- 
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COMMONWEALT OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

JOINT APPLICATION OF LOIJISVILLE GAS ) 
AND EL,ECTRIC COMPANY AND KENTUCKY ) 
UTILITIES COMPANY FOR A CERTIFICATE ) 
OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY ) 
AND SITE COMPATIBILITY CERTIFICATE ) 
FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF A COMBINED 
CYCLE COMBUSTION TURBINE AT THE ) 
CANE RUN GENERATING STATION AND THE ) 
PURCHASE OF EXISTING SIMPLE CYCLE ) 
COMBUSTION TURBINE FACILITIES FROM ) 
BLJUEGRASS GENERATION COMPANY, LLJC ) 

) CASE NO. 201 1-00375 

IN LAGRANGE, KENTUCKY ) 

JOINT OBJECTION OF LOUISVILL,E GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
AND KENTIJCKY UTILITIES COMPANY TO THE PETITION OF 

SIERRA CLUB AND THE NATURAL, RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL, 
FOR FULL INTERVENTION 

Louisville Gas and Electric Company (“LG&E”) and Kentucky Utilities Company 

(“KU”) (collectively, the “Companies”) liereby object to the Petition of Sierra Club and the 

Natural Resources Defense Council (collectively, the “Enviroimental Groups”) for full 

intervention in  this proceeding. The Petition is unti~nely, coming more than two months after the 

Companies filed their application, an unacceptable delay because the Sierra Club issued a press 

release about the application the day the Companies filed it. Substantively, the Petition does not 

demonstrate that the Environiiiental Groups satisfy any of the requireinents for full intervention 

under 807 KAR 5:001 4 3(8). The Coiiipaiiies therefore respectfully request that the 

Com~nissioii deny the Enviroiimental Groups’ Petition for Full Intervention. 



I. BECAIJSE THE ENVIRONMENTAL GROUPS DEMONSTRATED CLEAR 
KNOWLEDGE OF THE COMPANIES’ APPLICATION ON THE DAY THE 
COMPANIES FILE IT, THE COMMISSION SHOULD DENY THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL, GROUPS’ PETITION AS UNTIMELY. 

Tlie Conimissioii sliould deny the Environniental Groups’ Petition for being untimely. 

Notwithstanding tlie Sierra Club’s clear Itnowledge of tlie Companies‘ application on the day it 

was filed, tlie Environmental Groups waited more than two months to file tlieir Petition. Tlie 

Coniniissio1i’s regulation governing intervention, 807 KAR 5:OO 1 I$ 3(8), states that “any person 

who wislies to becoiiie a party to a proceeding before the commission may by tiinely motion 

request that lie be granted leave to intervene.” Altliougli this regulation does not define “timely,” 

the Coinmission has held that a request to intervene filed more than two months after an 

application was filed was untiiiiely wliere it would require an amendnient to the procedural 

schedule. ’ Also, tlie only Comniission regulation addressing timeliness of motions to intervene, 

807 KAR 5:Oll I$ 8, which sets fort11 tlie Commission’s public notice requirements for rate 

changes, expressly states that such notices shall include a statement that “any corporation, 

association, body politic or person may by motion within thirty (30) days after publication or 

mailing of notice of the proposed rate changes request leave to intervene.” Here, one of the two 

Enviroiiiiieiital Groups demonstrated clear knowledge of tlie Companies’ application in this 

proceeding on tlie day it was filed, September 15, 201 1, by issuing a press release about it, a 

copy of wliicli is attached hereto as Exhibit 1 .2 Having undeniably demonstrated Itnowledge of 

