
9 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
36 EAST SEVENTH STREET 

SUITE 1510 
CINCINNATI, OHIO 45202 
TELEPHONE (513) 421.2255 

TELECOPIER (513) 421-2764 

Via Overnight Mail 

July 23,2012 

Mr. Jeff Derouen, Executive Director 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
2 1 1 Sower Boulevard 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 

Re: Case No. 2012-00063 

Dear Mr. Derouen: 

Please find enclosed the original and ten (10) copies each of the DIRECT TESTIMONY AND 
EXHIBITS of LANE KOLL,EN, and the PUBLIC VERSIONS of the DIRECT TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS 
of PHILJP HAYET and STEPHEN J. BARON on behalf of KENTlJCKY INDTJSTRIAL, UTILJTY 
CUSTOMERS, INC. for filing in the above-referenced docket. I also enclose a copy of the CONFIDENTIAL 
ATTACHMENTS to be filed under seal. 

By copy of this letter, all parties listed on the Certificate of Service have been served. Please place these 
documents of file. 

Very Truly Yours, 

Michael L. Kurtz, Esq. 
Kurt J. Boehrn, Esq. 
BOEHM, KURTZ & LOWRY 

MLKkcw 
Attach men t 
cc: Ccrtiticatc of  Scrvicc 

Quang Nyugen, Esq (via e-mail) 
Faith Bums, Esq. (via c-mail) 
Larry Cook, Esq. (via e-mail) 
Matt Jams,  Esq. (via e-rnail) 
David C. Brown, Esq. (via c-mail) 

G:\WORt;\h'lUC\t;energy . Big Rivers\201 2-0006? (Env. compliance & wrcharge)\Derouen Lrr I confidential (t;PSC).docu 



~ E R ~ I F ~ C A ~ ~  OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing was served by electronic inail (when available) and by 
mailing a true and correct copy by regular, 1J.S. Mail, unless other noted, this DRD day of July, 2012 to the 
following w 

Michael L,. Kurtz, Esq. 
Kurt J. Boehm, Esq. 

JOE CHKDERS 
JOE F. CHKDERS & ASSOCIATES 
300 LEXINGTON BUILDING 
201 WEST SHORT STREET 
LEXINGTON, KENTlJCKY 40507 

SHANNON FISK 
EARTHJUSTICE 16 17 JFK BOULEVARD, SUITE 1675 
PHILADELPHIA, PENNSYL,VANIA 19 103 

JENNIFER B HANS 
ASSISTANT ATTORNEY GENERAL'S OFFICE 
1024 CAPITAL CENTER DRIVE, STE 200 
FRANKFORT, KENTUCKY 4060 1-8204 

CHRISTOPHER KIN L,EUNG 
EARTHJUSTICE 156 WIL,L,IAM STREET, SUITE 800 
NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10038 

HONORABL,E JAMES M MIL,LER 
SUL,LIVAN, MOUNTJOY, STAINBACK & MLL,L,ER, PSC 
100 ST. ANN STREET 
P.O. BOX 727 

(VIA OVERNIGHT MAIL) 
OWENSBORO, KENTIJCKY 42302-0727 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS 

APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 COMPLIANCE 
PLAN, FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 
AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, 
FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND 
FOR AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH A 

ELECTRIC CORPORATION FOR 

WJGULATORY ACCOUNT 

) 
1 
1 
1 
) CASE NO. 2012-00063 
1 
1 

PUBLIC SERVICE 
COMMISSION 

DIRECT TESTIMONY 

AND EXHIBITS 

OF 

LANE KOLLEN 

ON BEHALF OF THE 

KENTUCKY INDUSTRIAL, UTILITY CUSTOMERS, INC. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
ROSWELL,, GEORGIA 

July 2012 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS 
ELECTRIC CORPORATION FOR 
APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 COMPLIANCE 
PLAN, FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 
AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, 
FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND 
FOR AUTHORITY TO ESTABLISH A 
REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

) 

) 
) CASE NO. 2012-00063 
) 

) 
1 
) 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY ....................................................................... 4 

11. THE COMPANY’S QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES ARE FUNDAMENTALLY 
FLAWED AND UNRELIABLE ................................................................................... 9 
Description of Company’s Quantitative Analyses in Corporate Financial Model. 10 
The Company’s Quantitative Analyses Are Replete with Errors ............................ 14 
The Company’s Smelter Load Loss Scenarios Are Erroneous and Misleading ..... 18 

111. QUALITATIVE FACTORS SUPPORT THE BUY CASE ..................................... 26 
The Commission should Maximize Flexibility and Minimize Risk ......................... 26 
The Company’s Cost Estimates Are Preliminary and Subject to Overruns .......... 26 
The Company’s Ability to Finance Is Uncertain ....................................................... 29 



C ~ M M O N ~ E A L T H  OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS 
ELECTRIC CORPORATION FOR 

PLAN, FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 
AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL, COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, 
FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND 
FOR AUTHQRITY TO ESTABLISH A 
REGULATORYACCOUNT 

APPROVAL, OF ITS 2012 COMPLIANCE 

1 
1 
) 
1 
) CASE NO. 2012-00063 
) 
) 
) 
1 
) 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF LANE KOLLEN 

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY 
1 

2 Q. 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q. 

8 A. 

9 

10 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Lane Kollen. My business address is J. I<emiedy and Associates, Inc. 

("Kennedy and Associates"), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell, 

Georgia 3 0075. 

Please state your occupation and employer. 

I ani a utility rate and planning consultant holding the position of Vice President 

and Principal with the finn of Kennedy and Associates. 



Lane Kollen 
Page 2 

Please describe your education and professional experience. 

I earned a Bachelor of Business Administration in Accounting degree and a 

Master of Business Administration degree from the University of Toledo. I also 

earned a Master of Arts degree fiom Luther Rice University. I am a Certified 

Public Accountant (“CPA”), with a practice license, and a Certified Management 

Accountant (“CMA”). 

I have been an active, participant in the utility industry for more than thii-ty 

years, as a consultant in the industry since 1983 and as an employee of The 

Toledo Edison Company from 1976 to 1983. I have testified as an expert witness 

on planning, ratemaking, accounting, finance, and tax issues in proceedings 

before regulatory coinniissions and courts at the federal and state levels on more 

than two hundred occasions, including proceedings before the Kentucky Public 

Service Commission (“Commission”). I have testified in several Big Rivers 

Electric Corporation (“BREC” or “Company”) proceedings before the 

Cormnission. My qualifications and regulatory appearances are further detailed in 

my Exhibit-(LK-I). 

1 Q. 

2 A. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 Q. 

19 A. 

20 

21 

22 

23 Q. 

On whose behalf are you testifying? 

I am testifying on behalf of the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. 

(“KIUC”), a group of large customers taking electric seivice on the Big Rivers 

Electric Corporation system. 

What is the purpose your testimony? 
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8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1s 

16 

17 

18 

19 

A. The pui-pose of iny testiiriony is to summarize the KIUC recoimnendations in 

response to the Company’s request for approval of its proposed 2012 

environmental compliance plan (“ECP”), certificates of public convenience and 

necessity, amended environmental cost recoveiy (“ECR’) tariff, and for authority 

to establish a regulatory asset for the costs related to this proceeding. 

Q. Please summarize your testimony. 

A. The Cornmission should reject the Company’s proposed ECP projects 4 

(replacement of Wilson scrubber) and 5 (addition of Green 2 SCR) included by 

the Company in its “Build” case.’ The Company has not rnet its burden of proof 

that these projects are reasonable and cost-effective. To the contrary, the 

Company initially failed to provide any quantitative support for its proposed ECP 

and the alteinatives and sensitivities it presented in suminaiy form on a single 

page exhibit. 

Through an unnecessarily arduous and time-consuming process, KIUC 

ultimately obtained the inodels used by the Company and its consultants. 

Consequently, KIUC was able to review the Company’s assumptions and data, 

i-un the models used by ACES Power Marketing (“ACES”) and Big Rivers, and 

review the Company’s analyses in a inore detailed manner, as well as develop its 

’ KIUC does riot oppose the Company’s proposed ECP projects 6 (convei-t Reid 1 
to natural gas), 7 (install recycle pump and new inotors on ID fans at HMP&L 1 and 2), 8 
(install activated carbon injection, dry sorbent injection and monitors at Coleman 1, 2, 
and 3), 9 (install activated carbon injection, diy sorbent injection and monitors at 
Wilson), 10 (install activated carbon injection, diy sorbent injection and monitors at 
Green 1 and 2), and 11 (install particulate monitors at HMP&L 1 and 2). 
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own analyses using the Company’s models. KIUC witness Mi. Philip Hayet of 1 

2 Hayet Power Systems Consulting describes this process in greater detail. 

3 Based on our review, we conclude that the Company’s quantitative 

analyses are unreliable and do not support the Company’s conclusion that the 4 

Build case is the least cost alternative. In our review, we found that the 5 

Company’s quantitative analyses are replete with errors and unreasonable 6 

7 assumptions and data. These problems significantly affect the net present value 

8 of the Company’s alternatives, the ranking of those alternatives, and mask the 

9 catastrophic effects of the Smelter load loss sensitivities. I subsequently describe 

the problems that we identified with the Company’s financial model that it used to 10 

quantify the net present value of its alternatives and sensitivities. Mr. Hayet 11 

describes the problems that we identified with the Company’s production cost 12 

modeling, which include the following: 13 

0 Build Case. DB Wilson Emissions Removal Rate. DB Wilson’s upgrade 
will not be completed until 2016. ACES had the emissions reduction rate 
change beginning January 20 1 5 .  

14 
15 
16 

17 
18 
19 

Build Case. The Build Case has the HMPL 1&2 environmental upgrade 
project completed January 1, 2014. According to Exhibit Berry-2 page 1 
of 2, it should be 2015. 

20 
21 
22 
23 

0 Build Case. VO&M at Green 2 is the same in the Build and Buy cases, 
although it should be different once the Green 2 SCR is added in 2015. 
Incremental O&M is indicated to be $1 .58 inillion beginning in 20 15 due 
to the addition of the SCR per Exhibit Belly-2 page 2 of 2. 

0 Build Case. HMPL 1&2 has the same VO&M in the Build and Buy 
Cases. Exhibit Berry-2 indicates that the Build Case should be higher by 
approximately $800,000 per year. 

24 
2.5 
26 
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7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
1s 
16 
17 

18 
19 
20 
21 

22 
23 
24 
25 

26 
27 
28 

29 
30 
31 

32 
33 

Buy Case. DB Wilson VO&M is higher in the Buy Case than the Build 
Case. By 2026, it is as much as 13.6% higher than the Build Case. 

0 Buy Case. Coleman 1, 2 & 3. Even though compliance with CSAPR 
won’t begin until 2016, Big Rivers has begun to constrain the dispatch of 
the Coleman units as early as 2013. It should be changed to begin in 
2016. 

0 Buy Case. Coleman 1, 2 & 3. Given that the units will now be shut down 
for multi-month periods of time to limit emissions, it may not be necessary 
to schedule maintenance during a different period of time. The 
maintenance should be changed to occur at the same time that the unit is 
taken offline. 

0 Build and Buy Cases. No consideration of C 0 2  constraints or costs on 
Big Rivers’ generation, even though PACE Global market price forecasts 
based on assumptions of C02 constraints and costs. Assuming that CO2 
requirements will dramatically increase market prices but not Big Rivers’ 
generation costs is a hndamental inconsistency that biased the study in 
favor of the Build option. 

0 Build and Buy Cases. PACE Global market prices are excessive 
compared to other projections developed by ACES and HIS Global. One 
factor is that PACE Global market prices based on assumptions of C02  
constraints and costs. 

0 Build and Buy Cases. Coleman 2 having hundreds of startups per year. It 
turned out that the database had two inputs reversed. The mean time to 
repair input was switched and input as the average time to repair at the 
Coleman 2 unit. 

0 Build and Buy Cases. HMPL 1&2 VO&M costs - The Costs that the 
Company used in its financial analysis do not match what the Company 
indicates should have been used in the production cost model. 

0 Build No Smelter Case. The Company input VO&M at Green 1 at a 
significantly higher amount in the Build No Smelter Case than in the Buy 
No Smelter Case. 

e Buy No Smelter Case. HMPL 1 &2 - The Buy No Smelter Case has higher 
VO&M than all of the other cases. 

34 
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15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Based on our review, we conclude that the Build and Buy cases are 

approximately equivalent on a net present value basis when the various modeling 

probleins are corrected, even though the Buy case net present value is slightly less 

than the Build case when the fixed maintenance expense is reduced2 In our 

analyses, Mr. Hayet identified and corrected various production modeling errors 

and replaced unreasonable assumptions and data, which he describes in his 

testimony. Mr. Hayet presents the results of our analyses using the Coinpany’s 

“to-go” net present value construct, an analytical framework that considers only 

variable expenses and revenues on a total Company basis and without specific 

consideration of the effect on the inember revenue requirements. I present the 

results of our analyses using the “all-in” member revenue requirement construct, 

an analytical framework that considers the effects of all variable and fixed 

revenues and expenses in a comprehensive manner on the member revenue 

requirements. In our analyses, we did not attempt to fix eveiy problem that we 

identified in the Company’s modeling or replace every unreasonable assumption 

or all unreasonable data given the Company’s burden of proof and the procedural 

time constraints of this proceeding. 

We also conclude that the Commission should do everything possible to 

retain the Smelter load, especially because the Smelter margins are greater than 

those the Company can achieve though sales into MISO, at least in the near term. 

The Build case includes projects 4 and 5 and projects 6-1 1 as described in the 
Company’s Application. The Buy case does not include prqjects 4 and 5, but does 
include projects 6-1 1. KIUC does not oppose projects 6-1 1. 
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The Company’s Smelter load loss sensitivities are flawed and mask the 

catastrophic effects on iura1 and large industrial customers if the Smelters 

terminate their contracts. The Company’s analyses result in rate increases to the 

rural and large industrial customers ranging from 68% to 84%. Alternatively, if 

the rate increases are not approved, Big Rivers would face banlu-uptcy and 

perhaps liquidation. In that event, Big Rivers likely would be required to sell its 

assets and the member cooperatives would have to obtain a different supplier. 

The following tables provide a suimnaiy of the net present value of the 

“all- in” member revenue requirements comparing the Company’s results to the 

KITJC results on the Build arid Buy cases and the two Smelter load loss 

sensitivities. Mr. Hayet presents the “to-go” results for all the KITJC studies, 

including intermediate studies that he performed to assess the impact of correcting 

various errors and changing various assumptioris or data. 

Big Rivers Build 

Big Rivers Buy 

Big Rivers Build Smelter Load Lorr 

Big Rivers Buy Smelter Load Loss 

KIUC Build 

KlUC Buy 

KlUC BuildSmelterLoad Lars 

KIUC Buv5melterLoad Loss 

BIG RIVERS ELECRIC CORPORATION ENVIRONMENTAL COMPUANCE SCENARIOS 
COMPARISON OFTOTALCUSTOMER REVENUES, EXCLUDING MARKETSALES. NPV 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2028 Tola1 

52002 50655 483 14 47285 436 13 411 49 383 18 36393 34088 322 24 30080 29070 27468 28859 5 37478 

55007 532 80 514 18 49042 482 27 48868 447 33 42355 40381 37786 35527 33893 33224 31866 6041 88 

52002 25886 22346 20302 14305 11172 10035 8121 5939 4620 1924 1560 1330 2487 181810 

526 98 28269 262 82 256 54 18667 17542 188 25 132 80 12566 11907 7501 72 17 89 14 6563 251688 

BIG RIVERS ELECRIC CORPORATION ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE SCENARIOS CORRECTED BY KlUC 
COMPARISON OF TOTALCUSTOMER REVENUES, EXCLUDING MARKETSALES. NPV 

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2016 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Total 

52929 51201 49369 40750 46108 43442 41133 38968 360 34 34702 33047 315 49 30182 28606 5,66903 

53016 50979 49107 4 8 1 U  46059 44lM 42064 39785 37565 355 64 33676 321 12 30738 29299 5,72180 

518 I2 256 06 245 93 24607 255 36 2 3 O T I  222 25 210 13 19954 104 72 171 90 163 37 160 2 1  147 28 3,211 69 

53016 21834 262 09 25539 24978 233 23 22350 212 75 20349 18620 17180 163 92 16086 15006 3.27867 
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34 

Finally, given the approxiinate equivalence of the Build and Buy cases 

when coi-rected, we conclude that the Coinmission should reject the proposed 

ECP projects 4 and 5 based on qualitative factors that maxiinize the flexibility 

and miniinize the risk to the Company, its customers, and its creditors. The 

following qualitative factors weigh against ECP projects 4 and 5 included in the 

Build case, but not in the Buy case, particularly given the flexibility to revisit 

prqjects 4 and S in the future, the need to miniinize rate increases for as long as 

possible, and the need to retain the Smelter load: 

the relative inexperience of the Big Rivers management team in large scale 
construction projects, 

the greater risk to Big Rivers and the members of the Build alternative compared 
to the Buy alternative due to the magnitude of the capital expenditures, 

the uncertainty of timing, scope, and cost of the CSAPR compliance 
requirements, particularly given the pending stay of the CSAPR regulations, 

the potential for cost overruns under the Build alternative, given the preliminary 
nature of the engineering design and related cost estimates presented by the 
Company, 

tlie effect on inember rates if there are Smelter load losses and the costs of the 
Build alternative are imposed on the remaining customers and load, 

the potential for significant additional environmental compliance costs due to 
other pending and potential environmental legislation and regulations, including 
the effects of the proposed Coal Combustion Residuals regulation, potential 
carbon legislation and/or regulations, and changes to the National Ambient Air 
Standards, among others, 

tlie ability of the Company to finance the Build case capital expenditures and the 
cost of that financing if it is available, and 



Lane Kollen 
Page 9 

1 
2 
3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
19 

0 the flexibility that the Buy case affords the Commission to subsequently revisit 
the Build alternative if the economics support such a decision in the f11tui-e.~ 

In the next section of my testimony, I address various flaws in the 

Company’s modeling and assessment of the available options that impact the 

viability, nominal revenue requirements and net present value economics of the 

Company’s scenarios, and the production costs and margins from sales to other 

wholesale customers in lieu of the Smelters in the event that one or both of the 

Smelters teiiniriate their contracts. 

I then address various qualitative factors that affect the Company’s 

analyses and tlie Company’s failure to address these factors. Among these 

qualitative factors are the Company’s failure to consider increases in capital 

expenditures compared to the preliminary estimates reflected in its t hee  scenarios 

and two sensitivities; the failure to iriclude costs for additional environmental 

requirements and compliance costs; and tlie availability and cost of financing 

capital expenditures. 

11. THE COMPANY’S QUANTITATIVE ANALYSES ARE FUNDAMENTALLY 
FLAWED AND UNRELIABLE 

The Company does not propose to include construction work in progress in “rate 
base” in the proposed ES tariff, according to Exhibit Wolfram - 2. The proposed tariff 
defines environmental rate base as electric plant in seivice less accuinulated depreciation. 
The Company’s qualitative analyses are consistent with the proposed ES tariff and 
capitalized interest during consti-uction. There is no effect included in the revenue 
requirement of the capital expenditures until the assets are coiripleted and placed in 
service. This proposal reduces the NPV of the Build and Build Smelter load loss 
sensitivity cases compared to the Buy cases because it defers any recovery related to the 
capital expenditures in the Build and Build Smelter load loss sensitivity cases until 2016, 
or year five of the 15 year analysis period. 
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Description of Company’s Quantitative Analyses in Financial Model 

Q. 

A. 

Please generally describe the Company’s quantitative analyses. 

In general, the Company obtained market prices, coal prices, natural gas prices, 

and monthly allowance prices from PACE Global, which it, in turn, provided to 

ACES Power Marketing. The Company also provided other generating unit data 

to ACES. ACES performed all production cost modeling using the Ventyx 

Planning and Risk (“PaR”) model. The production cost model output was 

subjected to post-processing analyses and the results then were input into the 

Company’s financial model. The FM was used to develop the NPV results 

presented by MI-. Hite for the Base case, Build case, Partial Buy case, Build case 

Smelter load loss sensitivity, and the Buy case Smelter load loss sensitivity. 

Although not presented by the Company either in its Build, Partial Build, Buy 

cases, or as sensitivities, the Company subsequently obtained market prices from 

ACES and from IH Gobal for use in a Load Concentration Study performed in 

May 2012, nearly two months after it completed the analyses reflected in its filing 

in this proceeding. The ACES and IH Global market prices were significantly 

lower than the PACE Global market prices used by ACES and then used by Big 

Rivers in the alternatives and sensitivities it presented in this proceeding. The 

PACE market price forecast assumed C02  emission costs, while the ACES 

market price forecast did not. 
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4 

5 

6 

7 

9 

10 A. 

11 

12 

13 

14 Q. 

1.5 A. 

16 

17 

18 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 

Are there problems with the Company’s production cost modeling? 

Yes. These problems are addressed by Mr. Hayet. In addition, Mr. Hayet has re- 

run the production cost model to correct modeling ell-ors and unreasonable 

assumptions and data. He presents the results of the coil-ected quantitative 

analyses in his testimony on a “to-go” basis. I present the results of the coil-ected 

quantitative analyses on an “all-in” basis. 

Are there problems with the Company’s quantitative analyses reflected in 

the financial model? 

Yes. I first will describe how the Company uses the FM, then address the various 

flaws in the Company’s methodology, and then address the flaws in the 

Company’s Smelter load loss sensitivities. 

Please describe the Company’s Financial Model. 

The Company’s FM is an Excel-based workbook with multiple inteil-elated 

spreadsheets. 

processes over a projected 15 year period, from 2012 through 2026. 