In the Matter of Adjvstinerit of Gas Rnte.5 qj  the Union Liglilr Heof L I M ~  Powei. Coinpoi~y, Case No. 200 1-00092, 
Order at 2 (Sept. 13, 2001) (“First, the request is untimely. The application was originally submitted to the 
Coinmission on May 5,  200 I .  SEC did not seek intervention in  this case unt i l  July 24, 200 1 -- approximately 80 
days after ULtI&P gave notice and submitted the application. Granting intervention to SEC would require amending 
the procedural schedule to allow SEC adequate time to participate fully in the proceeding and thus would unduly 
disrupt and delay the case.”). ’ The Sierra Club‘s press release is available at. littp://www.sierraclub.org/environliietitallaw/lawsuits/0529.aspx. 
Although the press release does not explicitly cite the Companies’ application, it states, “On September IS, 
Kentucky [Jtilities and Louisville Gas & Electric made a landmark announcement to retire three coal-fired power 
plants i n  Kentucky - including the hotly-contestcd, massively polluting Cane Run Plant in Louisville.” The 
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tlie Companies’ application on the day it was filed, it is unacceptable for tlie Environmental 

Groups to have waited more than two months to seek to intervene in this proceeding. 

Moreover, the Eiivironinental Groups’ tardy Petition has already complicated and 

disrupted this proceeding by procedurally prejudicing the Companies. Contrary to the 

Eiiviroiiiiieiital Groups’ assertion, they have not “compli[ed] with the second discovery deadline” 

precisely because they have untimely petitioned for The Environmeiital Groups 

are iiot parties to this proceeding, aiid lion-parties do iiot have the riglit to issue discovery 

requests. By claiming to have complied with the second discovery deadline, tlie Environniental 

Groups have simply assumed they will be granted full intervention. But until the Commission 

rules on the Petition, it would be a potential waste of the Companies’ tinie and resources to work 

on responses to tlie Environmental G ~ o u ~ s ’  requests. As the Companies’ application and 

testimony denioiistrate, time is of the essence to preserve the Favorable pricing tlie Companies 

have negotiated. Tlius, the Eriviroiiiiieiital Groups have already deprived the Companies of what 

would otherwise be their riglit to object to the Eiivironinental Groups’ Petition aiid be spared tlie 

potential waste of time and resources to aiiswer discovery requests while awaiting the 

Commission’s decision 011 the Petition; indeed, the Companies inust await tlie Commission’s 

order on the Eiiviroiiineiital Group’s tardy Petition before filing responses precisely because tlie 

Coiiipaiiies must know whether there are valid discovery requests to which to respoiid. 

Therefore, even without being granted intervention, tlie Eiivironiiieiital Groups have already 

Companies‘ September IS, 20 I I press release explicitly cites tlie Companies’ application i n  this proceeding: “ In  a 
certificate of public convenience and necessity filing with the Kentucky Public Service Coinmission today, the 
companies requested approval to build a 640-niegawalt, natural gas combined cycle generating unit (NGCC) at the 
existing Cane Run site i n  southwestern Louisville. I n  addition, the companies requested approval to purchase from 
Bluegrass Generation Company three additional simple-cycle natural gas combustion turbines located in LaGrange 
that will provide up to 495 megawatts of peak geneiation supply.” The Companies’ press release is attached hereto 
as Exhibit 2. and is available at: http:l/lgc-ku.com/newsrootn/arcliive~O 1 1 /news-09 1.5 1 i .asp. 

Petition at 2. Z 

3 



caused uiidue complication aiid disruption; for that and the other reasons given herein, the 

Environmental Groups‘ ulitimely Petition should be denied. 

11. THE COMMISSION SHOULD DENY THE ENVIRONMENTAL, GROUPS’ 
PETITION FOR FULL, INTERVENTION BECAUSE THEY DO NOT MEET 
ANY OF THE CRITERIA FOR BEING GRANTED SIJCH INTERVENTION. 