The FM simulates the Company’s accounting and ratemaking 

The FM 

includes the following inteil-elated spreadsheets: 

0 Trial Bal (trial balance by RUS account) 

0 Charts (computes financial and rate metrics) 

Risk (scales market power prices) 

NPV (computes net present value of “to-go” costs of compliance plan 
alternatives) 
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ECP (compliance plan alternative capex, expenses, ECR rate effect) 

Bud Adj (adjusts various budget items) 

Stints RUS (develops financial statements in RIJS foimat) 

Rates (develops rates, member and market revenues, solves for revenue 
deficiencies and surplus to achieve 1.24 TIER) 

Rates - Cash (computes member rates on cash method) 

FAC, PPA, ES, SC (computes surcharge rates) 

Regulatory Charge (computes regulatory deferral and amortization 
expense) 

Fuel (fuel purchases and expense by generating unit) 

PCM (production costs) 

Interest (computes interest on reserves) 

O&M (primarily fixed O&M and A&G by RIJS account) 

Capex & Depr (non-environmental capex and depreciation) 

UW Transaction (unwind transaction) 

Debt (detail on debt issuances arid interest expense) 

Pat. (patronage capital and dividends) 

Q. Please describe how the Company calculated the net present value of the 

various compliance alternatives and sensitivities in the Financial Model. 

The Company calculated the net present value of the various compliance 

alternatives and sensitivities in the financial model on the “NPV” spreadsheet. It 

employed a “to-go” construct in which it used only the variable costs and 

revenues that it determined were affected by the alternative, including the so- 

A. 
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called “fixed costs” of interest and principal repayments on debt issued for the 1 

2 alternative. The “to-go” expenses and revenues were deteiinined on a total 

3 Company basis, not on a ineinber revenue requirements basis, even though the 

FM also coinputes the effects on an “all-in” member revenue requirement basis, 4 

which it builds by computing base rates and surcharge rates by custonier class. 5 

The Company’s “to-go” construct assumed that there would be no other changes 6 

7 in expenses or revenues. More specifically, the Company’s constsuct uses only 

8 the following expenses/costs and revenues: 

9 Production Costs 

0 fuel expense, 
0 variable environmental O&M expense, 

purchased power expense, 
0 emission allowance expense, 
0 off-system or market revenues (reflected as a negative 

offset to the expenses) 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
1s 

16 Fixed Cost of Capital 

17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

0 

0 

propei-ty tax expense, 
0 property insurance expense, 
0 labor expense 

debt seivice (interest expense arid principal maturities), 
debt issuance cost amoi-tization expense, 

In general, the “to-go” production expenses and market revenues were 22 

23 developed by ACES using the production cost model, subjected to “post- 

24 processing analyses,” and then input by Big Rivers into its financial model, 

25 primarily into the PCM spreadsheet in the financial model. The production 

expenses and market revenues developed by ACES relied on market prices that 26 

were developed by PACE Global at Big Rivers’ request. In general, the Company 27 



Lane Kollen 
Page 14 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11  

12 

13 

14 

1s 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

directly modeled the incremental debt and related debt service arid the other fixed 

costs of capital within the FM itself. All of these amounts are reflected on an 

annual nominal dollar basis in the NPV spreadsheet and then discounted in that 

spreadsheet to 20 12 net present value dollars. The discounting is performed on an 

annual basis using the Company’s weighted cost of debt grossed-up for the 

contract TIER of 1.24 to an overall discount rate of 7.93%. 

The Company’s Quantitative Analyses Are Replete with Errors 

Q. Are there problems with the Company’s NPV analyses that affect all of the 

scenarios and sensitivities? 

A. Yes. There are multiple problems. First, the Company’s NPV analyses fail to 

reflect the effects on member revenue requirements on an “all-in’’ basis and 

instead focus only on the net present value to the Company of the “to-go” 

expenses and revenues of the alternatives. Although the Company’s FM develops 

the “all-in” member revenue requirements, the Company chose to use the “to-go’’ 

metric. The “to-go” metric, in and of itself, does not disqualify the Company’s 

analyses, but it appears to have contributed to the other problems that I 

subsequently address. It also is important to recognize that the Company’s net 

present value amounts using the “to-go’’ metric are not meaningful in absolute 

dollars of revenue requirement due to the exclusion of other revenue requirement 

components that are included in the “all-in” revenue requirement, but rather are 

meaningful only for the purposes of ranking the various scenarios and quantifying 
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the differences between them. 

Second, the Company’s NPV analyses fail to include the TIER on the 

interest expense, which understates the net present value of the debt service 

expense included in the various alternatives. For ratemaking purposes, the 

Company recovers not only the interest on its debt from customers through the 

revenue requirement, but also recovers a margin that adds another 24% of the 

interest to the revenue requirement. The Company’s NPV analyses ignore the 

TIER effect on the member revenue requirement. The failure to include the TIER 

on the interest expense also is methodologically inconsistent with the Company’s 

use of a discount rate that is grossed-up for the TIER. This error has the greatest 

effect in the Build case because it has the greatest interest expense among the 

alternatives. 

Third, the Company’s NPV analyses assume that the debt service is 

levelized over 30 years: a methodology that is similar to a lease or home 

mortgage and assumes a uniform annual debt service. However, this 

methodology is inconsistent with the ratemaking process, which assumes that the 

Company’s interest expense and the related member revenue requirement are the 

Typically, a utility’s debt service is at the maximum level when the assets that 
were financed enter commercial operation. As the asset is depreciated and the debt 
principal is repaid, the revenue requirement declines. Under a levelized approach, the 
debt service is converted into an annuity, similar to a lease or home mortgage, so that 
there are equal annual requirements. If the two data series were plotted against each 
other, the typical annual revenue requirement would decline annually from the first year 
through the last year of the asset’s life and the related repayment of the debt principal. In 
contrast, the levelized annual revenue requirement would remain the same each year and 
would be less than the typical revenue requirement in the early years, then crossover and 
be more than the tvnical revenue reauireinerit in the latter vears. 
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greatest when construction of the assets is completed and then decline as the 

assets are depreciated and the debt is reduced. The Company’s methodology and 

significantly reduces the expenses in the early years of the Company’s 15 year 

analysis period conipared to the actual annual revenue requirement and recoveries 

based on declining debt and the related interest expense over time. Although this 

does not have a significant effect on the net present value over the 15 year 

analysis period, it does affect the annual nominal and present value amounts. 

Is there a problem with the Company’s NPV analyses that affects only 

certain of the scenarios and sensitivities? 

Yes. The Company failed to include the economic effects of the costs to remove 

the existing scrubber at Wilson in conjunction with ECP project 4 in the Build 

case, the Partial Build case, and the Build case Smelter load sensitivity. This 

problem does not affect either the Buy case or the Buy case Smelter load loss 

sensitivity because Project 4 is not included in those cases. 

This ei-ror understates the net present value of the Build, Partial Build and 

Build Smelter load loss sensitivity cases in comparison to the Buy and Buy 

Smelter load loss sensitivity cases by ignoring the depreciation expense (or debt 

principal repayments), interest expense, and the TIER margin on the removal 

costs and the related debt financing. I am not able to estimate the effect of the 

Company’s ei-ror because the Company not only failed to include the cost of 

removal, it also failed to estimate the cost itself, according to its response to 

KIUC 2-22. The Company claims that the cost of removal isn’t an issue because 
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it will be offset by salvage income. However, that claim appears to have been 

developed after the fact and is without any support whatsoever. I have attached a 

copy of the Company’s response as my Exhibit-(LK-2). 

Are there other problems with the Company’s NPV analyses that affect only 

certain of the scenarios and sensitivities? 

Yes. The Company’s NPV analyses fail to reflect any reduction in non-he1 

production operation and maintenance expense, other than changes in variable 

environmental O&M expense, in the Partial Build or Buy cases or the Buy case 

Smelter load loss sensitivity. In other words, even though the Company 

constrains and substantially reduces the operation of the generating units in those 

cases, it still assumes that it will incur the same non-environmental operation and 

maintenance expense. In the real world, the Company would reduce its 

maintenance expense to reflect reductions in maintenance requirements, and 

possibly would reduce its operation expense, especially in the Buy case and the 

Buy case Smelter load loss sensitivity, but it failed to reflect any reductions in 

these expenses in its analyses in this proceeding. 

The Company included the same fixed production maintenance expense in 

all three cases and the two sensitivities as follows: 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FIXED MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 

($Mil l ion) 

2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2026 

49.89 
46.20 
56.83 
52.02 
53.78 
55.40 
57.06 
58.77 
60.53 
62.35 
64.22 
66.15 
68.13 
70.17 
72.28 
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If these fixed maintenance expenses alone were reduced by 25% in the 

Buy and the Buy Smelter load loss sensitivity cases to reflect reductions in 

maintenance requirements, then the net present value for those cases would be 

reduced by $133 million, both on a “to-go” basis and on an “all-in’’ basis. Thus, a 

change in this assumption alone would iinprove the ranking of the Buy case and 

the related Smelter load loss sensitivity compared to the Build case and the related 

Smelter load loss sensitivity. 

The Companv’s Smelter Load Loss Scenarios Are Erroneous and Misleading 

Q. Are there also problems with the Company’s NPV analyses that affect only 

the Smelter load loss sensitivities? 
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Yes. The Company’s NPV analyses of the Build case and Buy case Smelter load 

loss sensitivities are flawed. This is evident from even a cursory review of the 

results of these analyses reported on Exhibit Hite-4 attached to Mr. Hite’s Direct 

Testimony as suinrnarized in the table below: 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
COMPARISON OF BIG RIVERS CASES 

($MILLION) 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Total 

Build Case 301 93 28591 27708 26534 25898 234 16 22082 20297 19561 181 68 17331 15882 158 14 146 15 14948 3,210 39 

Partial Buildcase 301 93 28528 281 85 271 50 267 63 247 94 240 12 22007 21404 20073 191 88 177 15 17678 16460 16887 3,410 36 

Buy Case 31724 31537 30391 29387 28884 29007 281 29 27092 25551 25018 22609 21680 20472 20928 19670 3,92079 

Build Smelter Load Loss 301 93 286 15 31 80 12 62 (10 68) (58 57) (79 18) (79 68) (87 20) (9900) (10292) (121 44) (117 84) (114 40) (9561) (334 06) 

Buy Smelter Load Loss 317 24 310 99 49 75 36 93 14 46 (13 39) (28 21) (22 51) (36 32) (40 74) (57 85) (72 42) (77 96) (60 57) (54 71) 2M 68 

More specifically, the Company’s results for the Build case Smelter load 

loss sensitivity show a cumulative net present value of negative $334.10 million. 

In other words, the “to-go” costs for this sensitivity actually will be income, not a 

net cost, according to the Company’s analysis. If the Company’s results are 

coirect, then the costs of the Build case, the loss of the Smelter revenues, and the 

increase in market revenues would result in “to-go” income. According to these 

results, the loss of Smelter revenues and the replacement with market revenues 

would convert the Build case from a “to-go” net present value cost of $3,210 

million to irzconze of $334 million, an improvement of $3,544 million. The 

Company would become primarily a merchant generator and would be sub,ject to 

the risk of market pricing for all generation that is not sold to rural and large 

industrial customers. 
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Similarly, the Coinpany’s results for the Buy case Smelter load loss 

sensitivity show a net present value of $264.70 million, a fraction of the net 

present value cost of the Build case itself, or an iinproveinent of $2,945 million. 

As with the Build Smelter load loss sensitivity, the Company would become 

primarily a merchant generator and its generation subject to market pricing. 

Taken at face value, the Company’s studies suggest that the Commission 

should choose the Build case and everyone should hope and pray that the 

Smelters reduce or terminate their operations. However, the computations both 

ignore the fact that if the Smelter load is lost, there will be no more smelter 

revenues. More specifically, the Company’s NPV analyses incorrectly assume 

that the Smelter revenues will continue (or be recovered in their entirety from the 

remaining rural and large industrial customers through huge rate increases) while 

the Company also sells the power into the inarltet that no longer will be supplied 

to the Smelters. This is a flaw in the Company’s analyses because the Smelters 

will not pay Big Rivers for power that they do not buy from Big Rivers. The 

Company’s NPV analyses also assume that the PACE market prices will be 

reality and will increase to more than $100 per inWh over the next 15 years. The 

PACE very high market price forecast includes an assumption that C02 

restrictions will be imposed, yet Big Rivers inconsistently assumes that its 

generation costs will not increase because of C02  restrictions. Mr. Hayet 

addresses this assumption compared to the ACES and IH Global market price 

projections. 

The following tables show the components of the Company’s NPV 
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analyses for the Build case and the Smelter load loss sensitivity and then the Buy 

case and the Smelter load loss sensitivity. 

BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION BUILD CASE 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Total 
Pmduclion Cost Model 
Fuel (Including Start-up) 266 47 285 35 298 78 309 40 321 62 337 02 340 29 364 03 366 26 373 15 378 75 394 72 396 10 418 69 409 91 5,260 56 
Vanable Enwmnmenlal 01 2896 3262 3856 3960 5337 56 65 5807 6250 64 10 6582 6807 7041 73 05 7730 7667 865 77 
Purchased Power 4246 37 10 36 14 3234 31 36 29 18 2967 2346 31 75 3031 3842 3220 4493 3515 5347 52793 
AllowancePurchases 0 0 3  0 4 8  0 7 9  0 9 3  (043) 1 4 9  0 0 2  2 3 0  0 3 5  2 7 1  087 347 0 6 3  327 0 10 1701 
OR-System Sales 

Fixed Cost of Capital 
Debt Setuce 2 3 1  7 19 1315 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 24349 
Debt Issuance Cost 012 0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 2  012 0 1 2  0 1 2  012 0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 2  1 7 2  
Property Tax 000 000 000 0 1 5  0 4 4  0 4 3  0 4 2  0 4 1  0 4 0  039 0 3 8  0 3 7  0 3 6  0 3 5  413 
Property Insurance 000 000 0 1 8  054 0 5 6  0 5 8  0 5 9  0 6 1  0 6 3  0 6 5  067 0 6 9  0 7 1  0 7 3  7 1 4  
Labor 000 000 0 2 0  0 4 0  0 4 2  0 4 3  044 0 4 5  047 048 0 5 0  0 5 1  0 5 3  054 536 

(35 99) (49 40) (58 81) (62 32) (75 79) (103 01) (100 63) (127 66) (123 95) (132 62) (136 09) (154 88) (141 34) (162 06) (126 90) (1,591 46) 

Rewnue Requirement 301 93 308 59 322 77 333 60 351 43 342 94 34906 346 28 360 19 361 07 371 74 367 67 395 15 394 14 43508 5,341 63 

4 ~ ~ o f R e w n u e R e q u i r e m c  301 93 28591 27708 26534 25898 234 16 22082 20297 19561 181 68 17331 15882 158 14 146 15 14948 3,21039 

5 

BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION BUILD SMELTER LOAD LOSS SENSITIVITY 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Total 
Pmduclion Cost Model 
Fuel (Including Start-up) 266 47 285 35 283 98 301 20 316 14 335 01 339 14 362 13 365 42 371 72 377 27 392 12 394 50 415 47 406 74 5,212 66 
VanableEnwmnmentalO, 2896 3262 3596 3804 52 16 5634 5792 6225 6408 6571 6798 70 19 7303 77 18 7654 85897 
Purchased Power 4246 37 10 1289 13 16 1322 1391 1399 1405 1479 1486 1496 1577 1581 1589 1671 269 55 
AllowancePurchases 0 0 3  0 4 8  0 5 0  0 7 6  (1 37) 1 38 (099) 2 17 (073) 2 5 3  (039) 3 15 (083) 2 7 7  (1 62) 7 8 6  
Olf-System Sales (35 99) (49 40) (303 86) (351 00) (415 54) (513 63) (556 42) (597 76) (625 36) (672 79) (701 83) (783 63) (798 22) (841 10) (797 95) (8,044 48) 

Fixed Cost of Capital 
Debt Serwce 2 3 1  7 19 1315 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 24349 
Debt Issuance Cost 0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 2  012 0 1 2  0 1 2  012 0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 2  012 0 1 2  1 7 2  
Pmperty Tax 000 000 000 0 1 5  0 4 4  0 4 3  042 0 4 1  0 4 0  039 0 3 8  0 3 7  036 0 3 5  4 1 3  
Pmperty Insurance 000 000 0 18 054 0 5 6  0 5 8  0 59 0 6 1  0 63 065 0 6 7  0 69 071 0 7 3  7 14 
Labor 0 2 5  0 2 5  0 2 5  000 000 000 000 000 0 0 0  000 0 0 0  000 000 000 0 7 5  

Rewnue Requiremenl (14 49) (85 79) (125 16) (135 94) (160 57) (196 75) (220 76) (281 15) (294 45) (308 52) (278 29) (1,438 21) 

PV of Rewnue Requireme 301 93 286 15 31 80 12 62 (10 68) (58 57) (79 18) (79 68) (87 20) (99 00) (102 92) (121 44) (117 84) (1 14 40) (95 61) (334 06) 

301 93 308 84 37 04 15 86 

6 

7 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION BUY CASE 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Total 
Pmduction Cost Model 
Fuel (Including Start Up) 216 73 193 37 216 94 231 00 245 51 242 05 247 83 252 03 269 22 262 70 284 04 287 27 304 95 298 62 315 80 3,868 05 
VanableEnwmnmentalO1 2324 2267 2734 3039 41 12 4205 4291 4460 4809 4802 5222 5271 5741 5738 5992 65009 
Purchased Power 8956 13662 12785 131 45 143 19 18597 18707 20422 19338 23293 20720 231 65 21989 27514 25330 2,81943 
AllowancePurchases 000 000 000 000 (087) (096) (099) (0 14) 0 5 0  0 16 0 7 6  066 097 0 3 9  139 188 
Off-System Sales (12 28) (12 35) (19 IO) (26 06) (41 67) (49 06) (36 98) (43 32) (45 53) (51 47) (64 13) (75 26) (76 60) (72 07) (62 81) (688 68) 

Fixed Cost ofCapilal 
Debt Seruce 006 0 9 7  2 4 7  A 14 4 14 414 4 14 4 14 4 14 4 14 4 14 414 414 414 4901 
Debt Issuance Cost 0 0 1  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  003 0 3 4  
Pmperty Tax 000 000 000 000 0 0 9  0 0 9  0 0 9  0 0 9  0 0 8  0 0 8  0 0 8  0 0 8  007 007 082 
Property Insurance 000 000 OW 0 1 1  0 1 1  0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 3  0 1 3  0 1 3  0 1 4  0 1 4  0 1 5  0 1 5  1 4 3  
Labor 000 000 0 2 0  0 4 0  0 4 2  0 4 3  044 0 4 5  047 0 4 8  050 0 5 1  0 5 3  054 536 

Rewnue Requirement 317 24 34038 35403 36947 391 95 42483 44464 46221 47049 497 20 48495 501 91 511 52 56438 572 53 6,70771 

1 PVofRewnueRequlremf 31724 31537 30391 29387 28884 29007 281 29 27092 25551 250 18 22609 21680 20472 20928 19670 3,92079 
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81G RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION BUY SMELTER LOAD LOSS SENSrTIVrPI 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Total 
Pmduclion Cost Model 

VanableEnumnmentalOa 2324 2340 24 51 27 27 3898 41 66 4270 4425 4794 4776 5202 5246 5723 5729 5970 640 41 

AllowancePurchases 000 000 000 000 (244) (267) (270) (1 93) (1 47) (1 96) (1 40) (1 70) (1 69) (244) (1 55) (21 94) 
Off-System Sales (12 37) (188 72) (212 95) (272 94) (321 72) (349 76) (351 73) (402 46) (409 30) (480 82) (524 77) (574 90) (535 80) (552 21) (5,202 73) 

Fixed Cost of Capilal 

Fuel(Inc1udingStart-Up) 21673 20534 20663 21375 23459 23989 24617 24968 26802 26034 28230 28474 30277 29579 31246 3.81919 

Purchased Power 8956 11923 1453 1568 1675 1843 1420 1650 1627 1734 1896 1675 1689 1690 1743 42542 

(12 28) 

Debt Seruce 006 0 9 7  2 4 7  1 1 4  4 14 414 4 14 4 14 4 14 4 14 4 14 4 14 4 14 414 4901 
Debt Issuance Cost 0 0 1  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  0 0 3  003 0 3 4  
Pmperly Tax 000 000 000 000 0 0 9  0 0 9  0 0 9  0 0 9  0 0 8  0 0 8  0 0 8  0 0 8  007 007 082 
Property Insurance 000 000 000 0 1 1  0 1 1  0 1 2  0 1 2  0 1 3  0 1 3  0 1 3  014 0 1 4  0 1 5  0 1 5  143 
Labor 000 000 0 2 0  0 4 0  0 4 2  0 4 3  044 0 4 5  0 4 7  0 4 8  0 5 0  0 5 1  0 5 3  054 5 3 6  

Rewnue Requirement 317 24 335 65 57 95 46 43 19 62 (19 62) (44 59) (38 41) (66 87) (80 97) (124 08) (167 65) (194 81) (163 36) (159 24) (282 70) 

PV of Rewnue Requireme 317 24 310 99 49 75 36 93 14 46 (13 39) (28 21) (22 51) (36 32) (40 74) (57 85) (72 42) (77 96) (60 57) (54 71) 2 M  68 

As I described previously, the Company’s NPV analyses assume no 

changes in expenses or revenues other than those reflected in the “to-go” 

amounts. However, this is an invalid assumption when the Smelter revenues are 

lost in their entirety and replaced with market revenues. In the Company’s NPV 

analyses, it includes the replacement market revenues, but, as the preceding tables 

demonstrate, the Company did not increase the “to-go” expenses (or show the lost 

Smelter revenues as expenses) for the lost Smelter revenues even though those 

revenues no longer will exist under the two sensitivity cases. 
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In reality, what will be the effect on the “all-in” member revenue 

requirements from the Smelter load loss sensitivities? 

In reality, the Smelter load loss would be catastrophic to the rural and large 

industrial customers and Big Rivers would be forced to seek irmnediate and 

drastic rate increases starting in 2014 and continuing through future years until 

market prices rise sufficiently to replace the margins that were lost on the Smelter 

sales. More speci?cally, under tlze Build case in the event that the Sinelters 

terminnte their contracts, the Company itself estimates that the necessary mte 

increases for the rural and large industrial customer classes will average 69%. 

Urzder the Buy case in the event that the Smelters terminate their contracts, the 

Coinpany estimates that the necessaiy rate increases for tlze riiral and large 

irzdust~ial ciistoiners classes will average 84%. 