The Coniiiiission will grant requests for permissive intervention “only upon a 

deterinination that tlie criteria set forth in 807 KAR 5901, Section 3(8), have been ~atisfied.”~ 

Under the regulation, permissive interventioii will oiily be granted if tlie person “has a special 

interest in the proceeding which is not otherwise adequately represented” or that granting full 

intervention “is likely to present issues or to develop facts that assist the commission in fully 

considering the matter without unduly complicating or disrupting the proceedi~ig.”~ The 

Environmental Groups meet nolie of the requireiiients for full intervention, aiid have 

demonstrated in the Companies’ recent Enviroiimeiital Cost Recovery (“ECR’) proceedings that 

they will likely iiiiduly complicate arid disrupt this proceeding.‘ 

The Coiiiiiiission lias consistently held that, as a threshold matter, a person seeking 

iiiterventioii must have an interest in  tlie rates or service of tlie utility at issue.7 In three recent 

orders, the Comi~issio~i held that tlie Environmental Groups, as non-customers of the 

Companies, lacked that interest, although they could represent that interest on behalf of their 

111 the Mcrtter~: The 2005 Joirit Iritegi~erted Resozrrce Plat1 of L.oirisville Gas and Electric Coinpciriy and Kentitcky 

807 KAR 5:001, 3(8). 
111 the Mcitter of: Tlie Application of Kentucky Utilities CoiiiparIy ,f;,r Certificdes of Public Coriseriience and 

Necessity cind Approval of I t s  201 I Coniplicrrice P l ~ i i  “for Recovei:y 191 Eriviroririieii~al Sirrcharge, Case No. 20 1 1 - 
00 I 6 1 ; 111 tlie Matter. of.‘ Tlie Applicatioii qf- L,oitisville Gers rrricl Electric Coiiipaiiy for Certificates of Public 
Coriveriieiice and Necessity arid Appi.overl of I t s  20 I I Cotupliarice Plan fbr Recovery l y  Envii.orviietitu1 Szircliorge, 
Case No. 20 I 1-00 162. 

See, e.g , 117 the Mciftei. qf~‘ The Applicafioi7 of‘ Kentucky lJ/ili!ies Coi i ipr~y, for  Certijkates of Piihlic Convenience 
e r r i d  Necessity arid Approvcrl of Itas. 201 I Coriiplinrice Plmi .f i~r* Recoveiy by Erivironnietital Surcharge, Case No. 
20 I 1-00 16 1 , Order at 7 (Iuly 27. 20 1 1 ); I n  /lie Mutter qf.‘ The Applicaliori of Lmisville Gas arid Electric Coriipatiy 
fbr C-erlifkales of Public Convei7ierice utd Necessip am/ Apl~rovnl of 11s 201 I Coriiplinnce Plari .for RecoveJy by 
0ivirwiineritctI Sirrcharge, Case No. 20 1 1-00 162, Order at I (July 27, 20 I 1 ); I n  the Matter of Application of 
C~olirnibicr Gas of Kentvclg~, 1ric. ,fi)r cr r i  Adjirstrneiit iti Rertes, Case No. 2009-00 I4 I ,  Order at 4 (July IS, 2009). 

4 

Mtilities Coriipary, Case No. 2008-00 148, Order (July 18. 2008). 
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members (wlio, in this proceeding, are iiaiiieless non-parties, unlike tlie situation in any of the 

three cited orders, aiid in violation of well-establislied Coiniiiissioii orders requiring groups to 

name tlie customers tliey represent).* Rut tlie Commission fui.tlier held in those three recent 

orders that tlie Eiivironmeiital Groups‘ iiiterest in demand-side management, energy efficiency, 

aiid renewable resources on behalf of their members wlio are the Compaiiies’ customers was no 

different than that of ariy other of the Conipanies’ cwtoiiiers, and that those interests were 

adequately represented by the Attorney The Attorney General is a party to this 

proceeding, as is the Kentucky Iiidustrial Utility Custoiners, Iiic., a group deeply interested in 

maintaining low utility rates. Because tlie Eiiviroiiiiiental Groups’ claiiiis in their Petition are no 

different than those in the petitions at issue in tlie three other cited proceedings, the 

Comiiiission’s deteriiiiiiation of tlie issue should be the same. 

Because the Environiiieiital Groups do not have a special interest in these proceedings 

under which permissive intervention is warranted, the Commission can grant full intervention to 

the Environmental Groups only if they will present issues or develop facts that will assist the 

Coiiiinissioii in considering these proceedings without unduly complicating or disrupting the 

proceedings. l o  Other than coiiclusory stateiiieiits about their purported qualifications and a list of 

other jurisdictions in  which their witnesses have testified, tlie Petition provides no evidence of 

In the hkrtter oj! Tlie Applic~~tion of Kenlucbl Utilit ies Conipimny , fbr Cert$cates of Pirblic Convenience and 
Necessity nrid Ap]?rovd of Its 201 I C.70iiipliciricc. Plciii for Recovery b)’ Environinentnl Surcharge, Case No. 20 I 1 - 
00 16 1 ~ Order at 7-8 (July 27, 20 1 1) ;  I n  the Mutter of”.. Tlie Appliccrtion of Louisville Cas and Electric Conipany,for 
Cert(fk~ite.~ of Public Convenience and Necessity arid Approval of I ts  201 I Conipliance Plan for. Recovery by 
Environiiienlcil Surcliarge, Case No. 201 1-001 62, Order at 7-8 ( J ~ l y  27, 201 1); 111 the Matter ofi The 2011 .Joint 
Integrated Resozirce Plan of Loiiisville Gas and Electric Coiiipariy arid Kentucky Utili~ies Coriipaiiy, Case No. 20 1 I - 
00 140, Order at 6 (July 1 I ,  20 1 I ) .  The Commission held in Iri the A4~7tter. ofi Application of Coliinibin Gas of 
Keiitiiclcy, Inc. “for. an A(jiisttiient in Rates, Case No. 2009-00 14 I ,  Order at 4 (July 15, 2009) (“Only persons who 
have an interest in  a utility’s rates or service are eligible to be granted intervener status. SEC Customer Group is not 
a customer of Columbia Gas and, thus, has no indiviclual interest in the rates or service at issue in this case. Rather, 
SEC Customer Group is asserting an interest as the representative of certain unnamed customers of Columbia Gas. 
The Commission has, on prior occasions. required a customer representative to identify the specific customers being 
represented.”). 

l o  807 KAR 5:001 S .3(8). 
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the Environmental Groups’ ability to present issues or develop facts that will assist the 

Coinmission. I I 

Indeed, tlie Environmental Groups may be singularly unqualified to present issues or 

develop facts that will assist the Coiiimissio~i in tliis proceeding. Notably absent from tlieir 

Petition is any indication that they have ever issued, evaluated, or had to make actual business 

decisions based on tlie results of a request for proposals. Instead, the Petition coiitaiiis claims of 

expertise in  analyzing items sucli as “the potential for cost-effective energy efficiency.”12 But 

tliis proceeding is about the actual resources available to meet real customers‘ demand, not 

abstract discussions about various potentials. It is an RFP-reviewing, nutnber-crunching exercise 

coiiceriiiiig actual business proposals. As described further below, the Eiivironiiiental Groups 

showed themselves to be inexpert in economic analysis in the Companies’ most recent ECR 

proceedings. Therefore, the Enviroiiineiital Groups have provided no reason to believe they will 

be able to present issues or develop facts that will assist the Commission in this proceeding. 

Rather than contributing valuable expertise, it is clear from the Eiiviroiinieiital Groups’ 

Petition that they will uiiduly complicate this proceeding. Tlie Petition contains numerous 

references to environmental, ’ health, l4 and iiatioiial economic concerns, all of which are 

outside the Cominissioii’s jurisdiction. As tlie Commission has stated many times, its 

jurisdictioii extends only to tlie rates and service of utilities, not to any other matters,“ and it 

See, cg., Petition at 3-7. 

E g, Petition at 8 (“Movants believe that increasing renewable generation in Kentucky can help move our nation 

E.g,, Petition at 2-3 (“Moreover, growing awareness of the public health, environmental, and economic 

I I  

’’ Petition at 6.  

economically and environmentally in tlie right direction.”). 

impacts of energy production have increased the importance of the pursuit of energy efficiency and renewable 
energy resources fkom both a cost and environmental perspective.”). 