Despite increases of those magnitudes on iural and large industrial 

customers, the Company assumed that there would be no reductions in the rural or 

large industrial sales due to the drastic rate increases. That assumption is highly 

unlikely and the Company has perfoiined no studies to support the assumption 

that there is no elasticity of demand, according to its responses to AG 1-22 and 

Staff 2-14. To the contrary, it is highly likely that there would be significant 

conservation by rural customers and reductions in large industrial usage, as well 

as possible plant closures and loss of jobs. If there is a substantial reduction in 

sales to these remaining rural and large industrial customers, the rate increases 

necessary to replace the lost Smelter margins easily could spiral upward and 
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exceed 100%. I have attached a copy of the Coiripany’s responses to AG 1-22 

and Staff 2-14 as my Exhibit__(L,K-3). 

The following table shows the annual “all-in” non-Smelter revenue 

requirements for the rural and large industrial customer classes that I obtained 

from the “Rates” spreadsheet of the FM for the Company’s two Smelter load loss 

sen~itivities:~ 

BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
REVENUE BY CUSTOMER CLASS UNDER SMELTER LOAD LOSS SENSITIVITIES 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

Build Case Smelter Load Loss 
Rural Rewnue 105378 110320 18725 17378 16892 15107 12951 12560 10941 8568 7138 2955 2530 2281 5067 
Large lnduslnal Reenue 35 772 37 230 6257 6994 68 11 51 28 42 98 41 43 3595 2827 2363 1087 962  8 9 1  1698 
Smeller Rewnue 376163380758  000 000 000 000 000 000  000 000 000 000 000 0 0 0  000 
Market Rewnue 35990 49403 30386 351 00 41554 51363 55642 59776 62536 67279 701 83 78363 79822 841 10 79795 

Buy Case Smelter Load Loss 
Rural Rewnue 107318 116243 21437 20681 19457 18196 18714 19649 17775 17147 14298 11449 10003 13318 14147 
Large lndustnal Reenue 36487 39405 7236 7650 7591 6689 61 99 6450 5794 5540 46 12 3704 3245 41 93 4392 
Smelter Rewnue 386529 404 337 000 000 000 000 000 0 00 000 000 000 000 000 000 000 

8 Market Rewnue 12285 12372 18872 21295 27294 321 72 34976 351 73 40246 40930 48082 52477 57490 53580 55221 

9 

10 Q. What conclusions should the Commission draw from the Smelter load loss 

11 sensitivities? 

12 A. The most important conclusion is that the Commission should take all necessary 

13 steps to ensure that the Smelters do not teiininate their contracts. The loss of 

14 Smelter load and revenues would be immediate and catastrophic to rural and large 

15 industrial customers because the margins on the market sales will be insufficient 

These comparisons are based on the Company’s versions of the Build case 
Smelter load loss and Buy case Smelter load loss sensitivities, which indicate greater 
impact under the Buy case compared to the Build case. However, the KIUC versions 
show that the impact is approximately the same under either the Build or Buy cases. 
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to replace the margins on the Smelter sales that will be lost. Despite Big Rivers’ 

rosy projections based on the PACE market price projections to the contrary, the 

rural and large industrial members may never recover from the rate effects of 

Smelter load losses if fbture market prices do not rise to the levels reflected in the 

Company’s studies. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q. Have you prepared a table showing the ‘“all-in” annual member revenue 

8 requirements resulting from KIUC’s corrected Smelter load loss 

9 sensitivities? 

10 A. Yes. The following table shows the “all-in’’ non-Smelter member revenue 

11 requirements for each Smelter load loss sensitivity compared to the KIUC 

12 corrected versions of the Build and Buy cases. 

13 

BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATlON ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE SCENARIOS CORRECTED BY KlllC 
COMPARISON OF TOTAL CUSTOMER REVENUES, EXCLUDING MARKETSALE, - NOMINAL AND NPV 

2013 2014 2015 2018 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Total 
1 2  3 4 5 8 7 8 0 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3 1 4  

IUIUC Build 
Total Revenue 59020 62496 65339 69345 7 l 3  19 72905 756 14 76343 77641 78037 8 W 5 1  79921 82522 83909 
Add Revenueto Achieve 124TIER n o 5  6 8 0  3 35 8 3 8  1178 1 0 8 1  l332 18M 1752 2201 25 11 3392 43 16 4978 
Lerr Market Revenue 3 1 M  3532 3605 4030 4969 5318 6770 6394 6190 5632 6055 4483 5443 5624 
Total Curtomcr Revenue 571 26 59644 62070 66153 67528 68669 70176 71754 732 01 74605 76507 78830 81395 83263 99WB 

NPV Total Customer Revenue 52929 51201 40369 48750 461 08 43442 411 33 38988 36831 347 82 33047 31549 301 82 28806 5 6 6 9 W  

KlUCBuy 
Total Revenue 60121 63042 64635 677 12 70247 7 1 9 M  73368 742 97 75685 76729 78406 79680 82955 85074 
Add RevenuetoAch~eve 124TIER 0 W O W  O W  O W  1 15 3 06 8 4 1  1255 1152 1 7 2 1  2012 2634 22 10 28 34 
Lerr Market Revenue 29D1 3657 2894 2426 2905 2495 2445 2293 2181 2166 2456 2076 2270 2629 
Total Customer Revenue 572 20 59385 61741 65286 67457 697 15 71764 73258 74656 762 83 77962 80238 82895 852 80 1003139 

NPV Total Curlomei Revenue 530 16 60979 491 07 481 12 46059 441 04 42064 39765 37565 35564 33676 321 12 30738 292 09 572180 

KlUC BulldSmelterLoad Lorr 
Total Revenue 59020 50601 53961 58663 51564 54476 56707 48501 49135 464 98 38673 35546 38798 43359 
Add Revenue to Aclioeve 124TIER 12 05 44 66 35 28 37 51 153 18 142 38 149 89 225 54 229 26 228 54 33024 336 86 356 27 350 85 
Lerr Market Revenuc 3100 20776 23042 25272 29482 32236 33778 32363 32405 29731 31901 2 8 4 s  312 20 35576 
Total CUItomer Revcnuc 55921 29828 30920 33390 374 W 364 78 379 18 38693 39655 39622 39796 408 19 43206 42867 5465 I2 

NPV Total Customer Revenue 518 12 258 06 24593 246 07 25536 230 77 22225 210 13 199% 18472 171 90 16337 16021 14728 3213.69 

KlUC Buy SmelterLoad Loss 
Total Revenue 601 21 515 17 4 9 7 M  51702 46423 48704 485 27 444 17 43097 44903 37503 37327 37971 43528 
Add RevenuetoAchteve I24TIER 1949 1899 1795 1929 9497 92 76 1 W 2 7  15041 15234 14891 22843 23479 25380 25211 
Lcrr Market Rcvenue 2 9 M  19094 16752 17046 19338 21113 2 M 2 4  20283 18487 19837 20573 19847 19968 25062 
Total Customer Revenue 572 20 32424 32952 34656 36583 36867 38131 39175 39844 39957 39773 4W59 433 82 43677 5555 98 

14 NPV Total Customer Revenuc 530 16 27834 282 09 25539 24978 233 23 223 50 21275 20049 188 28 171 80 16392 16086 15008 3 27867 
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111. QUALITATIVE FACTORS SUPPORT THE BUY CASE 

The Commission should Maximize Flexibility and Minimize Risk 

Q. Mr. Hayet addresses numerous qualitative factors that argue against the 

Build case and in favor of the Buy case. Do you have any additional 

comments? 

Yes. The validity of the results of the quantitative analyses is driven largely by 

the assumptions used in the modeling process. There is greater certainty 

sui-rounding some of the assumptions, such as the physical operation of the power 

plants. There is greater uncertainty surrounding other assumptions, such as the 

market price of power, whether for purchases by Big Rivers or sales by Big 

Rivers, and the ability of the Company to finance, or the cost of the financing if it 

is able to finance. Changes in these assumptions can change the ability to 

implement and/or the ranking of the various alternatives. 

A. 

Thus, in its review of the Company’s request, the Cornmission should 

carefully consider the effects of these assumptions and select the alternative that 

provides the most flexibility in light of constantly changing circumstances; that 

minimizes the risk to all customers, rural, large industrial, and Smelters; and that 

minimizes the risk to the Company and its creditors. 

The Company’s Cost Estimates Are Preliminary and Subject to Overruns 
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In addition to the qualitative factors addressed by Mr. Hayet, should the 

Commission be concerned about cost overruns? 

Yes. Aside froin the Company’s modeling of the Build, Partial Build, and Build 

Smelter load loss sensitivity cases, the reality is that any cost overruns will affect 

member revenue requirements and rates and place additional pressure on the 

Company, its creditors, its rural and large industrial custoiners, and the Smelters. 

The Company estimates that its direct construction costs will be $286.14 

million and that deferred financing costs will add another $15 inillion for a total 

capital cost of $301 million in the Build alternatives. However, these estimates 

are preliminary estimates and do not reflect detailed engineering estimates. 

Engineering and design have not been conipleted, according to the Company’s 

Application. Thus, there is a high likelihood of cost ovei-runs and costs that the 

Company did not consider in its quantitative analyses. For example, the 

Company plans to act as the general contractor using a “minimal contracts 

approach,” which it describes in response to Staff 1-1 8. Yet the Company did not 

include any costs for these activities in any of the cases, arguing that they would 

be “relatively insignificant” and “covered by the contingency in the estimate,” 

also according to its response to Staff 1-18. I have attached a copy of the 

Company’s response to Staff 1-18 as my Exhibit-(LK-4). In addition, the 

Company has not yet completed testing or modeling of its ESP performance and 

may have to install ESP upgrades, according to its response to Staff 1-14. I have 
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attached a copy of the Company’s response to Staff 1-14 as my Exhibit-(L,K- 

5) .  

In addition, the Coinmission should note that none of the contracts have 

yet been bid out by the Company and there may be sizeable differences between 

the preliniinaiy estimates and actual bids by contractors. The Company is 

relatively inexperienced in such large scale consti-uction projects in recent years 

and it may be required to depend more heavily on its contractors for certain 

activities than reflected in the cost estimates. 

Further, the Company already substantially increased its cost estimates for 

the Build case earlier this year before it filed its Application in this proceeding. 

On Januaiy 19, 201 2, the Company’s management presented a listing of projects 

and a cost estimate of $213.5 million to comply with CSAPR and MATS 

requirements to the Big Rivers Board of Directors, according to the Board 

Minutes provided by the Company in response to KIUC 1-43. On Februaiy 21, 

2012, the Company’s management updated the cost estimate to $283.5 million, 

also according to the Board Minutes provide in response to KIUC 1-43. I have 

attached a copy of the relevant portions of the Company’s response to KIUC 1-43 

as my Exhibit-(LK-6). 

In response to KITJC 2-21, the Company confirmed that it had increased 

the cost estimate fioin January 19, 20 12 to February 2 1, 20 12 and that the primary 

reason was that the “capital estimates in the January 20 12 board presentation 

represented high level order of magnitude estimates developed by Big Rivers 

personnel to indicate the level of capital expenditures facing Big Rivers in 
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complying with CSAPR and MATS. The capital estimates in the Februaiy 2012 

board presentation represent the results of the S&L study.” In other words, the 

difference was due to a more refined cost estimate. That tends to be the nature of 

cost estimates and the risk of additional significant cost estimates as the 

engineering and design work progresses is real. I have attached a copy of the 

Company’s response to KIUC 2-2 1 as my Exhibit-(LK-7). 

If the Commission authorizes the Company to proceed with ECP prqjects 

4 and 5, then it will commit the Company, its creditors and all of its custoiners to 

the completion of the projects, the financing of the projects, and the obligation to 

pay through rates for the projects. Those cornmitrnerits will remain in place even 

if there are substantial cost oveii-uns. 

Thus, the Comnission should recognize that there may be cost oveii-uns in 

the proposed ECP projects, with the most risk exposure on prqjects 4 arid 5. The 

Commission can avoid the uncertainty and risk exposure on prqjects 4 and 5 if 

those projects are not authorized at this time. 

The Company’s Ability to Finance Is Uncertain 

Q. Should the Commission be concerned about the Company’s ability to 

finance? 

Yes. The Company’s ECP will require at least $301 million in incremental 

financing, assuming no cost oveii-uns and no additional environmental 

requirements. If there are cost oveii-uns and additional environmental 

A. 
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requirements, the Company will require even inore incremental financing.6 Of 

the $301 million in incremental financing, projects 4 and 5 comprise 

approximately $232 million. At the end of 201 1, the Company had $786 million 

in debt outstanding. The $301 million in incremental debt financing will increase 

its debt outstanding by 38%, all else equal. 

The Company’s ability to finance the 2012 ECP projects is critical to the 

implementation of the Build case and projects 4 and 5. If the Company cannot 

finance these projects, along with all of its other financing requirements, then it 

cannot undertake these projects and the Corrunission should not approve the 

projects. Further, even if the Company is able to provide evidence that it will be 

able to finance the pmjects, then the Commission must ensure that the cost to do 

so will be reasonable. 

The Company’s financial health is tenuous and a continuing concern. It is 

not certain that the Company will be able to finance the $301 million, let alone 

any cost oveii-uns or additional environmental requirements. In addition, 

incremental financing of this magnitude will reduce flexibility for the Company, 

its creditors, and its customers. The Company’s current credit ratings are BBB- 

In a July 14, 201 1 ernail concerning the costs of environmental compliance the 
Company estimated that compliance with the CCR would cost $237 inillion and 
compliance with $316 a and b would cost $55 million, according to the Company’s 
response to Staff 2-17 in this proceeding. If these estimates are correct, the Company 
could face another nearly $300 million in incremental financing. I have attached a copy 
of this response as my Exhibit-(LK-8). The Company more recently estimated that 
compliance with these two regulations would cost $123 million, according to the 
Company’s response to Staff 1-9. I have attached a copy of this response as my 
Exhibit-(LK-9) I 
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from Standard and Poor’s and Fitch and Baal from Moody’s. These ratings are 

reviewed annually in the September time frame and will be reviewed prior to 

commencing construction, and thus, the financing, for projects 4 and 5 .  

Does the Company have a definitive plan to finance the capital and deferred 

financing costs of the ECP projects? 

No. The Company does expect to issue debt to finance these costs, according to 

Mr. Hite. [Hite Direct at 151. However, it does not yet know what financing will 

be available, the cost of any such debt, or its “execution strategy,” according to 

Mr. Hite. [Id., 14-17]. 

The Company is “discussing” the potential for a term loan with the RUS, 

“planning” meetings with institutional investors, and plans to discuss a potential 

construction revolver with potential lenders. [Id., 15-1 61. The Company recently 

filed a Second TJpdated response to KIUC 1-43 in which it disclosed that it is 

attempting to negotiate a revolving credit agreement with CFC to provide 

financing for the capital expenditures associated with the Company’s 2012 ECP 

projects. 

When does the Company plan on filing a financing application with the 

Commission? 

The Company does not plan on filing a financing application until early-August 

2012, according to Mr. Hite. [Id., 161. It then plans to schedule rating agency 

visits in September 2012 seeking an indicative investment grade rating of the 
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proposed debt issuances. [Id“]. 

How should the Commission address the uncertainty regarding the 

Company’s ability to finance the cost of the 2012 ECP projects? 

The best approach given the uncertainty regarding the Company’s ability to 

finance is to minimize the Company’s capital expenditures and financing 

requirements and to reject ECP projects 4 and 5 .  This approach maximizes 

flexibility and minimizes the risk to the Company, its creditors, and its customers. 

Does this complete your testimony? 

Yes. 
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EDUCATION 

University of Toledo, BBA 
Accounting 

University of Toledo, MBA 

Luther Rice IJniversity, MA 

PROFESSIONAL CERTIFICATIONS 

Certified Public Accountant (CPA) 

Certified Management Accountant (CMA) 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATPONS 

American Institute of Certified Public Accountants 

Georgia Society of Certified Public Accountants 

Institute of Management Accountants 

More than thirty years of utility industty experience in the financial, rate, tax, and planning areas. 
Specialization in revenue requirements analyses, taxes, evaluation of rate and financial itnpacts of traditional 
and nontraditional ratemaking, utility mergers/acquisition and diversification. Expertise in proprietary and 
nonproprietary software systems used by utilities for budgeting, rate case support and strategic and financial 
planning. 
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RESUMI;: OF LANE KOLLIEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

EXPERIENCE 

1986 to 
Present: J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.: Vice President and Principal. Responsible for utility 

stranded cost analysis, revenue requirements analysis, cash flow projections and solvency, 
financial and cash effects of traditional and nontraditional ratemaking, and research, 
speaking and writing on the effects of tax law changes. Testimony before Connecticut, 
Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Louisiana, Kentucky, Maine, Maryland, Minnesota, New York, 
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, West Virginia and Wisconsin state 
regulatory commissions and the Federal Energy Regulatoiy Commission. 

1983 to 
1986: Enerw Manammeat Associates: Liead Consultant. 

Consulting in the areas of strategic and financial planning, traditional and nontraditional 
ratemaking, rate case support and testimony, diversification and generation expansion 
planning. Directed consulting and software development projects utilizing PROSCREEN 
11 and ACUMEN proprietary software products. Iltilized ACUMEN detailed corporate 
simulation system, PROSCREEN L1 strategic planning system and other custom developed 
software to support utility rate case filings including test year revenue requirements, rate 
base, operating income and pro-forma adjustments. Also utilized these software products 
for revenue simulation, budget preparation and cost-of-service analyses. 

1976 to 
1983: The Toledo Edison Company: Planning Supervisor. 

Responsible for financial planning activities including generation expansion planning, 
capital and expense budgeting, evaluation of tax law changes, rate case strategy and support 
and computerized financial modeling using proprietary and nonproprietary software 
products. Directed the modeling and evaluation of planning alternatives including: 

Rate phase-ins. 
Construction project cancellations and write-offs. 
Consti-uction project de lays. 
Capacity swaps. 
Financing alternatives. 
Competitive pricing for off-system sales. 
Sale/leasebacks. 
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R~ESUME OF LANE KOLLEN, v m  PRESIDENT 

CLIENTS SERVED 

Industrial Companies and Grows 

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 
Airco Industrial Gases 
AIcan Aluminum 
Armco Advanced Materials Co. 
Armco Steel 
Bethlehem Steel 
Connecticut Industrial Energy Consumers 
EL,CON 
Enron Gas Pipeline Company 
Florida Industrial Power lJsers Group 
Gallatin Steel 
General Electric Company 
GPU Industrial Intervenors 
Indiana Industrial Group 
Industrial Consumers for 

Industrial Energy Consumers - Ohio 
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. 
Kimberly-Clark Company 

Fair Utility Rates - Indiana 

Lehigh Valley Power Committee 
Maryland Industrial Group 
Multiple Intervenors (New York) 
National Southwire 
North Carolina Industrial 

Energy Consumers 
Occidental Chemical Corporation 
Ohio Energy Group 
Ohio Industrial Energy Consumers 
Ohio Manufacturers Association 
Philadeiphia Area Industrial Energy 

PSI Industrial Group 
Smith Cogeneration 
Taconite Intervenors (Minnesota) 
West Penn Pawer Industrial intervenors 
West Virginia Energy Users Group 
Westvaco Corporation 

Users Group 

Remalatory Commissions and 
Government APencies 

Cities in Texas-New Mexico Power Company’s Service Territory 
Cities in AEP Texas Central Company’s Service Territory 
Cities in AEP Texas North Company’s Service Territory 
Georgia Public Service Commission Staff 
Kentucky Attorney General’s Office, Division of Consumer Protection 
Louisiana Public Service Cornmission Staff 
Maine Office of Public Advocate 
New York State Energy Office 
Office of Public Utility Counsel (Texas) 
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RESUh%E OF LANE KOLLEN, VICE PRESIDENT 

Allegheny Power System 
Atlantic City Electric Company 
Carolina Power & Light Company 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company 
Deliiiarva Power & Light Company 
Duquesne Light Company 
General Public Utilities 
Georgia Power Company 
Middle South Services 
Nevada Power Company 
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation 

Utilities 

Otter Tail Power Company 
Pacific Gas & Electric Company 
Public Service Electric & Gas 
Public Service of Oklahoma 
Rochester Gas and Electric 
Savannah Electric & Power Company 
Seminole Electric Cooperative 
Southern California Edison 
Talquin Electric Cooperative 
Tampa Electric 
Texas Utilities 
Toledo Edison Company 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
as of February 2012 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

10186 

11/86 

12186 

1 I87 

3/87 

4/87 

4/87 

5/87 

5/87 

7187 

7/87 

7187 

8187 

8187 

10187 

1 1/87 

1188 

2/88 

2188 

U-I 7282 
Interim 

Interim Rebuttal 

9613 

U-I 7282 

LA 

LA 

KY 

LA 
191h Judicial 
District Ct. 

wv 

LA 

NC 

wv 

LA 

LA 

LA 

wv 

KY 

MN 

FL 

CT 

LA 
19th Judicial 
District Ct. 

KY 

KY 

Loulslana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Attorney General Div of 
Consumer Protection 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Gulf States UtiliUes Cash revenue requirements financial solvency 

Gulf States Utilities Cash revenue requirements financial solvency. 

Big Rivers Electric 
Corp. 

Gulf States Utilities 

Revenue requirements accounting adjustments 
financial workout plan. 

Cash revenue requirements, financial solvency. U-17282 
Interim 

General Order 236 West Virginia Energy 
Users' Group 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commisslon Staff 

North Carolina industrial 
Energy Consumers 

West Virginia Energy 
Users' Group 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Monongahela Power 
co. 

Gulf States Utilities 

Tax Reform Act of 1986. 

11-17282 
Prudence 

Sub 113 
M-100 

86-524-E-SC 

Prudence of River Bend 1, economic analyses, 
cancellation studies. 

Tax Reform Act of 1986 Duke Power Co. 

Monongahela Power 
co. 

Gulf States Utilities 

Revenue requirements, Tax Reform Act of 1986. 

U-17282 Case 
In Chief 

11-17282 Case 
In Chief 
Surrebuttal 

Prudence 
Surrebuttal 

Rebuttal 

9885 

U-17282 

86-524 E-SC 

Revenue requirements, River Bend 1 phase-in plan, 
financial solvency. 

Revenue requirements, River Rend 1 phase-in plan, 
financial solvency. 

Gulf States Utilities 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commissian Staff 

Gulf Stales Utilities Prudence of River Bend 1, ecanomic analyses, 
cancellation studies. 

Revenue requirements, Tax Reform Act of I986 West Virginia Energy 
Ilsers' Group 

Attorney General Div. of 
Consumer Protection 

Taconite Intervenors 

Monongahela Power 
C O  

Big Rivers Electric 
Corp. 

Minnesota Power & 
Light Co 

Florida Power Corp 

Financlal workout plan. 

E41 51GR-87-223 Revenue requirements, O&M expense, Tax Reform 
Actof 1986. 

Revenue requirements, O&M expense, Tax Reform 
Act of 1986. 

Tax Reform Act of 1986. 

870220-El Occidental Chemical Corp 

87-07-0 1 Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Connecticut Light & 
Power Co. 

Gulf States Utilities U-17282 Revenue requirements, River Bend 1 phase-in plan, 
rate of return. 

9934 Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers 

Louisville Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Louisville Gas & 
Eieclric Co. 

Economics of Trimble County, completion. 

10064 Revenue requirements, O&M expense, capital 
structure, excess deferred income taxes. 
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.- 

5180 

5188 

5188 

6188 

7188 

7/88 

9/88 

9188 

10188 

10188 

10188 

10188 

1 1188 

12188 

12/88 

2189 

6189 

7/89 

8/89 

10217 

Ma701 7-1 COO1 

~-87017-2~005 

U-I 7282 

M-87017-1 COO? 
Rebuttal 

Rebuttal 
M-87017-2C005 

88-05-25 

10064 Rehearing 

88-1 70-EL-AIR 

88-1 71 -EL-AIR 

8800-355-El 

37804 

U-17282 Remand 

U.17970 

U-17949 Rebuttal 

U-17282 
Phase I1 

881602-EU 
890326-EU 

U-17970 

8555 

KY 

PA 

PA 

LA 
19th Judicial 
District Ct, 

PA 

PA 

CT 

KY 

OH 

QH 

FL 

GA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

FL 

LA 

TX 

Alcan Aluminum National 
Southwire 

GPU industrial lntenrenors 

GPU Industrial Intervenors 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

GPU Industrial Intervenors 

GPU Industrial Intervenors 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Kentucky Industrial Uhlility 
Customers 

Ohio Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Ohio Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Florida Industrial Power 
Users' Group 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Talquin Electric 
Cooperative 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Occidental Chemical Corp 

Big Rivers Electric 
Corp. 

Metropolitan Edison 
co. 

Pennsylvania Electric 
co. 

Gulf States Utilities 

Metropolitan Edison 
co. 

Pennsylvania Electric 
co. 

Connecticut Light & 
Power Co. 

Louisville Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Cleveland Electric 
Illuminating Co. 

Toledo Edison Co 

Florida Power &Light 
co. 

Atlanta Gas Light Co. 

Gulf Stales LJtilities 

Arm 
Communications of 
South Central States 

South Central Bell 

Gulf States Utilities 

TalquinlCity of 
Tallahassee 

AT&T 
Communications of 
South Central States 

Houston Lighting & 
Power Co. 

Financial workout plan. 

Nonuiility generator deferred cost recovery. 

Nonutilily generator deferred cost recovery. 

Prudence of River Bend 1 economic analyses, 
cancellation studies, financial modeling. 

Nonutilily generator deferred cost recovery, SFAS 
No. 92 

Nonutility generator deferred cost recovery, SFAS 
No 92 

Excess deferred taxes, O&M expenses. 

Premature retirements, interest expense. 

Revenue requirements, phase-in, excess deferred 
taxes, O&M expenses, financial considerations, 
working capital. 

Revenue requirements, phase-in, excess deferred 
taxes, O&M expenses, financial considerations, 
working capital. 

Tax Reform Act of 1986, tax expenses, O&M 
expenses, pension expense (SFAS No. 87). 

Pension expense (SFAS No. 87). 

Rate base exclusion plan (SFAS No. 71). 

Pension expense (SFAS No. 87) 

Compensated absences (SFAS No. 43), pension 
expense (SFAS No. 87), Part 32, income tax 
normalization 

Revenue requirements, phase-in of River Bend 1, 
recovery of canceled plant 

Economic analyses, incremental cost-of-service, 
average customer rates 

Pension expense (SFAS No. 87), compensated 
absences (SFAS No. 43), Part 32. 

Cancelfation cost recovery, tax expense, revenue 
requirements. 
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____- -. _-  

8/89 

9/89 

10189 

10189 

1 om 

11/89 
1289 

1/90 

1/90 

3/90 

4/30 

4/90 

9/90 

12/90 

3/91 

5191 

9/91 

919 1 

11/91 

38404 

U-17282 
Phase II 
Detailed 

8880 

0928 

R-891364 

H-891364 
Surrebuttal 
(2 Filings) 

u-17282 
Phase II 
Detailed 
Rebuttal 

Phase 111 

~YO~N-E I  

U-17282 

89031 9-El 
Rebuttal 

11-17282 

90-158 

U-17282 
Phase IV 

29527, et al 

9945 

P-910511 
P-910512 

91-231-E-NC 

U-27282 

GA Georgia Pubtic Service 

LA Louisiana Public Service 

Commission Staff 

Commission Staff 

TX Enron Gas Pipeline 

TX Enron Gas Pipeline 

PA Philadelphia Area Industrial 

PA Philadelphia Area Industrial 

Energy Users Group 

Energy Users Group 

LA Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

LA Louisiana Piiblic Seivice 
Commission Staff 

FL Florida Industrial Power 
Users Gmup 

R Florida Industrial Power 
Users Group 

LA Louisiana Public Service 
19h Judicial Commission 
District C t  

KY Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers 

LA Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

NY Multiple Intervenors 

TX Office of Public Utility 

PA Allegheny Ludlum Cop., 

Counsel of Texas 

Amco Advanced Malerials 
Go., The West Penn Power 
Industrial Users' Group 

wv West Virginia Energy Users 
Group 

L9 Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Power Co 

Gulf States Utilities 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co. 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Go. 

Philadelphia Electric 
Go. 

Philadelphia Electric 
CO. 

Gulf States Utilities 

Gulf States Utilities 

Florida Power & Light 
co. 

Florida Power & Light 
co. 

Gulf States Utilities 

Louisville Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Gulf Sta:es Utilities 

Niagara Mohawk 
Power C o p  

El Paso Electric Co. 

West Penn Power 
co. 

Monongahela Power 
co. 

Gulf States Utilities 

Promotional practices, advertising, economic 
developmenf 

Revenue requirements, detailed investigation. 

Deferred accounting treatment, salelleaseback. 

Revenue requirements, Imputed capital structure, 
cash working capllal. 

Revenue requirements 

Revenue requirements, saleleaseback 

Revenue requirements, detailed investigation 

Phase-in of River Bend 1, deregulated asset plan 

O&M expenses, Tax Reform Act of 1986. 

O&M expenses, Tax Reform Act of 1986. 

Fuel clause, gain on sale of utility assets. 

Revenue requirements, post-test year additions, 
forecated test year. 

Revenue requirements 

Incentive regulation. 

Financial modeling, economic analyses, prudence of 
Palo Verde 3. 

Recovery of CAAA costs, least cost financing. 

Recovery of CAAA costs, least cost financing. 

Asset impairment, deregulated asset plan, revenue 
requirements. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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12/91 

12/91 

5/92 

8/92 

9/92 

9192 

9/92 

9/92 

9/92 

11/92 

11/92 

11/92 

12/92 

1 2/92 

12/92 

1/93 

1/93 

3/93 

3/93 

91-410-EL-AIR 

PUC Docket 
10200 

910890-El 

R-00922314 

92-043 

920324El 

39348 

910840-PU 

39314 

u-I 9904 

8649 

92-1715-AU-COI 

R-00922378 

u-19949 

R-00922479 

8487 

39498 

92-1 .I-1 1 

11-19904 
(Surrebuttal) 

OH 

TX 

FL 

PA 

KY 

FL 

IN 

FL 

IN 

LA 

MD 

OH 

PA 

LA 

PA 

MD 

IN 

CT 

LA 

Air Products and 
Chemicals, Inc., Armco 
Steel Co., General Electric 
Co., Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Office of Public Utility 
Counsel of Texas 

Occidental Chemical Gorp. 

Cincinnati Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Revenue requirements, phase-in plan. 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co. 

Florida Power CorD. 

Financial integrity, strategic planning, declined 
business affiliations. 

Revenue requirements, O&M expense, pension 
expense, OPEB expense, fossil dismantling, nuclear 
decommissioning. 

Incentive regulation, performance rewards, purchased 
power risk, OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense. 

GPLJ Industrial Intervenors Metropolitan Edison 
Co. 

Generic Proceeding Kentucky lndusbial Utility 
Consumers 

Florida Industrial Power 
Users' Group 

Indiana Industrial Group 

Florida Industrial Power 
Users' Group 

Industrial Consumers for 
Fair Utilily Rales 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Westvaco Corp., Eastalco 
Aluminum Co. 

Ohio Manufacturers 
Association 

Armco Advanced Materials 
Co., The WPP Industrial 
Intervenors 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Philadelphia Area Industrial 
Energy Users' Group 

Maryland Industrial Group 

Tampa Electric Co. OPEB expense. 

Generic Proceeding 

Generic Proceeding 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense. 

Indiana Michigan 
Power Co 

Gulf States Utilities 
/Entergy Corp. 

Potomac Edison Co. 

OPEB expense. 

Merger. 

OPEB expense 

Generic Proceeding OPEB expense. 

West Penn Power 
Co. 

Incentive regulation, performance rewards, purchased 
power risk, OPEB expense. 

South Central Bell Apilliate transactions, cost allocations, merger. 

Philadelphia Electric 
Co. 

Baltimore Gas & 
Electric Co., 
Bethlehem Steel 
Corp. 

PSI Energy, Inc. 

OPEB expense. 

OPEB expense, deferred fuel, CWlP in rate base 

PSI Industrial Group Refunds due to overcollection of taxes on Marble Hill 
cancellatiin. 

OPEB expense. Connecticut Light & 
Power Co 

Gulf States Utilities 
lEntergy Corp 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Merger 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, nVC. 
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-.- -. 

3/93 

3/93 

4/93 

4/93 

9/93 

9/93 

10193 

1/94 

4194 

5/94 

9/94 

9194 

10/94 

10194 

11/94 

11/94 

4195 

6/95 

6195 

93-01-ELEFC 

EC92-21000 
ER92-806-000 

92-1464-EL-AIR 

EC92-21000 
ER92-806-000 
(Rebuttal) 

93-1 13 

92-490, 
92-490A, 
90-360-C 

u-I 7735 

U-20647 

U-20647 
(Surrebuttal) 

U-20178 

U-19904 
Initial Post-Merger 
Earnings Review 

U-17735 

39054 

5258-u 

U-19904 
Initial Post-Merger 
Earnings Review 
(Rebuttal) 

u-I 7735 
(Rebuttal) 

R-00943271 

39054 
Rebuttal 

U-19904 
(Direct) 

OH 

FERC 

OH 

FERC 

KY 

KY 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

GA 

GA 

LA 

LA 

PA 

GA 

LA 

Ohio Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Air Products Armco Steel 
Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers 

Kentucky Induslnal Utility 
Customers and Kentucky 
Attorney Gnnerai 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Cnmmission Staff 

Louisiana Public Senrice 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

PP&L Industrial Customer 
Alliance 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Ohio Power Co. 

Gulf States Utilities 
IEntergy Corp. 

Cincinnaii Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Gulf States Utilities 
/Entergy Corp. 

Kentucky Utilities 

Big Rivers Electric 
Corp. 

Cajun Electric Power 
Cooperative 

Gulf States Utilities 
Go 

Gulf States Utilitles 

Louisiana Power & 
LightCo 

Gulf States Utilities 
c o  

GO. 

Cajun Electric Power 
Cooperative 

Southern Bell 
Telephone Co. 

Southern Bell 
Telephone Co" 

Gulf States Utilities 
co. 

Cajun Electric Power 
Cooperative 

Pennsylvania Power 
&tight Co. 

Southem Bell 
Telephone Co. 

Gulf States Ulililies 
co. 

Affiliate transactions, fuel 

Merger. 

Revenue requirements, phase-in plan. 

Merger 

Fuel clause and coal contract refund. 

Disallowances and restitution for excessive fuel costs, 
illegal and improper payments, recovery of mine 
closure costs. 

Revenue requirements, debt restructuring agreement, 
River Bend cast recovery. 

Audit and investigation into fuel clause costs 

Nuclear and fossil unit performance, fuel costs, fuel 
clause principles and guidelines. 

Planning and quantification issues of least cost 
integrated resource plan. 

River Rend phase-in plan, deregulated asset plan, 
capital structure, other revenue requirement issues. 

G&T cooperative ratemaking policies, exclusion of 
River Bend, other revenue requirement issues. 

Incentive rate plan, earnings review. 

Alternative regulation, cost allocation 

River Bend phase-in plan, deregulated asset plan, 
capital structure, other revenue requirement issues. 

G&T cooperative ratemaking policy, exclusion of 
River Bend, other revenue requirement issues 

Revenue requirements. Fossil dismantling, nuclear 
decommissioning. 

Incentive regulation, affiliate transactions, revenue 
requirements, rate refund 

Gas, coal, nuclear fuel cosis, contract prudence, 
baselfuel realignment 

J. KEWNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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10195 

10195 

11/95 

11195 

12/95 

1/96 

2196 

5196 

7196 

9/96 
1 1/96 

10196 

2197 

3197 

6197 

6/97 

7197 

95-02614 

U-21485 
(Direct) 

U-19904 
(Surre butlal) 

(Supplemental 
Direct) 

(Surrebuttal) 

U-21485 

11-21485 

95-299-EL.-AIR 
95-300-EL-AIR 

PUC Docket 
14965 

95-485-LCS 

8725 

U-22092 
11-22092 
(Surrebuttal) 

96-327 

R-00973877 

96-489 

TO-97-397 

R-00973953 

R-00973954 

TN 

LA 

LA 

LA 

OH 

TX 

NM 

MD 

LA 

KY 

PA 

KY 

MO 

PA 

PA 

Tennessee Office of the 
Attorney General 
Consumer Advocate 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

BellSouth 
Telecommunications, 
Inc. 

Gulf States Ulilities 
co. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Office of Public Ulility 
Counsel 

City of Las Cruces 

The Maryiand Industrial 
Group and Redland 
Gensfar, Inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission SIaff 

Kentucky Industrial Uiility 
Customers, Inc. 

Philadelphia Area Industrial 
Energy Users Group 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

MCt Telecommunicafions 
Corp., Inc., MClmetro 
Access Transmission 
Services, Inc. 

Philadelphia Area Industrial 
Energy Users Group 

PP&L Industrial Customer 
Alliance 

Gulf States Utilities 
Co Division 

Gulf States Utilities 
co. 

The Toledo Edison 
Co., The Cleveland 
Electric Illuminating 
co. 

Central Power & Light 

El Pasa Electric Co. 

Baltimore Gas & 
Electric Co., Potomac 
Electric Power Co., 
and Constellation 
Energy Corp. 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

Big Rivers Electric 
Corp 

PECO Energy Co. 

Kentucky Power Co. 

Southwestern Bell 
Telephone Co. 

PECO Energy Co. 

Pennsylvania Power 
&Light Co 

Affiliate transactions. 

Nuclear O&M, River Bend phase-in plan, baseifuel 
realignment, NOL and AllMin asset deferred taxes, 
other revenue requirement issues 

Gas, coal, nuclear fuel costs, contract prudence, 
baselfuel realignment. 

Nuclear O&M, River Bend phase-in plan, baselfuel 
realignment, NOL and AltMin asset deferred taxes, 
other revenue requirement issues 

Competition, asset write-offs and revaluation, O&M 
expense, other revenue requirement issues. 

Nuclear demmmissioning. 

Stranded cost recovery, municipalization. 

Merger savings, tracking mechanism, earnings 
sharing plan, revenue requirement issues. 

River Bend phase-in plan, baselfuel realignment, NOL 
and AltMin asset deferred taxes, other revenue 
requirement Issues, allocation of 
regulatedlnonregulated costs. 

Environmental surcharge recoverable costs. 

Stranded cost recovery, regulatory assets and 
Ilabilities, lntanglble transition charge, revenue 
requirements 

Environmental surcharge recoverable costs, system 
agreements, allowance inventory, jurisdictional 
allocation. 

Price cap regulation, revenue requlrements, rate of 
return. 

Reslructuring, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil 
decommissioning. 

Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil 
decommissioning 

J. KEYVNEDY AND ASSOCLATES, TNC. 
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7197 

8/97 

U-22092 LA 

m 

Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, 
Commission Staff Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & 
Customers, Inc. Electric Co., 

Kentucky Utilities Co 

PP&L Industrial Customer Pennsylvania Power 
Alliance & Light Go. 

Depreciation rates and methodologies, River Bend 
phase-in plan. 

Merger policy, cost savings, surcredit sharing 
mechanism, revenue requirements, rate of return 

97-300 

8197 R-00973954 
(Surrebuttal) 

PA Restiucturing, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil 
decommissioning. 

Restructuring, revenue requirements, 
reasonableness. 

ReStNCtUring, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil 
decommissioning, revenue requirements 

Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil 
decommissioning, revenue requirements. 

Restructuring, revenue requirements, reasonableness 
of rates, cost allocation. 

Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, other 
revenue requirement issues. 

Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil 
decommissioning. 

Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, fossil decommissioning, 
revenue requirements, securitization. 

Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil 
decommissioning, revenue requirements, 
securitization 

Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, fossil decommissioning, 
revenue requirements 

Restructuring, deregulation, stranded costs, 
regulatory assets, liabilities, nuclear and fossil 
decommissioning, revenue requirements, 
securitizabon. 

Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, other 
revenue requirement issues. 

Merger of Duquesne, AE, customer safeguards, 
savings sharing. 

Restructuring, stranded costs, regulatory assets, 
securitization, regulatory mitigation. 

10197 

10197 

97-204 m 

PA 

Alcan Aluminum Corp. 
Southwire Co Corp. 

Metropolitan Edison Metropolitan Edison 
Industrial Users Group c o  

Big Rivers Electric 

R-974008 

10197 R-974009 PA Penelec industrial Pennsylvania Eleclric 
Customer Alliance co. 

Ky 

LA 

PA 

Alcan Aluminum Corp. 
Southwire Co. Corp. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff Inc 

Philadelphia Area industria\ 
Energy tlsers Group 

Big Rivers Electric 

Entergy Gulf States, 

PECO Energy Co. 

I1197 

11/97 

41/97 

97-204 
(Rebuttal) 

U-22491 

R-00973953 
(Surrebuttal) 

R-973981 PA West Penn Power Industrial 
Intervenors co. 

West Penn Powei 11/97 

Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Light Co 
Intervenors 

11/97 R-974104 PA 

12197 R-973981 
(Surrebuttal) 

PA West Penn Power Industrial 
Intervenors CO. 

West Penn Power 

Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Light Go. 
Intervenors 

72/97 R-974104 
(Surrebuttal) 

PA 

1/98 

2198 

3/98 

U-22491 
(Surrebuttal) 

8774 

LA 

MD 

LA 

Louisiana Public Sewice Entergy Gulf States, 
Commission Staff Inc. 

Westvaco Potomac Edison Co. 

ll-22092 
(Allocated 
Stranded Cost 
Issues) 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff Inc. 

Entergy Gulf States, 

J. KENM3DY AND ASSOCIATES, JNC. 
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3/98 8390-11 GA Georgia Natural Gas 
Group, Georgia Textile 
Manufacturers Assoc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff Inc. 

Atlanta Gas Light Co. 

Entergy Gulf States, 

Restructuring, unbundling, stranded costs, incentive 
regulation, revenue requirements 

3198 U-22092 
(Allocated 
Stranded Cost 
Issues) 
(Surrebuttal) 

97-596 

LA Restructuring, stranded costs, regulatory assets, 
securitization, regulatory mitigation. 

Maine office of the Public 
Advocate Eleclric Go. 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Adversary 
Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff Cooperative 

Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO, CSW 
Commission Staff and AEP 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff Inc 

Maine Office of Public 
Advocate Go. 

Connecticut Industrial United illuminating 
Energy Consumers Co. 

Bangor Hydro- 

Georgia Power Co 

Cajun Electric Power 

Entergy Gulf Slates, 

Maine Public Service 

10198 

10198 

ME 

GA 

Restructuring, unbundling, stranded costs, T&D 
revenue requirements. 

Affiliate transactions 93554 

10198 

11198 

12/98 

42/90 

1/99 

U-17735 LA 

LA 

LA 

ME 

CT 

G&T cooperative ratemaking policy, other revenue 
requirement issues. 

Merger policy, savings sharing mechanism, affiliate 
transaction conditions 

Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, tax 
issues, and other revenue requirement issues. 

Restructuring, unbundling, stranded cost, T&D 
revenue requirements 

Stranded costs, investmenl tax crediis, accumulated 
deferred income taxes, excess deferred income 
taxes. 

Allocation of regulated and nonregulated cosk, tax 
Issues, and other revenue requirement issues 

Revenue requirements, alternative forms of 
regulation 

Revenue requirements, alternative forms of 
regulation. 

Revenue requirements. 

U-23327 

U-23358 
(Direct) 

98-577 

98-10-07 

3/99 

3/99 

3/99 

3/99 

3/99 

4199 

U-23358 
(Surrebuttal) 

98-474 

LA 

KY 

KY 

kY 

It( 

LA 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Cusiomers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, fnc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

buisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc 

Louisville Gas and 
Electric Co. 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 98-426 

99582 Louisville Gas and 
Electric Co. 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 99-083 Revenue requirements. 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, tax 
issues, and other revenue requirement issues. 