E g , Petition at 8 (“Movants believe that increasing renewable generation i n  Kentucky can help move our nation 
economically and environmentally in  tlie riglit direction.”). 

See, cg. ,  In /he h!niiet* qfi Tlie Applicntion qf Keniucly Uiiliiies Cotnpan)>~for Ceriificntes of Public Convenience 
mid Necessiijj und Appro id  of Its 201 I C‘otnplimice Plon fiw Recoiwy l y  Enviiwiiim~/al Sirrchnrge, Case No. 

1 3  

I .I 
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does iiot have ,jurisdiction under KRS Chapter 278 to consider e~ternali t ies.’~ Moreover, the 

Cornmission has repeatedly held that permitting an intervener to address issues beyond the scope 

of the proceeding will unduly coniplicate and disriipt tlie proceeding. l 8  Therefore, given the 

Enviroiimeiital Groups‘ focus oil issues outside tlie ,jurisdiction of the Commission in their 

Petition seeking intervention, perniittiiig tliein to intervene will necessarily unduly complicate 

and disrupt this proceeding. 

Further complicating and disrupting this proceeding are the Environmental Groups’ 

proposed discovery requests, a number of wliich have already been asked and answered in the 

Companies’ Integrated Resource Planning proceeding and the Companies’ ECR proceedings, 

e.g., “Produce a copy of any documents, studies, or analyses regarding the potential for or cost of 

combined heat and power within tlie Companies’ service territory, in the State of Kentucky, or in 

one of the states contiguous to Kentucky created by or for the Compa~iies.”’~ As discussed 

20 1 1-00 1 6 1 , Order at 6 (July 27, 20 1 1 ): 117 tlie Matter ofi The Application of L,ouisville Gas and Electric Cotnpany 
for Certificates of Pirhlic Convenience and Necessity and Approval of Its 20 I I Cotnpliance Plan for Recovety by 
Environmental Swcliarge, Case No. 20 1 1-00 162, Order at 6 (July 27, 20 I 1 ). 

Administrative Case No. 2005-00090, 111 Re. An Assessment of Kentiicky s Electric Generation, Transmission 
and Dislribziliori Needs, Order Appendix A at SO (September IS, 2005), See al,so Adniinistrative Case No. 2007- 
00477, 111 Re. An Investigcition of /lie Energy and Regulntoiy lssiies in Section 50 of Kentiicky ’s 2007 Energy Act, 
Report to the General Assemblv, at 46. 

I n  {lie Mutter  of^' Application of l,oiiisville Gm and Electric Cotnpany to File Depreciation Stiin’),, Case No. 2007- 
00564 and 111 the Matter  of^' Application of Louisville Gas arid Electric Company for an Adjzrstment of Its Electric 
and Gas Base Rules, Case No. 2008-00252, Order (October 10, 2008); I n  the Matter oc The Joint Application 
Pzirsiiant to I994 Hoiise Bill No. 50 I for the Approval of Kentucky Power Cotnpmly Collaborative Demand-Side 
Matiagetnetit Ptvgi*atiis arid Authority to Itiipletnent a Tciriff to Recover Costs, Net L m t  Reveriiies and Receive 
Incentives Associated with tlie Itiipletiietitatioti of the Kentucky Poi,ver Coinpuny Collaborative Demand- Side 
Managenierit Programs, Case No. 2008-00350, Order (October 1.3,2008). 