U-23358 
(Supplemental 
Surrebutlal) 

99-03.04 4/99 

4/99 

5/99 

CT 

Ct 

KY 

Connecticut Industrial United illuminating 

Connecticut Industrial Utility 
Customers Power Co. 

Kentucky lnduslrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. Electric Co. 

Energy Consumers Go. 

Connecticut Light and 

Louisville Gas and 

Regulatory assets and liabilities, stranded costs, 
recovery mechanisms. 

Regulatory assets and liabilities, stranded costs, 
recovery mechanisms. 

Revenue requirements. 

99-02-05 

98426 

(Additional Direct) 
99-082 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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5/99 

5/99 

6199 

6/99 

7199 

7/93 

7/99 

7/99 

8/99 

8/99 

8/99 

8/99 

10190 

1.1199 

98-474 

(Additional Direct] 

98426 
98-474 
(Response to 
Amended 
Applications) 

99-083 

97-596 

U-23358 

99-03-35 

U-23327 

97-596 
SfJrrebuttal 

98-0452-E-GI 

98-577 
Surrebuttal 

98-426 

Rebuttal 
99-082 

98-474 
98-083 
Rebuttal 

98-0452-E-GI 
Rebuttal 

U-24'182 
Direct 

PUG Docket 
21527 

KY 

KY 

ME 

LA 

CT 

LA 

ME 

wv 

ME 

KY 

KY 

wv 

LA 

TX 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Kenlucky Utilities Co. Revenue requirements. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Maine ORce of Public 
Advocate 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Maine oifice of Public 
Advocate 

West Virginia Energy Users 
Group 

Maine ORice of Public 
Advocate 

Kentucky Industrial Ulility 
Custcmers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

West Virginia Energy Users 
Group 

Loukiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

The Dallas-Forl Wwth 
Hospital Council and 
Coalition of independent 
Colleges and Universiiies 

Louisville Gas and Alternative regulation 
Electric Co., 
Kentucky Utilities Co. 

Bangor Hydro- 
Electric Co. industry resfrucluring costs 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

United Illuminating 
co divestiture. 

Southwestern Electric 
Power Co , Central 
and South West 
Corp, American 
flectric Power Co. 

Bangor Hydro- 
Electric Co. revenue requirements. 

Monongahela Power, 
Potomac Edison, 
Appalachian Power, 
Wheeling Power 

Maine Public Service 
Co revenue requirements. 

Louisville Gas and Revenue requirements. 
Electric Co. 

Request for accounting order regarding electcic 

Affiliate transactions, cost allocations 

Stranded costs, regulatory assets, !a% effects of asset 

Merger Settlement and Slipulation. 

Restructuring, unbundling, stranded cost, T&D 

Regulatory assets and liabilities 

RestNcluring, unbundling, stranded costs, T&D 

Kentucky Utilities Co Revenue requirements 

Monongaiieta Power, 
Potomac Edison, 
Appalachian Power, 
Wheeling Power 

Entergy Gulf States, 
117c. 

TXU Electric 

Regulatory assets and liabilities. 

Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, 
affiliate transactions, tax issues, and other revenue 
requirement issues. 

Restructuring, stranded costs, taxes, securitization 

J, KENNF,DY ANI ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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LA Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff Inc. 

Entergy Gulf States, Service company affiliate transaction costs 11/99 11-23358 
Surrebuttal 
Affiliate 
Transactions 
Review 

U-24182 
Surrebuttal 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff Inc. 

Entergy Gulf States, Allocation of regulated and nonregulated costs, 
affiliate transactions, tax issues, and other revenue 
requirement issues. 

Historical review, stranded costs, regulatory assets, 
liabilities. 

01/00 LA 

OH Greater Cleveland Growth First Energy 
Assaclation (Cleveland Electric 

Illuminating, Toledo 
Edison) 

Kentucky Power Co. 

Entergy Gulf States, 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Cornmission Staff Inc. 

04/00 99-1212-EL-ETP 
99-1 213-EL-ATA 
99-1 21 4EL-AAM 

2000-1 07 KY 

LA 

ECR surcharge roll-in to base rates. 05/00 

05/00 Affiliate expense proforma adjustments. U-24182 
Supplemental 
Direct 

A-I 10550F0147 PA 

OH 

TX 

Philadelphia Area Industrial PECO Energy 
Energy Users Group 

AK Steel C o p  Cincinnati Gas & 
Eleclric Co. 

The Dallas-Fort Worth Statewide Generic 
Hospital Council and The Pmceeding 
Coalition of Independent 
Colleges and Universities 

Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service CLECO 
Commission Staff 

Merger between PECO and Unicorn. 05/00 

05/00 

07/00 

99-1658-EL-ETP Regulatory lransition costs, including regulatory 
assets and liabilities, SFAS 109, ADIT, EDIT, ITC 

Escalation of O&M expenses for unbundled T&D 
revenue requirements In projected test year. 

PUC Docket 
22344 

07/00 

08/00 

11-21453 LA 

LA 

Stranded costs, regulatory assets and liabilities. 

Affiliate transaction pricing ratemaking principles, 
subsidization of nonregulated affiliates, ratemaking 
adjustments. 

Restructuring, T&D revenue requirements, mitigation, 
regulatory assets and liabilities. 

U-24064 

10/00 SOAH Docket 

PUC Docket 
22350 

473.00-1015 
Tx The Dal\as-Fort Worth 

Hospital Council and The 
Coalition of Independent 
Colleges and Universities 

TXU Electric Co 

R-00974104 
Affidavit 

PA 

PA 

Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Light Co. 
Intervenors 

Final accounting for stranded costs, including 
treatment of auction proceeds, taxes, capital costs, 
switchback costs, and excess pension funding. 

Fmal accounting for stranded costs, including 
treatment of auction proceeds, taxes, regulatory 
assets and liabilities, transaction costs. 

1 o/oo 

11 100 P-00001837 
R00974008 
PO0001838 
R-00974009 

U-21453, 
U-20925, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket C) 
Surrebuttal 

Metropolitan Edison Metropolltan Edison 
Industrial Users Group Co., Pennsylvania 

Electric Co. Penelec Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO 
Commission Staff 

12/00 LA Stranded costs, regulatory assets. 

6. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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O l l O l  

01/01 

01/01 

01/01 

02/01 

03/01 

04/01 

04/01 

05/01 

07/0 1 

10101 

z 1/01 

U-24993 
Direct 

11-21453, 
U-20925, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket B) 
Surrebuttal 

Case No. 

Case No. 

2000-386 

2000-439 

A-110300F0095 
A-1 10400F0040 

P-00001860 
P40001861 

U-21453, 
U-20925, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket B) 
Settlement Term 
Sheet 

U-21453, 
11-20925, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket B) 
Contested Issues 

U-21453, 
U -20925, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket B) 
Contested Issues 
Transmission and 
Distribution 
Rebuttal 

11-21453, 
U-20925, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket 8) 
Transmission and 
Distribution 
Term Sheet 

14000-u 

14311-U 
Direct Panel with 
Bolin Killings 

LA 

LA 

KY 

KY 

PA 

PA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

LA 

GA 

GA 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

Allocation of regulated and nonregulated cusk, tax 
issues, and olher revenue requirement issues. 

Industry restructuring, business separation plan, 
organization structure, hold harmless conditions, 
financing. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customerj, Inc 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Met-Ed Industrial User; 
Group, Pendec industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Met-Ed Industrial Users 
Group, Penelec tndustrial 
Customer Alliance 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Selvice 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Adversaiy 
Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Adversaiy 
Staff 

Louisville Gas & 
Electric CQ. 

Kentucky Utililies Co. 

GPU, Inc FirstEnergy 
Gorp. 

Metropolitan Edison 
Co., Pennsylvania 
Electric Co. 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc 

Enlergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

Georgia Power 
Company 

Atlanta Gas Light Co 

Recovery of environmental cosk, surcharge 
mechanism. 

Recovery of environmental costs, surcharge 
mechanism. 

Merger, savings, reliability 

Recovery of costs due to provider of last resort 
obligation. 

Business separation plan. settlement agreement on 
overall plan structure. 

Business separation plan: agreements, hold harmless 
conditions, separations methodology. 

Business separation plan: agreements, hold harmless 
conditions, separations methodology 

Business separation plan: settlement agreement on 
T&D issues, agreements necessary to implement 
T&D separations, hold harmless conditions, 
separations methodology 

Revenue requirements, Rate Plan, fuel clause 
recovery. 

Revenue requirements, revenue forecast, O&M 
expense, depreciation, plant additions, cash working 
capital. 
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11/01 

02/02 

02/02 

03102 

03102 

03/02 

04/02 

04/02 

08/02 

08/02 

09/02 

1 1/02 

01/03 

04103 

04103 

u-25687 
Direct 

PUC Docket 
25230 

u-25687 
Surrebuttal 

14311-u 
Rebuttal Panel 
with Bolin Killings 

Rebuttal Panel 
with Michelle L. 
Thebert 

001 148-El 

14311-U 

u-25687 (suppi. 
Surrebuttal) 

U-21453, 
U-20925 
U-22092 
(Subdoc ket C) 

EL01-88-000 

u-258~8 

2002-00224 
2002.00225 

2002-00146 
2002-00147 

2002-00169 

2002-00429 
2002-00430 

U-26527 

LA 

TX 

LA 

GA 

GA 

FL 

LA 

LA 

FERC 

LA 

KY 

KY 

KY 

m 

LA 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

The Dallas-Fort Worth 
Hospital Council and the 
Coalition of Independent 
Colleges and Universities 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Adversary 
Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Adversary 
stalf 

South Florida Hospital and 
Heaithcare Assoc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky Industrial Utilities 
Customers, lnc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utilities 
Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utilities 
Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utilities 
Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc 

TXU Electric 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

Atlanta Gas Light Co. 

Atlanta Gas Light Co. 

Florida Power &Light 
co. 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc 

SWEPCO 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and the Enbrgy 
Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Gulf States, 
inc. and Entergy 
Louisiana, Inc 

Kentucky Utilities Co., 
Louisville Gas & 
Electric Co 

Kentucky Utilities Co , 
Louisville Gas & 
Electric Co 

Kentucky Power Co. 

Kentucky UIililies Co., 
Louisville Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

Revenue requirements, capital skcture, allocation of 
regulated and nonregulated cosls, River Bend uprate. 

Stipulation. Regulatory assets, securitization 
fin an ci n g . 

Revenue requirements, corporate franchise tax, 
conversion to LLC, River Bend uprate. 

Revenue requirements, earnings sharing pian, service 
quality standards. 

Revenue requirements, revenue forecast, 0&M 
expense, depreciation, plant additions, cash working 
capital. 

Revenue requirements. Nuclear life extension, storm 
damage accruals and reserve, capital structure, O&M 
expense. 

Revenue requirements, corporate franchise tax, 
conversion to LLC, River Bend uprate 

Business separation plan, T&D Term Sheet, 
separations methodologies, hold harmless conditions. 

System Agreement, production cost equalization, 
tariffs. 

System Agreement, production cost disparities, 
prudence. 

Line losses and fuel clause recovery associated with 
off-system sales 

Environmental compliance costs and surcharge 
recovery. 

Environmental compliance costs and surcharge 
recovery. 

Extension of merger surcredit, flaws in Companies' 
studies. 

Revenue requirements, corporate franchise tax, 
conversion ta LLC, capital structure, post-test year 
adjustments 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 
--I__ .- . ." - 

06/03 EL01-88-000 
Rebuttal 

06/03 2003-00068 

51/03 ER03-753000 

11/03 ER03-583-000, 
ER03-583-001, 
ER03-583-002 

ER03-681-000, 
ER03-681-001 

ER03-682-000, 
ER03-682-001, 
ER03-682-002 

ER03-744-000, 
ER03-744-001 
(Consolidated) 

Surrebuttal 
12/03 11-26527 

12/03 20034334 
2003-0335 

12/03 U-27136 

03/04 U-26527 
Supplemental 
Surrebuttal 

03/04 2003-00433 

03/04 2003-00434 

03/04 SOAH Docket 
473-04-2459 
PUC Docket 
29206 

05/04 04-169-EL-UNC 

FERC 

KY 

FERC 

FERC 

LA 

KY 

1A 

LA 

KY 

KY 

TX 

OH 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Cornmission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, lnc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Cities Served by Texas- 
New Mexico Power Co. 

Ohio Energy Group, Inc. 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Kentucky Utilities Co 

Entergy Sentices, Inc. 
and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Services, 
tnc., the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies, EWO 
Marketing, L.P, and 
Entergy Power, Inc. 

Enfergy Gulf States, 
Inc. 

Kentucky Utilities Co., 
Louisville Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Entergy Louisiana, 
Inc. 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc 

Louisville Gas & 
Electric Co. 

Kentucky Utilities Co. 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co. 

Columbus Southern 
Power Co. & Ohio 
Power Co 

System Agreement, production cost equalization, 
tariffs. 

Environmental cost recovery, correction of base rate 
error 

Unit power purchases and sale cost-based tariff 
pursuant to System Agreement. 

Unit power purchases and sale agreements, 
contractual provisions, projected costs, levelized 
rates, and formula rates. 

Revenue requirements, corporate franchise tax, 
conversion to LLC, capital structure, past-test year 
adjustments. 

Earnings Sharing Mechanism 

Purchased power contracts between affiliates, terms 
and conditions. 

Revenue requirements, corpMate franchise tax, 
conversion to LLC, capital structure, post-test year 
adjustments. 

Revenue requirements, depreciation rates, O&M 
expense, deferrals and amortization, earnings sharing 
mechanism, merger surcredit, VDT surcredit. 

Revenue requirements, depreciation rates, O&M 
expense, deferrals and amortization, earnings sharing 
mechanism, merger surcredit, VDT surcredit. 

Stranded costs true-up, including valuation issues, 
ITC, ADIT, excess earnings. 

Rate stabilization plan, deferrak, T&D rate increases, 
earnings. 

J. KENWDU AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Houston Council for Health 
and Education 

CenterPoint Energy 
Houston Electric 

Stranded costs true-up, including valuation issues, 
iTC, EDIT, excess mitigation credits, capacib auction 
true-up revenues, interest. 

06/04 

08/04 

09/04 

10104 

12/04 

01105 

02/05 

02/05 

02/05 

03/05 

06/05 

06/05 

08/05 

09/05 

SOAH Docket 
473-04-4555 
PUC Docket 
29526 

SOAH Docket 
473-04-4555 
PUG Docket 
29526 
(Suppl Direct) 

Subdocket B 
11-23327 

U-23327 
Subdocket A 

Case Nos. 
2004-00321, 
2004-00372 

30485 

186384 

186384 
Panel with 
Tony Wackerly 

Panel with 
Michelle Thebert 

Case Nos. 
2004-00426, 
200440421 

186384 

2005-00068 

050045-El 

31056 

202984 

TX 

TX 

LA 

LA 

KY 

TX 

GA 

GA 

GA 

KY 

KY 

FL 

TX 

GA 

Houston Council for Health 
and Education Houston Electric 

CentePoint Energy 

Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service SWEPCO 
Commission Staff 

Gallatin Steel Co East Kentucky Power 
Cooperative, Inc., Big 
Sandy Recc, et al. 

CenterPoint Energy Houston Council for Health 
and Education Houston Electric, LLC 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Adversary 
Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Adversary 
Staff 

Atlanta Gas Light Co. 

Atlanta Gas Light Co. 

Georgia Public Service 
Commisslon Adversary 
Staff 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, inc. 

South Florida Hospital and 
Healllhcare Assoc. 

Alliance for Valley 
Healt hcare 

Georgia Public Servici? 
Commission Adversary 
Staff 

Atlanta Gas Light Co. 

Kentucky Utilities Co., 
Louisville Gas & 
Electric 

Kentucky Power Co. 

Florida Power & Light 
co. 

AEP Texas Central 
CO. 

Abos  Energy Gorp. 

Interest on stranded cost pursuant to Texas Supreme 
Court remand 

Fuel and purchased power expenses recoverable 
through fuel adjustment clause, trading activities, 
compliance with terms of various LPSC Orders. 

Revenue requirements. 

Environmental cost recovery, qualified costs, TIER 
requirements, cost allocation. 

Stranded cost true-up including regulatory Central Co. 
assets and liabilities, ITC, EDIT, capacity auction, 
proceeds, excess mitigation credits, rebospective and 
prospective ADIT. 

Revenue requirements. 

Comprehensive rate plan, pipeline replacement 
program surcharge, performance based rate plan 

Energy conservation, economic development, and 
tariff issues. 

Environmental cost recovery, Jobs Creation Act of 
2004 and $199 deduction, excess common equity 
ratio, deferral and amortization of nonrecurring O&M 
expense. 

Environmental cost recovery, Jobs Creation Act of 
2004 and $199 deduction, margins on allowances 
used for AEP system sales. 

Storm damage expense and reserve, RTO costs, 
O&M expense projections, return on equity 
performance incentive, capital structure, selective 
second phase post-test year rate increase. 

Stranded cost true-up including regulatory assets and 
liabilities, ITC, EDIT, capacity auction, proceeds, 
excess mitigation credits, retrospective and 
prospective ADIT. 

Revenue requirements, roll-in of surcharges, cost 
recovery through surcharge, reporting requirements 

J. P(ENNEDY ANI) ASSOCUTES, TNC. 
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of 
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as of February 2012 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

09/05 202984 
Panel with 
Victoria Taylor 

1!Y05 04-42 

11/05 2005-00351 
2005-00352 

0 1/06 2005-0034 1 

03/06 PUC Docket 
3 I994 

05/06 31994 
Supplemental 

03/06 U-21453, 
U-20925, 
u-22092 

03/06 NOPR Reg 
1043850Fi 

04/06 11-251 16 

07/06 R-00061366, 
Et al. 

07/06 11-23327 

08/06 U-21453, 
U,-20525, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket J) 

Franklin County 
Court Affidavit 

Subdocket A 
Reply Testimony 

11/06 05CVH03-3375 

12/06 U-23327 

03107 U-29764 

03/07 PUC Docket 
33309 

GA 

DE 

KY 

KY 

TX 

TX 

LA 

IRS 

LA 

PA 

LA 

LA 

01.1 

LA 

LA 

TX 

Georgia Public Sewice 
Commission Adversary 
Staff 

Delaware Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky lndusfrial Utility 
Customers, lnc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Cities 

CiEes 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Alliance for Valley Health 
Care and Houston Council 
for Health Education 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Met-Ed Ind. Users Group 
Pennsylvania Ind. 
Custcmer Alliance 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staf 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Various Taxing Authorities 
(Non-Utility Procgeding) 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Cities 

Atmos Energy Corp. 

Artesian Water Co 

Kentucky Utilities Co., 
Louisville Gas & 
Electric 

Kentucky Power Co. 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power a. 
Texas-New Mexico 
Power Co. 

Entergy Gulf Slates, 
lnc. 

AEP Texas Central 
Company and 
CenterPoint Energy 
Houston Eleciric 

Entergy Louisiana, 
Inc 

Metropoliian Edison 
Co., Pennsylvania 
Electric Co 

Southwestern Electric 
Poww Co. 

Entergy Gulf Stales, 
Inc. 

State of Ohio 
Deparlment of 
Revenue 

Southwestern Electric 
Power Co. 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc , Enlergy 
Louisiana, LLC 

AEP Texas Ceniral 
c o  

Affiliate transactions, cost allocations, capitalization, 
cost of debt 

Allocation of tax net operating losses between 
regulated and unregulated. 

Workforce Separation Program cost recovery and 
shared savings through VDT surcredit. 

System Sales Clause Rider, Environmental Cost 
Recovery Rider. Net Congestion Rider, Storm 
damage, vegetation management program, 
depreciation, off-system sales, maintenance 
normalization, pension and OPEB. 

S!randed cost recovery through compe~ion transition 
or change. 

Retrospective ADFIT, prospective ADFIT. 

Jurisdictional separation plan. 

Proposed Regulations affecting flow- through to 
ratepayers of excess deferred income taxes and 
investment tax credits on generation plan1 that is sold 
or deregulated. 

2002-2004 Audit of Fuel Adjustment Clause Filings. 
Affiliate transactions. 

Recovery of NUG-related stranded costs, government 
mandated programs costs, storm damage costs. 

Revenue requirements, formula rate plan, banking 
proposal.. 

Jurisdictional separation plan. 

Accounting for nuclear fuel assemblies as 
manufactured equipment and capitalized plant 

Revenue requirements, formula rate plan, banking 
proposal. 

Jurisdictional allocation of Entergy System Agreement 
equalization remedy receipts 

Revenue requirements, including functionalization of 
transmission and distribution costs. 

J. KENNEDY ANLP ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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of 

Lane Kollen 
as of February 2012 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

03/07 

03/07 

03/07 

04/07 

04/07 

04/07 

05/07 

06/07 

07/07 

07/07 

10107 

10107 

10107 

11/07 

PUC Docket 
33310 

2006-00472 

U-29157 

U-29764 
Supplemental 
and Rebuttal 

Affidavit 
ER07-682.000 

ER07-684-000 
Affidavit 

ER07-682-000 
Affidavit 

U-29764 

2006-00472 

ER07-956-000 
Affidavit 

05UR-103 
Direct 

05-UR-103 
Surrebuttal 

25060-U 
Direct 

06-0033-E-CN 
Direct 

TX 

KY 

LA 

LA 

FERC 

FERC 

FERC 

LA 

KY 

FERC 

wi 

WI 

GA 

wv 

Cities 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Cornmission Staff 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Cornmission 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Public 
Interest Adversary Staff 

West Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

AEP Texas North Co. 

East Kentucky Power 
Cooperative 

Cleco Power, LLC 

Entergy Gulf States, 
Inc., Entergy 
Louisiana, LLC 

Entergy Services, Inc. 
and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Services, inc. 
and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Services, Inc. 
and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Louisiana, 
LLC, Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc. 

East Kentucky 
Power Cooperative 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. 

Wisconsin Electric 
Power Company, 
Wisconsin Gas, LLC 

Wisconsin Electric 
Power Company, 
Wisconsin Gas, LLC 

Georgla Power 
Company 

Appalachian Power 
Company 

Revenue requirements, including functionalization of 
transmission and distribution costs. 

Interim rate increase, RlJS loan covenants, credit 
facility requirements, financial condition 

Permanent (Phase II) storm damage cost recovery. 

Jurisdictional allocation of Entergy System Agreement 
equalization remedy receipts. 

Aliocalion of intangible and general piant and A&G 
expenses to production and state income tax effects 
on equalization remedy receipts. 

Fuel hedging costs and compliance with FERC, 
USOA 

Allocation of intangible and general plant and A&G 
expenses to production and account 924 effects on 
MSS-3 equalizalion remedy payments and receipts 

Show cause for violating LPSC Order on fuel hedging 
costs. 

Revenue requirements. post-test year adjustments, 
TIER, surcharge revenues and costs, financial need. 

Storm damage costs related to Hurricanes Kalrina 
and Rita and effects of MSS-3 equalization 
payments and receipts. 

Revenue requirements, carrying charges on CWIP, 
amortization and return on regulatory assets, 
working capital, incentive compensation, use of rate 
base in lieu of capitalization, quantification and use 
of Point Beach sale proceeds. 

Revenue requirements, carrying charges on CWIP, 
amortization and return on regulatory assets, 
working capital, incentive compensation, use of rate 
base in lieu of capitalization, quantification and use 
of Point Beach sale proceeds. 

Affiliate costs, incentive compensation, consolidated 
income taxes, $199 deduction. 

ICCC surcharge during construction period and 
post-in-service date. 
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Date Case JurisdicL 

1 1/07 

01/08 

01/08 

02/08 

03108 

04/08 

04/08 

05/08 

05/08 

ER07-682400 FERC 
Direct 

ER07-682-000 FERC 
Cross-Answering 

07-551-EL-AIR OH 
Direct 

ER07-956-000 FERC 
Direct 

Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
as of February 20’12 

Pam 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Ohio Energy Group, Inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Utility 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Ohio Edison 
Company, Cleveland 
Electric lliuminating 
Company, Toledo 
Edison Company 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

ER07-956-000 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, 
Cross-Answering Commission inc. and the Entergy 

Operating 
Companies 

200750562, I(y Kentucky tnduslrial Utility Kentucky Utilities 
2007-00563 Customers, Inc. Co., Louisville Gas 

and Electric Co. 

26837 GA Georgia Public Service SCANA Energy 
Direct Pane\ with Commission Staff Marketing, Inc. 
Thomas K. Bond, 
Cynthia Johnson, 
and Michelle 
Theberl 

26837 GA Georgia Public Service SCANA Energy 
Rebuttal Commission Staff Marketing, Inc. 
Panel with 
Thomas K Bond, 
Cynthia Johnson, 
and Michelle 
Thebert 

26037 GA Georgia Public Service SCANA Energy 
Supplemental Commission Staff Marketing, Inc. 
Rebuttal 
Panel with 
Thomas K. Bond, 
Cynthia Johnson, 
and Michelle 
Theberl 

Subject 

Functionalization and allocation of intangible and 
general piant and A&G expenses. 

Functionalizalion and aliocation of intangible and 
general plant and A&G expenses. 

Revenue requirements. 

Functionalizalion of expenses in account 923; storm 
damage expense and accounts 924,228 1,182 3, 
254 and 407.3; tax NOL carrybacks in accounts 165 
and 236; ADIT; nuclear service lives and effect on 
depreciation and decommissioning. 

Functionaliiation of expenses in account 923; storm 
damage expense and accounts 924,228.1,182.3, 
254 and 407.3; tax NOL carrybacks in accounts 165 
and 236, ADIT; nuclear service lives and effect on 
depreciation and decommissioning. 

Merger surcredit. 

Rule Nisi complaint 

Rule Nisi complaint. 

Rule Nisi complaint. 
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06/08 

07/08 

07/08 

08/08 

08/08 

08108 

08/08 

09/08 

09/08 

10108 

10108 

1 1/08 

11/08 

12108 

01/09 

07/09 

2008-001 15 

271 63 
Direct 

27 163 
Panel with 
Victoria Taylor 

Direcl 
6680-CE-170 

6680-UR-116 
Direct 

Rebuttal 

Direct 

6680-UR-116 

6690-UR-119 

6690-UR-119 
Surrebuttal 

08-935-EL-SSO, 
06-91 8-EL-SSO 

08-917-EL-SSO 

2007-564, 
2007-565, 
2008-251 
2008-252 

EL08-51 

35717 

27800 

ER08-1056 

ER08-1056 
Supplemental 
Direct 

KY 

GA 

GA 

WI 

WI 

WI 

WI 

WI 

OH 

OH 

KY 

FERC 

TX 

GA 

FERC 

FERC 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Public 
Interest Advocacy Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Public 
Interest Advocacy Staff 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc. 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc. 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc. 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc. 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc. 

Ohio Energy Group, JIG. 

Ohio Energy Group, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers. Inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Cities Served by Oncor 
Delivery Company 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

East Keniucky 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc. 

Atmos Energy Corp. 

Atrnos Energy Carp. 

Wisconsin Power 
and Light Company 

Wisconsin Power 
and Light Company 

Wisconsin Power 
and Light Company 

Wisconsin Public 
Service Corp. 

Wisconsin Public 
Service Corp. 

First Energy 

AEP 

Louisville Gas and 
Electric Co., 
Kentucky Utilities 
Company 

Enlergy Services, 
Inc. 

Oncor Delivery 
Company 

Georgia Power 
Company 

Entergy Services, 
inc. 

Entergy Services, 
inc 

Environmental surcharge recoveries, including costs 
recovered in existing rates, TIER. 

Revenue requirements, including projected test year 
rate base and expenses. 

Affiliate transactions and division cost ailocations, 
capital structure. cost of debt. 

Nelson Dewey 3 or Colombia 3 fixed financial 
parameters. 

CWlP in rate base, labor expenses, pension 
expense, financing, capital structure, decoupling 

Capital siruciure. 

Prudence of Weston 3 outage, incentive 
compensation, Crane Creek Wind Farm incremental 
revenue requirement, capital structure. 

Prudence of Weston 3 outage, Section 199 
deduction. 

Standard service offer rates pursuant to electric 
security plan, slgnlficantly excessive earnings test. 

Standard service offer rates pursuant to electric 
security plan, significantly excessive earnings test, 

Revenue forecast, affiliate costs, depreciation 
expenses, federal and state income tax expense, 
capitalization, cost of debt 

Spindlelop gas storage facilities, regulatory asset 
and bandwidth remedy. 

Recovery of old meter costs, asset ADFIT, cash 
working capital, recovery of prior year restructuring 
costs, tevelized recovery of storm damage costs, 
prospective storm damage accrual, consolidated tax 
savings adjustment. 

AFUDC versus CWIP in rate base, mirror CWIP, 
certification cost, use of short term debt and trust 
preferred financing, CWIP recovery, regulatory 
incentive 

Entergy System Agreement bandwidth remedy 
calculations, including depreciation expense, ADIT, 
capital structure. 

Blylheville leased turbines: accumulated 
depreciation. 
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of 

Lane Kollen 
as of February 2012 

Utility Subject Date Case Jutisdict. Party 
- ~ _ _ I  

-__ - 
02/09 

02/09 

03/09 

03/09 

04/09 

04/09 

04/09 

05/09 

06/09 

07/09 

08109 

08/09 

09/09 

09/09 

ELO8-51 
Rebuttal 

Direct 
2008-00409 

ER08-1056 
Answering 

U-21453, 
11-20925 
u-22092 
(Subdocket J) 

u..21453, 
U-20925 
U-22092 
(Subdocket J) 
Rebuttal 

Direct-Interim 
(Oral) 

PUG Docket 
36530 

2009-00040 

ER08-1056 
Rebuttal 

2009-00040 
Direct- 
Permanent 

080677-El 

U-21453, 
U-20925, 
U-22092 
(Subdocket J) 
Supplemental 
Rebuttal 

8516 and 29950 

05-UR-104 
Direct and 
Surrebuttal 

09AL-299E 

FERC 

t(y 

FERC 

LA 

LA 

KY 

TX 

FERC 

KY 

FL 

LA 

GA 

WI 

co 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, tnc. 

State Office of 
Administrat'ie Hearings 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, inc. 

South Florida Hospital and 
H ealthcare Association 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commisslon 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group 

CF&I Steel, Rocky 
Mountain Steel Mills LP. 
Climax Molybdenum 
Company 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. 

East Kentucky 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc. 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. 

Entergy Gulf States 
Louisiana, LLC 

Entergy Gulf States 
Louisiana, LLC 

Big Rivers Electric 
Corp. 

Oncor Electric 
Delivery Company, 
LLC 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. 

Big Rivers Electric 
Corp. 

Florida Power & 
Light Company 

Entergy Gulf Slates 
Louisiana, LLC 

Atlanta Gas Light 
Company 

Wisconsin Electric 
Power Company 

Public Service 
Company of 
Colorado 

Spindletop gas storage facilities regulatory asset 
and bandwidth remedy. 

Revenue requirements. 

Entergy System Agreement bandwidth remedy 
calculations, including depreciation expense, ADIT, 
capital structure. 

Violation of EGSl separation order, ET1 and EGSL 
separation accounting, Spindletop regulatory asset. 

Violation of EGSl separation order, ET1 and EGSL 
separation accounting, Spindletop regulatory asset 

Emergency interim rate increase; cash 
requirements. 

Rate case expenses 

Entergy System Agreement bandwidth remedy 
calculations, including depreciation expense, ADIT, 
capital structure. 

Revenue requirements, TIER, cash flow 

Multiple test years, GBRA rider, forecast 
assumptions, revenue requirement, O&M expense, 
depreciation expense, Economic Stimulus Bill, 
capital structure. 

Violation of EGSl separation order, ET1 and EGSL 
separation accounting, Spindletop regulatory asset 

Modification of PRP surcharge to include 
infrastructure costs. 

Revenue requirements, incentive compensation, 
depreciation, deferral mitigation, capital structure, 
cost of debt. 

Forecasted test year, hisloric test year, proforma 
adjustments for major plant additions, tax 
depreciation. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
as of February 2012 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 

09/09 

10109 

10109 

10109 

12\09 

12/09 

01/10 

01/10 

0211 0 

02/10 

0211 0 

02110 

03/10 

03/10 

03/10 

6680-UR-117 
Direct and 
Surrebuttal 

09A-415E 

EL0960 
Direct 

2009-00329 

PUE-2009-00030 

ER09-1224 
Direct 

ER09-1224 
CrossAnswering 

EL09-50 
Rebuttal 

ER09-1224 
Final 

30442 
Wackerly-Kollen 
Panel 

30442 
McBride-Kollen 
Panel 

2009-00353 

2009-00545 

E015/GR49-1151 

EL1055 

WI 

co 

LA 

KY 

VA 

FERC 

FERC 

LA 

FERC 

GA 

GA 

KY 

KY 

MN 

FERC 

Wisconsin lndtistrial 
Energy Group 

Cripple Creek & Victor 
Gold Mining Company, el 
al. 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Old Dominion Commiltee 
for Fair Utility Rates 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Loulslana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky lnduslrial UtiliLy 
Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc 

Large Power Interveners 

Louisiana Public Service 
Cornmission 

Wisconsin Power 
and Light Company 

Black HillslCO 
Electric Utility 
Company 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. 

Louisville Gas and 
Electric Company, 
Kentucky Utililies 
Company 

Appalachian Power 
company 

Entergy Services, 
Inc 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. 

Enlergy Services, 
Inc. 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. 

Atmos Energy 
Corporation 

Atmos Energy 
Corporation 

Louisville Gas and 
Electric Company, 
Kentucky 1Jtilities 
company 

Kentucky Power 
Company 

Minnesota Power 

Enlergy Services, Inc. 
and the Entegy 
Operating 
Companies 

Revenue requirements, CWlP in rate base, deferral 
miligation, payroll, capacity shutdowns, regulatory 
assets, rate of return. 

Cost prudence, cost sharing mechanism. 

Waterford 3 saleileaseback accumulated deferred 
income taxes, Entergy System Agreement 
bandwidth remedy calculations. 

Trimble Counly 2 depreciation raies. 

Return on equity inceniive. 

Hypothetical versus actual costs, out of period costs, 
Spindletop deferred capital costs, Waterford 3 
salelleaseback ADIT. 

Hypothetical versus actual costs, out of period costs, 
Spindletop deferred capital costs, Waterford 3 
salefleaseback ADIT. 

Waterford 3 salelleaseback accumulated deferred 
income taxes, Entergy System Agreement 
bandwidth remedy calculations. 

Hypothetical versus actual costs, out of period costs, 
Spindletop deferred capital costs, Waterford 3 
salelleaseback ADIT. 

Revenue requirement issues. 

Afiiliateldivision transactions, cost allocation, capital 
structure. 

Ratemaking recovery of wind power purchased power 
agreements. 

Ratemaking recovery of wind power purchased power 
agreement. 

Revenue requirement issues, cost overruns on 
environmental retrofit project. 

Depreciation expense and effects on System 
Agreement tariffs. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
as of February 2012 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 
-- . 

04/10 2009-00459 

04/10 2009-00458, 
2009-00459 

08/10 31647 

08/10 31647 
'Wackerly-Kollen 
Panel 

08/10 2010-00204 

09/10 38339 
Direct and 
CrossRebuttai 

09/10 ELI 0-55 

09/10 2010-00167 

09/10 U-23327 
Subdocket E 
Direct 

Rebuttal 
11/10 U-23327 

09/10 U-31351 

10/10 10-1261,EL-UNC 

10/10 104713-E-PC 

10110 U-23327 
Subdocket F 
Direct 

KY 

KY 

GA 

GA 

KY 

TX 

FERC 

KY 

LA 

LA 

LA 

OH 

wv 

LA 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Kentucky IndusMal Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Gulf Coast Coaliljon of 
Ciiies 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Gallatin Steel 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Stafi 

Ohio OCC, Ohio 
Manufacturers Association, 
Ohio Energy Group, Ohio 
Hospital Association, 
Appalachian Peace and 
Justice Network 

West Virginia Energy Users 
Group 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Stzff 

Kentucky Power 
Compmy 

Kentucky Utilities 
Company, Louisville 
Gas and Electric 
Company 

Atlanta Gas Light 
Company 

Atlanta Gas Light 
Company 

Louisville Gas and 
Electric Company, 
Kentucky Utilities 
Company 

CenterPoint Energy 
Houston Electric 

Enlergy Services, 
Inc. and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

East Kentucky 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc. 

SWEPCO 

SWEPCO 

SWEPCO and Valley 
Electric Membership 
Cooperative 

Columbus Southern 
Power Company 

Monongahela Power 
Company, the 
Pntomac Edison 
Pcwer Company 

SVVEPCO 

Revenue requirement issues 

Revenue requirement issues. 

Revenue requirement and synergy savings issues 

Affliate transaction and Customer First program 
issues I 

PPL acquisition of E.ON US. (LG&E and KII) 
conditions, acquisition savings, sharing deferral 
mechanism. 

Revenue requirement issues, including consolidated 
tax savings adjustment, incentive compensation FIN 
48; AMS surcharge including roll-in to base rates; rate 
case expenses. 

Depredation rates and expense input effects on 
System Agreement tariffs. 

Revenue requirements. 

Fuel audit: SO2 allowance expense, variable O&M 
expense, off-system sales margin sharing. 

Fuel audit: SO2 allowance expense, variable O&M 
expense, of-system sales margin sharing. 

Sate of Valley assels to SWEPCO and dissolution of 
Valley. 

Significantly excessive earnings test. 

Merger of Firs1 Energy and Allegheny Energy. 

AFUDC adjustments in Formula Rate Plan. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Lane Kollen 
as of February 2042 

Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject 
--- 

21/20 

12110 

Oil1 1 

0311 1 

0411 1 

0411 1 

0411 1 

0511 1 

05/11 

0511 1 

C6/11 

07/11 

0711 1 

0711 1 

0811 I 

0811 1 

0811 1 

ELIO-55 
Rebuttal 

ER10-1350 
Direct 

ER10-1350 
Cross-Answering 

ERI O-200 1 
Direct 
Cross-Answering 

Subdocket E 

38306 
Direct 
Supplemental 
Direct 

U-23327 

11-0274-E-GI 

2011-00036 

29849 

ER13 -21 61 
Direct and 
Answering 

PUE-201140027 

il-346EL-SSO 
11-%&EL-SSO 
11-349-EL-AAM 
11-350-EL-AAM 

ER-11-2161 
Cross-Answering 

11-23327 
Subdocket F 
Rebuttal 

05-UR-105 

FERC 

FERC 

FERC 

FERC 

LA 

TX 

wv 

KY 

GA 

FERC 

VA 

OH 

FERC 

LA 

WI 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Cities Served by Texas- 
New Mexico Power 
Company 

West Virginia Energy Users 
Group 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Georgia Public Service 
Commission Star 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Virginia Committee for Fair 
Utility Rates 

Ohio Energy Group 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Wisconsin Industrial Energy 
Group 

Entergy Services, 
fnc. and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Services, 
inc. and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. and the Entergy 
Operating 
Companies 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. and Entergy 
Arkansas, Inc, 

SWEPCO 

Texas-New Mexico 
Power Company 

Appalachian Power 
Company and 
Wheeling Power 
Company 

Big Rivers Electric 
corp. 

Georgia Power 
Company 

Entergy Services, 
Inc. and Entergy 
Texas, Inc. 

Virginia Electric and 
Power Company 

AEP-OH 

Entegy Services, 
lnc. and Entergy 
Texas, Inc. 

SWEPCO 

WE Energies, Inc. 

Depreciation rates and expense input effects on 
System Agreement tariffs. 

Waterford 3 lease amortization, ADIT, and fuel 
inventory effects on System Agreement tariffs. 

Waterford 3 lease amortization, ADIT, and fuel 
inventory effects on System Agreement tariffs. 

EA1 depreciation rates. 

Settlement, including resolution of SO2 allowance 
expense, variable O&M expense, and tiered sharing 
of off-system sales margins 

AMS deployment plan, AMS Surcharge, rate case 
expenses. 

Deferral recovery phasein, construction surcharge. 

Revenue requirements. 

Accounting issues related to Vogtle risk-sharing 
mechanism. 

ET1 depreciation rates; accounting issues. 

Retum on equity performance incentive. 

Equity Stabilization Incentive Pian; actual earned 
returns; ADIT offsets in riders 

EPI depreciation rates; accounting issues 

Depreciation rates and service lives; AFUDC 
adjustments. 

Suspended amortization expenses; revenue 
requirements. 

J. KENNEDY ANI) ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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Subject 

08/11 

09/11 

09/11 

1 O / I  1 

1011 I 

1111 1 

11/11 

02/12 

ERZI-2161 
CrossAnswering 

PUC Docket 
39504 

2011-00161 
201 1-00162 

11471-EL-UNC 
11-4572-EL-UNC 

4220-1JR~-117 
Direct 

Surrebuttal 

PUC Docket 
39722 

PUC Docket 
40020 

4220-UR-117 

FERC 

TX 

KY 

OH 

WI 

WI 

TX 

TX 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission 

Gulf Coast Coalition of 
Cities 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Consumers, Inc. 

Ohio Energy Group 

Wisconsin Industriel Energy 
Group 

Wisconsin lnduslrial Energy 
Group 

Cities Served by AEP 
Texas Central Company 

Cities Served by Oncor 

Entergy Services, lnc. 
and Entergy Texas, 
Inc 

Centerpoint Energy 
Houston Electric 

Louisville Gas & 
Electric Company, 
Kentucky Utilities 
Company 

Columbus Southern 
Power Company, 
Ohio Power 
Company 

Northern States 
Power-Wisconsin 

Northern States 
Power-Wisconsin 

AEP Texas Central 
Company 

Lone Star 
Transmission, LLC 

ET1 depreciation rates; accounting issues. 

lnveslment tax credit, excess deferred income taxes; 
normalization 

Environmental requirements and financing. 

Significantly excessive earnings 

Nuclear O&M depreciation. 

Nuclear O&M depreciation. 

Investment tax credit, excess defefred income taxes; 
normalization. 

Temporary rates. 

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
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BIG R W E S  E ECTRIQ: CORPORATION 

PLICATION OF IG RATEXS ELECTBTC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 20312 EIWIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPRQVmOF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURC€€ARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC! 

@ONVENI[ENCE AMD NECESSITY, FQB AVI’HOltITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2Ql2-QQQ63 

Response to the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers’ 
Second Bequest for Informtion 

Dated June 22.2012 

July 6, to12 

1 Item22) 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

116 
117 
18 
19 
20 
26 
22 

Refer to the. Company’s response to Ad;. 6-67. 

a. 

6. 

C. 

d. 

Q. 

Please describe how the Company will reflect the 
retirement ofthe Wiltam scrubber in the ECR. Address 
each of the following components: 
i. gross plant, 

ii. accumulated depreciation, 
iii. ne$ salwage, and 
iv. changes in operating costs. 
Does the Company’s estimate of capital expenditures for 
the Wilson scrubber include any c ts tcp remove the 
existing scrubber? I f  not, then where are the rernowal 
costs reflected in the Company’s financial models used to 
evaluate the uarious scenarios? 
Please provide the Company% estimate of costs to remsve 
the existing scrubber. 
Please describe how the C~mpany plans to track the costs 
to remove the existing scrubber to ensure that the costs are 
not included in the ECE? 
Please describe how the Company plans to recover the net 
bsok value and the costs to remove the existing scrubber. 

Case No. 2812-00063 
Eesponse to WIUC 2-22 
Witness: Mark A. Hite 
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BIG BIVERS ELECTRIC COEPBRATIQN 

1 
2 

3 
4 

5 

6 
7 

8 
3 

IO 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21. 