Environniental Groups’ Proposed DR No. I 1 ; I n  the hfaller o t  The 201 I .Joint Integrated Resoiirce Plan of 
Louisville Gas and Electric Cot i ipq l  and Kentiickjj Utilities Conipany, Case No. 20 1 1-00 140, Proposed Intervenors 
Rick Clewett, Drew Foley, Janet Overman, Gregg Wagner, Natural Resources Defense Council, and Sierra Club’s 
First Set of Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents to Louisville Gas and Electric Company and 
ICentucky Utilities Company, RPD No. 32 (July 15, 20 I 1 )  (“Produce a copy of any assessment of the potential for or 
cost of combined heat and power within the Companies’ service territory, in the State of Kentucky, or in one of the 
states contiguous to Kentucky performed by or for the Companies as part of the planning process.”); In the Mutter 
qfi The Application of Ketitiicbj Utilities Cotitpati)) .for Certificates of Piiblic Convenience and Necessily and 
Approval of Its 201 I Conipliance Plan fbr Recovery by Envirotitnental Siircharge, Case No. 20 1 1-00 16 1, 
Environmental Interveners’ RPD No. 23 (July 12, 201 I ) ;  In the Matter o t  Tlie Application ofL,oiiisville Gas and 
Electric Conipari.v,foi. Certificates of Piiblic Convenience arid Necessity arid Approval of Its 201 I Compliance Plan 

17 
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above, this proceeding does not concern abstract potentials, but tlie actual options available in the 

marketplace to meet customers’ real deinaiid for electricity. Cluttering the record of this 

proceeding with matters already addressed in other proceedings would be wasteful and 

duplicative, and would certainly uiiiiecessaril y complicate and disrupt this proceeding. 

Finally, tlie Environinental Groups‘ late tiling of their Petition in this proceeding and the 

history of‘ their participation in the Companies’ most recent ECR proceediiigs demonstrate as a 

practical matter that the Eiivironniental Groups’ participation will serve to disrupt and 

complicate this proceeding. In the ECR proceedings, the Enviroiiniental Groups claiined to have 

an “unparalleled conipreliensio~~” of tlie relevant issues.” But as the ECR rebuttal testimony of 

David S. Sinclair showed, the Environmental Groups’ allegedly sophisticated modeling was 

rendered useless because tlie modelers had taken no~ninal values to be real values.” In a last- 

minute effort to fix their iiiistalte, the Environ~nental Groups attempted to file new testimony and 

discovery responses mere days before the hearing was scheduled to But for the 

settlement of the ECR cases (which pronipted tlie withdrawal of the Environmental Groups’ 

iiiotioii to file the “corrected“ testimony) a wasteful evidentiary coiiflict would have consumed 

for Recover3’ by EtivironmeritcrI Swcliarge, Case No. 20 I 1-00 162, Environmental Interveners’ RPD No. 23 (July 12, 
201 I ) .  

I n  the Matter of: Tlie Applicnlioii of Kentiicky Utilities Coiiipany ~ f b r  Certificale,s of Public Convenience and 
Necessity mid A17provd of Its 201 I Coniplinnce Plmi .for. Recovery by Eiiuironiiierital Szmharge, Case No. 20 1 1 - 
00161, Joint Response Supporting Petition for Full Intervention at 1 I (July I ,  201 I) ;  It1 the Matter of The 
Applicaliori of Loirisville Gas ~riid Electric Coiiipari~i fi,r Certificates of Public Coiivenience arid Necessity and 
Approval of Its 201 I Coiiiplioiice Plan f;,r Recovery 6)) Eiivirorinieritnl Swrcharge, Case No. 20 1 1-00 162, Joint 
Response Sitpporting Petition for Full Intervention at 1 1 (July 1, 201 I ) .  
I ’  In the Mutter OF The Application of Keiitirclg~ Mtilities ConiparIy for Certificntes of Pziblic Convenience and 
Necessi!,? atid &mivd of I t s  201 I Compliciiice Plori ~ f i v  RKOVL‘I:JJ by Environmerital Surchnrge, Case No. 20 1 I - 
00 1 6 1,  and 111 llie Matter oj”‘ The Appliccrfioii of Loiiisville Gas arid Electric Coinpaiiy ,for Certificates of Pirblic 
Coiivetiience and Necessity arid Appro~al  of Its 20 I I Comiplinnce Plnri , for Recovery by Eiiviroriiiiental Szircliarge, 
Case No. 201 1-00162, Rebuttal Testimony of David S. Sinclair at 6-8 (Oct. 24,201 I ) .  