22 

PLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPE/OY& OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPEWCE PLAN; 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SUBCli3l%bRGE TARIFF, FOB CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CQIVWNIENCE AND NEXXSSIW, AND FOR AUTHORI'N TQ 
ESa'laRLTSH A REGUMTORY AGCOBIN" 

CASE NQ. 2012-00863 

Response to the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers' 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22.2012 

July 6,2012 

Response) 
a. The Company will reflect the retirement of the Wilson scrubber 

in the ECB as follows: 
Only t o  the extent that the partial retirement of the 
existing Wilson scrubber causes the (gross) plant-in- 
service balance for non-ECP long-life environmentall 
assets (Accounts 312 A-KJ to fall below the October 31, 
2810 (test-year-end for PSC Case No. 2011-00036) level, 
then gross plant opill reduc~ depreciation expense 
recovered under the ECR. Depreciation expense 
recovered through the ECR will be decreased by a 
depreciation adjustment calculated by applying the 
 account^ 312 A-K" depreciation rate to the lower of: (x) 
the reduction in nom-ECP plant-in-service below the 
October 31,2010 level (resulting from the partial 
retirement of the existing Wilson scrubber); or Q the 
gross plant balance of the existing Wilson scrubber assets 
being retired included in the October 31,26)10 plant-in- 
service balance. This approach enmres that the amount 
of depreciation expense recovered from ratepayers 
through base rates does not exceed the Commission- 
approved amount. 

i. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to H U C  2-22 
Witness: Mark A. Hit@ 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC COBPQRATIOM 

PLICATION OF BIG RIVEXtS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMl3NX)EI) ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVI$RY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOB CERTIFICATES OF PUBETC 

CONVENIENCE AMD NECESSI1["Y, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
IESTABLISH. A REGUEATOEY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 20512-00068 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
111 

12 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

I9 
20 

21 
22 

Response to the Kentucky Industrial Weility Customers9 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22.2012 

July 6,203.2 

ii. Accumulated depreciation reoved upon partial retirement 
~f the existing Wilson scrubber will have no effect on the 
EGR. 
Net salvage upon partial retirement of the existing 
Wilson scrubber will have no effect on the ECR. 
The ECR will only include actual variable operating costs 
associated with the new scrubber. 

iii. 

iv. 

b. The estimated capital expenditures included in the financial 
model do not include removal costs or salvage value. The 
assumption for modeling purposes is that any cost of removal 
would be offset by salvage value. In addition, the design of the 
new Wilson scrubber included in the ECP will allow the partial 
retirement of the existing Wilson scrubber to occw without 
requiring removal. Other than cash flow, including removal 
costs or salvage value would have no other effect on the financial 
model because these expenditures would simply be included in 
the loss on retirement and recorded in the accmdated 
depreciation reserve account. 
Big Rivers does not have an estimate of removal cohs or salvage 
value for the partial retirement of the existing Wilson scrubber. 
In the event that the partial retirement of the existing Wilson 
scrubber is removed along with the installlation of the new 

c. 

d. 

Case Go. 2012-00063 
Response to KIUC 2-28 
Wikness: Mark A. Hit@ 
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BEG RIVERS ELECTRIC C RPOBATIBN 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTEIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED EMRQNMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF9 FOB CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVlEMIENCE ANa) NlNX.X%I[W, AND FOR AUTHORITY 218 
ESTABLISH A BEGUUTQRY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2812-80063 

Response to the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers’ 
Second Bequest for Information 

Elated June 22.20126 

July 6,2012 

1 

2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
19 
20 Witness) 

Wilson scrubber, Big Rivers would track removal cost and 
salvage value for that portion of the construction project under 
separate tasks (subaccounts). If a capital asset is removed when 
retired, then amounts accumulated under the removal task and 
the salvage value task are included in the calculation of gain or 
loss on retirement of the asset and ultimately recorded in the 
accumulated depreciation reserve account. Accordingly, net 
salvage, whether positive or negative, will not 8 e c t  the ECR. 
Big Rivers continues to retire assets that are not f d y  
depreciated, and the partial retirement ofthe existing Wilson 
scrubber will be no exception. The loss from these retirements 
builds in the accumulated depreciation. reserve account and in 
theory will affect Big Rivers’ depreciation rates in its next 
depreciation study. Higher depreciation rates due to a history of 
retiring capita.! assets a t  a loss will be the means by which Big 
Rivers eventually recovers the cost of the partial retirement of 
the existing Wilson scrubber. 

e. 

Mark A. Hite 

Case NO. 2012-00068 
Response to KIUC 2-22 
Witness: Mark A. Hi% 
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1 
2 

3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 

12 
23 
14 
15 
16 

Response &s the Ofice of the Attorney Genead9s 
Initial Bequest far ICnformtiolta 

Dated May 21, IO12 

Item 22) Provide any economically feasibility tests uadertaken by the 
company with regard to the ability of the end-user to pay hidher&& bill 
and thus: the ability if same to continue to take the, projected amsun% of 
load and not decrease usage thus affecting the ouerall demand 0n the 
system, 

Response) Big Rivers did not calculate any potentid erosion in usage by end use 

consumers that might result from the increase in rates stemming from the rate 
changes in the requested environmental cost rrecovery mechanism in this 
proceeding. Price elasticity analyses are not ordinarily undertaken by Applicants 
in cases where the proposed rate increases are of the magnitude csntempIated in 
this caee. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to AG 1-22 

witness: John woafiam 
Page 1 of 1 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 
2 

3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

1 1  
12 

13 
14 

APPLICCATJOM OF BIG RIVEXS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF’ ITS AMENDED EMVICRONIMENTAL COST 
RECOVBRY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE LWD NIECESSITU; AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to Commissisn Staffs 
Second Request for Pnformation 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Item 14) Refer to Big Rivers’ response to Item 22 of the Attorney 
General’s Initial Data Request PAWS First Request’?. Big Rivers 
responded “’ep]riee elasticity analyses are not ordinarily undertaken by 
Applicants in eases when? the proposed rate increases are of the 
magnitude contemplated in this case.” Provide a discussion of what level 
of proposed rate increases would prompt Big Rivers to perform price 
elasticity analyses. 

Response) Big Rivers has not performed a study or analysis to determine at 
what point price elasticity becomes an issue. 

Witness) John Wolfram 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to PSC 2-14 

Witness: John Wolfram 
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RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLI[CATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FQR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENWRONM.T2IlilTAL COMPLIANCE P M ,  

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMXNDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOE CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSIW, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCQUNT 

CASE NO, 201240063 

Response to Commission StdTs 
Initial Request for hformation 

Dated May 21,2812 

June I, 2012 

1 Item 18) 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 

Refer topage 1-4 of the Exhibit DePriest - 2. 

a* 

b. 

9 Response) 

10 a. 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 

18 

19 
20 
21 
22 

Describe the “minimal-contracts approach to project 
execution” used in the development of the environmental 
compliance study- 
HQW much would the inclusion of owner’s cost add to the 
estimated cost? 

“Minimal-contracts approach to  project execution” refers to the 
process control of engineering, procurement and construction. 
Under an “EPC (engineer-procure-construct) contract” approach, 
an Owner enters into a single contract with one company, who is 
responsible for performing all engineering tasks, purchasing all 
equipment and material, and performing all construction and 
startup tasks. This approach is subject to  large mark-ups in 
equipment purchases fkom OEMs (original equipment 
manufacturers), thereby increasing overall project costs. Under 
a ‘‘minimal contracts approach,” the Owner enters into contracts 
with each of the major equipment suppliers, an engineering 
designer, and a construction contractor. This strategy allows 
the Owner to perform major engineering design earlier in the 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to PSC 1-18 

Witness: William DePriest 
Page 1 ~ f 2  



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC C 

1 
2 

*3  
4 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PUN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED EWRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY S U R C W G E  TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-080653 

Response to Codss ion  Staffs 
Initial Request for Information 

Dated May 21,2012 

June 1, 2012 

overall process, provides the ability to purchase major 
equipment directly and eliminate mark-up costs, and provides a 
firm basis for the construction contract, thereby resulting in the 
lowest overall cost to the Owner. 

b. Qwner'a costs were not specifically included in the Saxgent and 
Eundy cost estimate. However, they are anticipated to be 
relatively insignificant and are covered by the contingency in the 
estimate. 

9 
10 
1 I Witness) William DePsiest 
12 

Case No. 2.012-00063 
Response to PSC 1-18 

Witness: William DePriest 
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BIG RlWZRS EL CTIRIC COBPQRATXON 

APPJIPCATEON OF BIG B m R S  ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
OR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE B W ,  

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS A.MXIIVDED EWRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE ANI) NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTAJ3LISET A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to Commission Staffs 
Ini%id Request for Information 

Da%ed May 21,2012 

June l9201fB, 

1 Item 14) Refer to page 16 of the Delariest Testimony, lines 16-25. 
2 

' 3  a. 
4 

5 b. 
6 
7 
8 Response) 
9 a. 

10 b. 
1 1  
12 

13 
14 

15 
16 
17 Witnesses) a. 
18 b. 
I9 

Did Sargent (PT Lundy consider the replacement of the 
ekectro-static precipitators ( T S P ' ~  with a fabric filter? 
Does Big Rivers have a strategy 8f the ESP performance? is 
inadequate? 

Yes. 
Big Rivers anticipates performing precipitator testing or 
modeling its ESF's performance in 2013. Should this testing or 
modeling indicate potential issues not foreseen in the study 
results, then Big Rivers will consider the ESP upgrades 
mentioned in the DePriest testimony. 

William DePriest 
Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to PSC 1-14 

Witnesses: William DePriest (a) and Robert W. Berry (b) 
Page 1 of1 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 

11 
12 

13 
14 

15 

mP3;rcATrm OF BIG: RWIIRS ELECTRIC CORBORATIQN 
R APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 E RONMIEN’ICAL COMPLMCE PLAN, 

FOB APPROVAL OF ITS AMJ3NDED ENVIRONMXNTAL CQST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF’ PUBLIC 

CONWENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AI”JE, FOR AUTHQRTTY TO 
ESTABLISH A BEGULATBRY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2812-00088 

Response to the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers’ 
Initial Bequest for Information 

Dated May 81,2812 

dune 1,2012 

Item 43) 
Board of Directors meetings since January 2010 through the most recent 
month available. This is a continuing request and the response should be 
supplemented as each additional month is available. 

Please provide a copy of all minutes from the Company’s 

Response) Big Rivers objects to this request on the grounds that it is overly 
broad and seeks information that is irrelevant to this proceeding. Without 
waiving this objection, Big Rivers provides the attached minutes, presentations, 
and attachments from Big Rivers’ Board of Directors meetings from January 2010 
through May 2012 on the CDs accompanying these responses. Information not 
relevant to this proceeding has been. redacted from the minutes. 

Witness) Rodert W. Berry 

Case NO. 2012-00063 
Response to KIUC 1-43 

Witness: Bobert W. Berry 
Page 1 of P 
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EXHIBIT (LK-7) 



BIG RIVEBS ELECTRIC COR 

APPLICATION OF BIG B ~ R S  ELECTRIC CORPORA'TION 
FOB APPROVAL OF ITS 20312 ENVIROIWENTAL CQ)MPLI.ANCE PLAN., 

FOR APPROVAL QF IT8 AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CE1RTZWICATES OF BUBLlC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, IUVI) FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response $0 the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers9 
Second Bequest for Information 

Dated June 22.2012 

July 6,2012 

1 Item 21) 
2 

3 Board. 
4 

Refer $0 the Company's response to AG 2-46 and the altached 
copy of the January 19,2012 and February 21,2092presentations to the 

5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 Response) 
19 
20 
21 
22 

a. Please confirm that the January presentation indicated 
that capital expenditures t O  comply with CSAPR and 
MATS would total $213.5 million and the February 
presentation increased the expenditures to $283.5 million. 
Please provide a detailed explanation why the capital 
expenditures reflected in the February BOD presentation, 
and $he App6iatdon in this proceeding, are signiftcantly 
more than the January 49,2012 estimate presented to the 
Board. Provide a CQPY of all quantitative comparisons, 
electronically, that explain the significant increase in 
capital expenditures during the 4 week period between the 
January and February BOD meetings. 

b. 

a. Confirmed. 
b. me capital estjmates in the Januaiy 2012 board presentation 

represented high level order of magnitude estimates developed 
by Big Rivers personnel to indicate the level of capital 

Case No. 2013-00063 
Response to KZUC 2-21 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page k of 2 



BIG BZVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OP ITS AMENI)ED EMRONMENTAE COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF9 FQR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY9 AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A BEG-ULATOBY ACCOUNT 

CASE NQ. 2012-00063 

Response to the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers' 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22.2012 

July 6,2812 

expenditures facing Big Rivers in complying with C S N R  and 
MATS. The capital. estimates in the February 2Q12 board 
presentation represent the results of the S&L study. 

The Merences are described in the table that follows. 

Wilson FGD * 1 100.00 1 139.00 

Green SCR 
IXMPL FGD 

Reid Conversion 

Coleman MATS 
- 

Wilson. MATS 

Green MATS 
HMPL MATS 

--__.-... 

75.00 I 81.00 

8.QO 3.85 

2.00 11.20 

13.50 28.44 

5.W 11.24 

9.00 18.48 --A. 

Comment on 
February Estimate 

Included fan and control 
upgrades and h t h e r  analysis 
of SESS budgetary pricing 

Refined cost from S&L 

- - 

Net of W P L  share 

Refined cost from S&L 

Added DSI systems 

Added DSH systems 

Added DSI systems 

Net of HMPL share 
-- 

6 
7 
8 Witness) &bert W. Berry 
9 

Case No. 2612-(r0063 
Response to Ia=IUC 2-21 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of 2 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 
2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 

9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 

15 
16 

17 
1s 
19 
20 
21 
22 

APPLICATION OF BIG RrVlGRS ELECTRIC CQRPORATI[ON 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN9 

FOB APPROVAL OF ITS AMCENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY S U R C m G E  TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PURLIC 

CONVENIENCE ANI) NEXESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A RECXJLATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to Commission Staff’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Item 17) Refer to Big Rivers’ response to KIUC’s First Bequest, Item 36, 
and the July 14,2011 ernail concerning EPA Proposed Regulations. Big 
Riwers’groposed 2012 Environmental Compliance Plan estimates capital 
expenditures of $286. B4 million. Provide a dekailed line item explanation 
for the differences between the capital expenditure estimates for the 8012 
Environmental Compliance Plan and the capital expenditure estimates 
contained in the July 14,ZQllI  email. 

Response) The July 14,2013. e-mail was based on an October 28,2010 
presentation to the Public Service Commission. It included a high level estimate 
from Big Rivers’ internal staff for compliance with the existing potential EPA 
regulations CATR, HAPS W C T ,  CCR and 5316a & b. At the time of these 
estimates the proposed regulations were not in their finall form. 

were based on the CSAPR and MATS regulations that had been issued in final 
version, and did not include any costs for future regulations. In addition, the cost 
estimates contained in the instant filing were prepared by an experienced 
engineering firm with significant expertise In developing capital cost estimates. 

table on the following page. 

The estimates in Big Rivers’ 2012 Environmental Compliance Plan 

Detailed line-item explanations for the differences are shown in the 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response (Go PSC 2-17 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 1 of 2 



BIG R M R S  ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE P W ,  

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY S U R C W G E  TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSIW, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to Commission Staff's 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 

2 
3 
4 Witness) 
5 

; No FGD retrofit at 

$SOO/kVv); Includes 

Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to FSC 2-17 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of 2 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC 60 

1 
2 

3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
1 1  
12 
13 
14 

15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
OR APPROVAL OF ZTS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 
CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 

ESTABLISH A REGULATORPACCOI3rNT 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMEMDIED 1EI"VIRO~ENTAI~ COST 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to Commission Staffs 
Initial Request for Information 

Dated May 21,2012 

aurae 1,2012 

Item 9) 

it is noted that although the Sargent & Lundy study included 
consideration of the U S .  Environmental Protection Agency's (T3PA'V 
proposed regulation concerning coal combustion residuals and the EPA's 
rules relating to impingement mortality and eintrainment under Section 
316(b) of the Clean Water Act, Big Rivers did not include the potential 
coats of compliance wigh these rules in analyzing the cost effectiveness of 
the alternatiues considered far inclusion in its 2012 Plan. 

Refer topage 28' of the Berry Testimony at lines 19-20 in which 

a. 

b. 

What impact would compliance with these potential 
regulations have on the operations of the affected plants? 
Haw would compliance with these regulations affect the 
economic feasibility of Big Rivers' 2062 Plan? 

Response) 
a. Neither the Coal Combustion Residuals ("CCR") regulation nor 

the Section 316(b) rule is final, and EPA has requested 
comment on regulatory alternatives it is considering. The 
alternatives being considered under each rule are significantly 
different, so determining compliance costs would be speculative 
at this time. Big Rivers has accordingly not determined what 

Case No. 2012-00068 
Response to PSC 1-9 

Witness: Robert; W. Berry 
Page 1 of 2 



1 

2 

3 

APPLICATION QF BIG RImRS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOE APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 IENVIRCbNMIEMTAL COMPLIANCE P 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS aRaENDED EMqR0NRIENTA.L COST 
RECOVERY SURCEXAEGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVEMENCE AND NJ3CESSITY, AND FOB AUTHORITY TO 
ESTA33lLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to Codseiorn Staffs 
Initial Beguest for ?Information 

Dated May 21,2012 

dune I, 2092 

effect these potential regulations ~vould have OE the operations 
of the affected plants. 
As shown in Tables 6-6 and 6-7 of DePriest Exhibit-2, S&L b. 

4 

5 

6 
7 
8 
9 
IO 
I 1  
12 

13 increases. 
14 

15 Witness) ]Robert W. Berry 
16 

projected that compliance with these two regulations may cost 
Big Rivers $122.74 rniUion in capital, $31.12 million annually in 
incremental k e d  B&M, and approximately $2.50/ton in 
variable O&M depending on available IandfiPl options. However, 
due to the uncertainty of what the final rdes may require, Big 
Rivers did not include these C O S ~ S  in its financial madels. Big 
Rivers will continue to monitor these pending regulations and 
will fully incorporate the requirements into its compliance 
planning when the certainty around smh requirements 

Case No. 2012-4)0063 
Response to PSC 1-6 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of2 
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1 
) 
) 
) 
) CASE NO. 2012-00063 
) 
) 
) 
) 
1 

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF PHILIP HAYET 

QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY 
1 

2 Q. 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 Q* 

7 A. 

8 

9 Q. 

10 A. 

Please state your name and business address. 

My naine is Philip Hayet, and my business address is Hayet Power Systeins 

Consulting ("HPSC"), 2 15 Huntcliff Tei-race, Atlanta, Georgia, 30350. 

What is your occupation and your business title? 

I ain an Electrical Engineer, and I am President of HPSC. 

What consulting services does HPSC provide? 

HPSC provides consulting seivices related to electric utility system planning, 



Philip Hayet 
Page 2 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

resource analysis, production cost modeling, and utility industry policy issues. 

Clients have included state regulatory agencies, industrial electricity consumers, 

consulting firms, and merchant generators located both inside and outside the United 

States. 

Please summarize your education and qualifications. 

I graduated from Purdue University in 1979 with a B.S. degree in Electrical 

Engineering, and from the Georgia Institute of Technology in 1980 with an M.S. 

degree in Electrical Engineering, with a specialization in Power System. 

Please describe your professional experience. 

I have over thirty years of experience in the electric utility industry, in which I 

have worked in the areas of generation resource planning, economic analysis, and 

rate analysis. I began my career working for Energy Management Associates 

("EMA'I now known as Venytx), an Atlanta based utility consulting firm, in 

which I supported Ventyx's PROMOD IVTM ("PROMOD") production cost 

software clients.' PROMOD is a detailed production cost modeling tool that is 

widely used by utilities throughout the United States to perfoim electric utility 

operations and planning studies. In addition to providing client suppoi-t and 

production cost modeling training for Ventyx's utility clients, I also performed 

I I will refer to this Company as Ventyx, which is also the supplier of Big Rivers' current production 
costing model, kriown as the Planning arid Risk Model ("PaR"). The PaR model is one of a number of 
tools incorporated within Ventyx's Energy Portfolio Management ("EPM") suite of inodeling tools. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 Q. 

19 

20 A. 

21 

22 

23 

numerous consulting assignments using the PROMOD production cost modeling 

software. 

In 1991 I moved to Ventyx’s SRATEGIST Department where I managed a Client 

Service Support Team. SRATEGIST is a resource planning tool used to evaluate 

alternative resource options to derive a utility’s optimal long-term resource plan. 

While part of this department, I worked on numerous consulting assignments such 

as avoided cost analyses, demand-side management studies, and Integrated 

Resource Planning (“IRP”) studies for utilities across the U.S and abroad. 

In 1996 I began my own consulting film, HPSC, in which I continue to work on 

projects involving generation resource planning, economic analysis, and rate 

analysis. During my career, I have had extensive experience working with 

production cost modeling tools, including PROMOD, Strategist, Cumulus, GRID, 

EGEAS, MAINPL,AN, PROSYM, and PaR. Additional background, including a 

list of my specific regulatoiy appearances can be found in Exhibit Hayet-1 . 

Have you previously testified before the Kentucky Public Service Commission 

(“Commission” or “PSC”)? 

No. Although I have made numerous appearances before other state regulatory 

commissions and before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, this is my first 

appearance before this Cointnission. Most, if not all, of these projects and testimony 

involved production resource issues. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

Q. 

A. 

Q* 

A. 

On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding? 

I am testifying on behalf of the Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. 

("KIUCII). 

Please summarize your testimony. 

My testimony reviews Big Rivers Electric Corporation's ("Big Rivers" or "The 

Company") request for approval of a new environmental compliance plan and 

certificates of public convenience arid iiecessity ("CPCNs") that would allow it 

to be able to construct a set of environmental upgrade projects, which are 

included in Big Rivers 2012 Environmental Coinpliance Plan ("ECP"). My 

testimony primarily addresses the economic evaluation that Big Rivers conducted, 

which is included in Mr. Hite's testimony and summarized in Exhibit Hite-4. I 

discuss the production cost analyses that Big Rivers and its consultants 

performed, and the alternative analyses that I conducted, which used the same 

modeling tool Big Rivers relied on, and began with data that Big Rivers and its 

consultants used in their studies. My testimony also discusses some of the 

problems that I discovered in conducting my work based on the various disputes 

that arose between KIUC and Big Rivers over access to their modeling data, 

errors that I found in instructions supplied, and errors in the data that Big Rivers 

used to conduct its analyses. 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions and recommendations? 