Iii the Mutter of: The Applicatioii vf Keiitzicky Utilities Coiiipariy ,for Certificates of. Public Convenience atid 
Necessitjl aiid App‘ov~I of Its 201 I C‘oiiipliaiice Plmi .for Recovery by Eiivirotiiiieiitnl Sin-clinrge, Case No. 201 1 - 
00 16 I ,  Joint Motion of Enviroiiinental Interveners to File Corrected Direct Testimony of Dr. Jeremy Fisher (Nov. 3 ,  
20 I I ); In the Matter ofi The Appliccrlioii of Lmrisville Gas m d  Electric Conipcrtiy f iv Certificates of Public 
Coiiveiiience and Necessiy arid Approvnl of I t s  20 I I Coiiiplimice Plaii for Recovery by Eiivironiiiental Surcharge, 
Case No. 201 1-00 162, Joint Motion of Environmental Interveners to File Corrected Direct Testimony of Dr. Jeremy 
Fisher (Nov. 3,20 1 I ) .  

70 
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days of hearing. This type of bcliavior is not conducive to tlie development of a sound record or 

a careful and deliberative weighing of tested evidence, and is certainly disruptive. The 

Environniental Groups’ untimely filing of their Petition in this proceeding should cause the 

Commission to doubt seriously that the Environmental Gro~ips’ intervention would not unduly 

complicate and disrupt this proceeding 

111. CONCLUSION 

The Enviroiimental Groups have not satisfied either of‘ the bases for permissive 

intervention set forth i n  807 KAR .5:001 I$ 3(8). Neither have the Environinental Groups 

articulated a special interest within tlie scope of these proceedings that is not already adequately 

represented by the Attorney General, nor have they shown an ability to present issues or develop 

facts that will assist tlie Coiiiinission in considering tlie Companies’ application. Finally, the 

Eiivironniental Groups will, if permitted to intervene, unduly complicate and disrupt these 

proceedings, as they already have done with tlieir untimely Petition. To the extent the 

Environniental Groups wish to express their views, they, like other members of tlie public, can 

submit written public coniinents in the record. For these reasons, the Coinmission sliould deny 

their Petition to intervene. 

9 



Dated: December 1,20 1 1 Respectfully sulmiitted, 

Kendrick R. Riggs 
Robert M. Watt I11 
Lindsey W. Ingrain I11 
W. Duiicaii Crosby I11 
Stoll Keeiioii Ogdeii PLLC 
2000 PNC Plaza 
500 West Jefferson Street 
Louisville, Kentucky 40202-2828 
Telephone: (502) 333-6000 

Allyson K .  Sturgeon 
Senior Corporate Attorney 
LG&E and KLJ Services Company 
220 West Main Street 
Louisville, Kentucky 40202 
Telephone: (502) 627-2088 

Cozi~ise1,for. Loziissille Gas and Electric Company 
and KentZicky Ulilities Conipmy 

400001 1398441773508 I 1 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true copy of the foregoing Joint Objection was served via U.S. 
mail, first-class, postage prepaid, this 1 st day of December 201 1 upon the following persons: 

Deniiis G. Howard I1 
Lawrence W. Cook 
Office of h e  Attorney General 
Office of Rate Intervention 
1024 Capital Center Drive, Suite 200 
Frankfort, KY 40601 -8204 

Michael L. Kurtz 
Kurt J. Boehm 
Boehm, Kul-tz & Lowry 
36 East Seventh Street, Suite 1.5 10 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

Edward George Zuger 111 
Zuger Law Office PL,LC 
P.O. Box 728 
Corbin, KY 40702 

Kristin Henry 
Staff Attorney 
Sierra Club 
8.5 Second Street 
Sal1 Francisco, CA 941 OS 

Shannon Fisk 
Senior Attorney 
Natural Resources Defense Council 
2 N. Riverside Plaza, Suite 2250 
Chicago, IL 60660 

Coamsel. for Louisville Gas and Eleclric Company 
and Kenlaicky Iltilities Cornpuny 