1 

Philip Hayet 
Page 5 

A. My conclusions and recommendations are as follows: 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
I 1  
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 

22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 

29 
30 
31 
32 
33 

1. The Company's economic evaluations fail to justify its proposed ECP, and the 
Company should not be granted CPCNs for projects other than those related to 
meeting the MATS requirements. 

2. Based on both a quantitative evaluation and qualitative factors, I conclude that 
the Company's Buy Case, which requires approximately $200 inillion less in 
capital expenditures, is the most prudent course of action for the Company at 
this time, in order for it to meet environmental regulations. After correcting 
for nuinerous inodeling errors, on a net present value basis the Buy Case and 
the Build Case are basically a wash. Given the fact that there is no clear 
economic advantage between tlie Buy and Build cases, I conclude that the 
Buy Case is superior and less risky given the possibility of additional 
undiscovered errors in Big Rivers' analysis, uncertainty surrounding the 
Smelter load, the preliminary nature of Big Rivers' cost estimates in the Build 
case, tlie fact that additional environmental regulations (requiring additional 
unidentified costs) are likely to be imposed on Big Rivers' coal generation, 
and the inherent risk of Big Rivers becorning a merchant generator in the 
MIS0 market. An additional appeal of the Buy Case is that it would not 
preclude Big Rivers from performing the proposed large environmental 
upgrade projects in the fiiture, when the picture becomes clearer regarding 
some of the unce1-tainties.l 

3. The Company's econoinic evaluation, based on its production cost modeling 
approach is flawed, sub-optimal, and contains numerous modeling errors. I 
have corrected many of the modeling issues in my analysis. One of the most 
significant modeling concern was Big Rivers use of a very high PACE market 
energy forecast that included C02 costs, combined with the inconsistent 
assumption that Big Rivers itself would incur no C02 costs. This inconsistent 
assumption biased the study results in favor of the Build Case. 

4. While the Company went to elaborate steps to conduct its study, it should 
have expended more effort documenting the study methodology in its 
testimony, Five witnesses filed testimony on behalf of the Company, and only 
the Company's Vice President of Accounting and Interim Chief Financial 
Officer, Mr. Mark Hite, described the study, and only from a high level 

' Given Big Rivers dependence on coal, KnJC would not oppose, further consideration of the Reid Steam 
Unit gas conversion project. Additionally, given the sinall cost of the environmental upgrades, KIUC 
would not oppose further consideration of the upgrade projects at HMP&L, Units 1 & 2. 
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8 
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10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1s 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

perspective. 

COMPANY'S 2012 ECP REOUEST 

Q. 

A. 

Please describe Big Rivers's 2012 ECP proposal. 

Big Rivers currently has an existing environmental compliance plan that had been 

designed to control various emissions including SO2 arid NOx, which had 

previously been approved in 2008. Given the recent series of environmental 

regulations finalized by the EPA, including the Cross-State Air Pollution Rule 

("CSAPR") that was supposed to begin January 1, 2012, and tlie Mercury Air 

Toxics Standard ("MATS"), which requires compliance beginning in April 201 5 ,  

Big Rivers has proposed a plan to meet the new environmental  regulation^.^ Big 

Rivers and its consultants have conducted a study of its options to comply with 

these regulations, which led to the development of the 2012 ECP. A summary of 

Big Rivers' proposed environmental upgrade projects can be found in Exhibit 

Belly-2 attached to Company witness Robert Belly's testimony. 

Q. 

A. 

What studies did Big Rivers conduct to develop its ECP? 

Big Rivers began by reviewing the environmental regulations cui-rently in effect, 

and new regulations that have been proposed, the levels of emissions that its 

generating fleet currently produces, and the amount of emissions reductions and 

possible emissions reductions that might have to be achieved. The 2012 ECP was 

Due to a court order it1 the 1 ltli circuit court, CSAPR is currently stayed on appeal. However, Big Rivers 
has assumed that tlie order will eventually be lifted and utilities will have to comply with the rules. 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q* 

8 

9 A. 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 Q. 

22 A. 

23 

developed based on a study perfoiined for Big Rivers by Sargent and Lundy, LLC 

("S&L"), who evaluated different technology alternatives that would allow Big 

Rivers to meet the new and proposed EPA regulations, including CSAPR and 

MATS. Many technology types were screened in the analysis besides the ones 

that were ultimately selected. 

Were other regulations such as EPA's proposed §316(b) of the Clean Water 

Act ("3 16b") and Coal Combustion Residuals ("CCR") considered? 

Yes, S&L evaluated those regulations and made recommendations, however, Big 

Rivers' 20 12 ECP did not include any specific actions to address those proposed 

regulations, as Big Rivers plans to continue monitoring those rules and address 

them in the future. According to h4i. Shawls testimony, possible compliance 

alternatives for the 3 16(b) rules include water modifications to the existing intake 

structures at some of its units. Possible compliance alternatives for the CCR 

regulations include converting existing ponds to dry bottom ash systems using 

submerged scraper conveyors ("SSCs"). Big Rivers' economic analysis did not 

assume any costs for either of these two proposed EPA rules. To the extent that 

either proposed rule makes generating from its coal units more expensive, then 

the cost of the Build Case compared to the Buy Case would increase. 

Please summarize some of the important findings of the S&L study. 

Some of the conclusions of the study are: 

Big Rivers can meet CSAPR on a system-wide basis, but will have to make 
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unit specific modifications to meet MATS, and all of the Company's coal units 

will require some upgrades to comply with MATS. 

A set of eight projects are proposed in the ECP. Four to satisfy CSAPR at a 

cost of $227.50, and four to satisfy MATS at a cost of $58.64 million. These 

include projects at the Henderson Municipal Power & Light (''HMP&L") 

Station Two coal-fired units owned by the City of Henderson (estimates above 

include HMP&L's costs). 

One of two large CSAPR projects includes a Scrubber replacement at DB 

Wilson that would increase its SO2 removal efficiency from 91% to 99%. 

Big Rivers expects this project to be completed by 2016 at a cost of $139 

million, and would require an annual incremental increase in O&M costs 

starting at $760,000 per year. As Mr. Kollen testifies, the cost of removing 

the existing Wilson scrubber is not included in the $139 inillion cost estimate. 

A second large CSAPR project is an SCR addition at Green Unit 2, which is 

expected to cost $81 million, and planned for completion in 2015. 

Incremental O&M expenses are estimated to start at $1.6 million. 

Two smaller CSAPR projects are to convert Reid Unit 1 to fire on natural gas 

at a cost of $1.2 million and to be completed January 1, 2014; and another 

project that includes various plant improvements at HMP&L, Units 1 and 2 to 

reduce SO2 emissions. The HMP&L projects are estimated to cost $6.30 

million and are scheduled for completion January 1, 201 5. Incremental O&M 

costs are estimated to start at a cost of $0.475 thousand dollars. 

Four MATS projects are planned at the Coleman, Wilson, Green, and 
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HMP&L, plants to control emissions of Mercury and other emissions. The 

cost of those projects is $58.64 million and they are scheduled for completion 

January 1, 201 6. Incremental O&M costs are estimated at approximately $10 

million stai-ting in 201 6. 

Were all of the options that S&L recommended accepted by Big Rivers? 

No. S&L recommended that advanced low NOx burners be installed at Coleman 

Units 1, 2 and 3. However, Big Rivers decided to avoid the capital expense of 

those projects, and recognized that since CSAPR is a cap-and-trade program, it 

would have the option to purchase additional allowances if necessary to comply 

with the CSAPR requirements. Also, as mentioned above, S&L, identified 

upgrades to meet other regulations such as additional water and combustion 

residual regulations; however, Big Rivers intends to continue monitoring EPA 

activity as those regulations are developed. 

Does Big Rivers 2012 ECP indicate that it will meet the compliance deadlines 

in MATS and CSAPR? 

Strictly speaking no; though there are strategies Big Rivers has identified that will 

allow it to be in corripliance with the regulations. The stricter Phase 2 Compliance 

requirements of CSAPR begin in 2014, and MATS requirements begin in 2015. 

Big Rivers' compliance plan indicates that many projects won't be complete until 

2016. Big Rivers' analysis is that since the CSAPR iule has been stayed by the 

DC Circuit Court of Appeals, if it is reinstated as written, there will likely be at 
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least a one year coinpliance delay until 2015. Given that projects such as the 

Wilson Scrubber are not planned to come online until 2016, Big Rivers states its 

compliance strategy will either be to rely on banked allowances, purchase 

allowances, or curtailments of generation at its units. 

Q. Did S&L's economic evaluation consider the option of reducing generation 

and purchasing incremental needs from the market instead of performing 

environmental upgrades? 

No. Wiile the S&L study discusses the possibility of cornplying with CSAPR by 

reducing generation and purchasing incremental power from the market, it did not 

quantify the economic impacts of this option. Such a study would require a 

production cost modeling evaluation that would include simulating Big Rivers' 

loads and resources, and the opportunity to purchase power from the MIS0 

market. After the S&L study was complete, and a set of environmental upgrades 

were identified for meeting the new EPA d e s  (except for the proposed water and 

combustion residual regulations) Big Rivers (with the assistance of additional 

consultants) then proceeded to conduct a production cost/economic evaluation. 

A. 

BIG RIVERS PRODUCTION COST/IECONOMIC EVALUATION 

Q. Please describe the cases that were analyzed as part of the production cost 

modeling. 

Big Rivers identified thee  cases it decided to evaluate: the Build Case, the Partial 

Build Case, and the Buy Case. The Build Case includes the eight projects 

A. 
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discussed above, four that satisfy MATS and four that satisfy CSAPR 

requirements. The Partial Build Case was designed to meet CSAPR requirements 

by including all prqjects except for the Green 2 SCR project. The Buy Case only 

included the four projects that satisfy the MATS requirements, and constraints 

were imposed to limit unit generation and to replace that generation with 

incremental purchases from the market. Two sensitivity cases also were 

performed to determine if the Build case still was more economic than the Buy 

case if the Smelter load were lost. 

What was the responsibility of the consultants Rig Rivers retained? 

Along with Big Rivers, three consultants played a role in the production 

cost/economic evaluation; two that played a primary role, and one that played a 

more limited secondary role. The three consultants were PACE Global 

("PACE"), ACES Power Marketing ("ACES"), and IHS. PACE conducted 

modeling analyses to derive reference case forecasts for energy market prices, 

monthly coal prices, monthly natural gas prices, and monthly allowances prices. 

ACES perfortned the production cost modeling analyses that incorporated the data 

PACE supplied, and other data assumptions that Big Rivers provided, including 

generating unit characteristics and load forecasts. ACES also provided a forecast 

of wholesale energy prices. IHS' limited role was to provide an additional 

projection of market energy prices. Big Rivers entered the production cost results 

into its corporate financial model and perfoiined a net present value revenue 

requirement analysis. 
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How was the MIS0 System represented in the analysis? 

Big Rivers chose to model the MISO System using a simplified approach that 

avoided the need to represent all of the loads and resources of all the generation 

and load owning entities in MISO. Instead, the production cost evaluation 

represented the MISO energy market, which covers parts of 13 states, and 

includes over 100,000 MW of generating unit capacity, using a single market 

price profile. This profile contained hourly market prices assumed at the closest 

trading hub to the Big Rivers System. Every hour between January 1, 2012 and 

December 31, 2026 was included in the $/MWH profile. Purchases and sales are 

derived based on an hourly comparison of the system incremental cost to the cost 

of the hourly market price forecast. If the market price is less than the cost to 

generate in that hour, then purchases are made, and if the market price is greater 

than the cost to generate in that hour, then sales are made. 

This is not an uncornmon approach to conducting a production cost study, as it 

significantly reduces the amount of input assumptions needed to conduct the 

study. Certainly there are some limitations that should be recognized in a study 

such as this, including the fact that it does not capture transmission modeling 

impacts, and it does not include a commitment and dispatch process that 

optimizes operating reserves across the entire MISO System. 

How was the MISO market price profile developed? 
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A. PACE perfoiined a large scale production cost dispatch simulation using a model 

named AuroraXMP ("Aurora1'), which is owned and licensed by EPIS, Inc. 

PACE'S model included all of the loads and resources of the MIS0 System, and 

developed hourly market price projections at the hub closest to Big Rivers. PACE 

perfoiined a stochastic analysis simulating a large number of cases and developed 

individual market price forecasts for each case simulated. W i l e  numerous 

market price forecasts were developed, Pace was able to derive a reference case 

forecast, which it refers to as being "...representative of the mean outcome of its 

distribution".-' The reference case forecast was supplied to ACES for purposes of 

conducting the production cost analysis. In a similar manner, PACE developed 

numerous projections of natural gas prices, emissions prices, and coal prices 

which were all manipulated to develop reference price forecasts. 

Importantly, the PACE market price forecast assumed that restrictions on C02 

emissions would be required during the study period. This assumption regarding 

C02 emissions had the effect of greatly increasing the PACE market price 

forecast and making the Buy Case more expensive. The Build Case did not 

assume any added costs for complying with future C02  emission limits. 

Q. Did ACES develop any of the market price forecasts that were used in the 

studies presented by the Company in Mr. Hite's testimony? 

See Big Rivers' confidential and non-confidential response to KIUC 2-28. -1 



Philip Hayet 
Page 14 

1 A. 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 Q.  

9 

10 A. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

No. Only PACE global assumptions were used in the study that was conducted to 

support Big Rivers application in this proceeding. However, some discovery 

responses discuss a market energy price forecast that ACES developed and used 

in sensitivity studies that were discussed in a report dated nearly two months after 

testimony was filed in this proceeding. As it turns out, the ACES market price 

forecast is considerably lower than the PACE forecast. 

What was the purpose of IHS's limited role of supplying what turned out to 

be a third market energy price forecast developed during this study? 

According to Big River, it was "...obtained in an attempt to be as accurate and 

thorough as possible". (Big Rivers Response to KIUC 2-24) Exhibit Hayet-2 is a 

confidential exhibit taken from a data response Big Rivers supplied (KIUC 1-17) 

that shows that there is close correlation between the lower ACES and IHS 

forecasts, and an extreme divergence between those and the much higher PACE 

forecast (which included costs associated with CO2 emission restrictions) that 

was used to produce results that were reported in testimony. In light of what the 

comparison shows, it is not clear how Big Rivers relied on the accuracy that it 

derived by obtaining the IHS forecast, as it never used any results based on either 

the ACES or IHS market price forecasts to support its recommendation that it be 

granted CPCNs for the proposed environmental projects. Had it done that, it 

would have shown how sensitive the economic results are to the choice of the 

market price forecast. Later in my testimony, I will present that comparison. 
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Please summarize the steps performed to conduct Big Rivers' production 

cost/economic analysis. 

The following steps were perfoimed: 

Q. 

A. 

Big Rivers supplied generating unit characteristics, load forecasts, and 
other economic assumptions to ACES and PACE. 

PACE developed numerous market energy price, natural gas price, coal 
price, and emissions allowances forecasts, and derived from those single 
reference price forecasts that ACES used in its production cost modeling 
(Ventyx Planning and Risk Model - PaR). 

The Build Case included changes such as SO2 and NOX removal rates 
and VO&M costs as a result of applying environmental upgrades to 
specific generating units. 

In the Buy Cases, Big Rivers took certain units out of seivice for certain 
months, mostly during shoulder months to restrict production of 
emissions. 

Emissions price adders were incorporated in the dispatch price of 
generating units, but were ignored from the production cost results 
produced by the model. Big Rivers computed emissions allowances in a 
spreadsheet in a later step. 

15 year production cost runs were perfoimed, and ACES transferred 
production cost results (fuel costs, startup costs, VO&M costs, purchase 
power costs, sale revenues, emissions, as well as other output variables 
such as unit generation) to Big Rivers who loaded the results into its 
Corporate Financial Model (TFM"). Purchases and sales of emissions 
allowances, including banking of allowances, were factored into the 
analysis in the CFM. 

The CFM included the fixed costs of the environmental upgrade prqjects 
that were relevant to each case, and developed total company revenue 
requirements. Present value revenue requirements were computed using 
a 7.93% discount rate, and the cases were compared to detei-mine which 
was the most cost-effective. 

PROCESS FOLLOWED TO ANALYZE BIG RIVERS' RESULTS 

Q. 

A. 

What process did you follow to evaluate Big Rivers study and results? 

The approach I typically follow for generation planning studies such as this is to 
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review the utility's modeling methodology, assumptions, and results. Oftentimes 

for the production cost work that I perfoiin, I either request the utility to work 

with me to make runs, or I request the utility to supply the same exact database 

they used, and I obtain the same production cost model from the model vendor. 

In this case, we first notified the Company of our intent to pursue one of these two 

paths in a letter to the Company on May 11, 2012. Though we had several 

comnunications with the Company regarding this matter, by May 31, 2012, we 

received clear messages from the Company that they would refuse to provide the 

exact database we requested, and that they would not allow us to work together 

with ACES to run our cases on their computer. 

How was this matter resolved? 

On June 6, 2012, KIUC, the Sierra Club, and the Attorney General filed a joint 

motion to compel, and on June 8, 2012, the Company filed a response. Basically, 

the Company stated that it believed that an intervener should be able to take the 

data the Company supplied in spreadsheet foiinat and be able to retrace the 

Company's steps and recreate the database. KITJC believed that would be overly 

burdensome and would not necessarily be guaranteed to lead to the same results 

that the Company had produced. Fui-theiinore, in all my years of working in the 

production cost modeling area, both on my own at my own company and prior to 

that at Ventyx, I have never experienced a utility refusing to supply the exact 

database that they had developed. This was unprecedented in my experience. 

However, in the Company's response to the motion to compel, they laid out a path 
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foivard to resolve the matter, but in doing so it became clear what the heart of the 

matter really was. 

What do you believe that was? 

Apparently Big Rivers' consultant embedded the data used to conduct the Big 

Rivers' study in a larger database containing other clients' data, which was 

confidential. To strip out the data was not a trivial matter, and Big Rivers and 

ACES believed that if they had to tui-n over the database, it would be best for 

Ventyx to strip it apai-t, and an agreement was sti-uck for Big Rivers to hire 

Ventyx to do that. In future regulatory proceedings concerning studies such as 

these, I recommend that Big Rivers always develop databases in such a way that 

they can be turned over to the Commission and interveners upon request and with 

appropriate confidentiality agreements. 

Did you encounter any other difficulties in acquiring the database? 

Yes, there have been a multitude of problems. In the interest of brevity I will list 

them in bullet form: 

Big Rivers refused to have either ACES or Ventyx validate that identical 

results could be produced. As a result half of the cases would not iun, and I 

had to work closely with Ventyx to fix them; 

Run definitions, which are required to make PaR runs were not kept by 

ACES. This led to problems in identifying how to recreate cases; 

Results are close but still may not be identical for all of the cases; 
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Some files that Big Rivers supplied were corrupt and had to be re-supplied; 

Instructions have been misleading. In some cases instructions about the files 

that were needed to recreate runs were wrong. 

Spreadsheets were delivered with references to other spreadsheets, but the 

other spreadsheets were not supplied and had to be requested. 

Files that could have been used to verify what data had been used, and to 

validate results were not kept by ACES. 

Q. 

A. 

How have these problems impacted your ability to conduct your analysis? 

There is no question that dealing with all of these issues along the way has been a 

significant distraction, and I am sure that there may have been other analyses and 

runs that I would have performed if time permitted. Be that as it may, I have in 

fact conducted the cases that I was interested in and I am presenting those in this 

testimony. 

Q. Have you identified any issues with data assumptions that ACES used in its 

study that you do not agree with? 

Yes, in general I believe that the Company has overstated the cost of the Buy 

Case. According to Mr. Berry's testimony at page 32, Big Rivers will not be able 

to complete its two large CSAPR projects until 2016. Furthermore, Mr. Beiiy 

states that "If the new compliance requirements are put into effect in 2015 as 

currently written and Big Rivers does not have sufficient quantities of allowances 

banked, it will either purchase allowances or curtail generation to achieve 

A. 



Philip Hayet 
Page 19 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 
14 
15 
16 
17 

18 
19 
20 

21 
22 
23 

24 
25 
26 
27 

compliance until all of the projects are completed." What the Company does that 

is unreasonable is to begin implementing changes and incui-ring costs in the Buy 

Case in early 2012. For example, in the Buy Case, the Company shuts down the 

DB Wilson unit in March 2012 for three months for the first time. However, in 

the Build Case, the DB Wilson unit does not have a change to its emissions 

removal rate until several years later. This results in overstating the costs of 

operating the System in the Buy Case for several years. I changed this input in 

the Buy Case to begin shutting down the DB Wilson unit in 2016 to be consistent 

with the Build Case. 

Q. What other modeling corrections did you make? 

A. I will list the rest of the modeling coi-rections I made in bullet foim. 

0 Buy Case. DB Wilson VO&M is higher in the Buy Case than the Build Case. By 
2026, it is as much as 13.6% higher than the Build Case. I set the values in the 
Buy Case equal to the Build Case. This still understates the costs in the Build 
Case to some extent. (See Incremental VO&M costs on Page 2 of 2 in Exhibit 
Beny-2). 

Build Case. DB Wilson Emissions Removal Rate. DB Wilson's upgrade will not 
be completed until 2016. ACES had the emissions reduction rate change 
beginning January 2015. I reset this to begin January 2016. 

0 Build No Smelter Case. The Company input VO&M at Green 1 at a significantly 
higher amount in the Build No Smelter Case than in the Buy No Smelter Case. I 
coi-rected this. 

0 Build Case. VO&M at Green 2 is the same in the Build and Buy cases, although 
it should be different once the Green 2 SCR is added in 2015. Incremental O&M 
is indicated to be $1.58 million beginning in 2015 due to the addition of the SCR 
per Exhibit Berry-2 page 2 of 2. I added this change to the Build Case. 
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HMPL 1852 has tlie same VO&M in the Build and Buy Cases. Exhibit Beiiy-2 
indicates that the Build Case should be higher by approx $800,000 per year. I did 
not have time to make this coirection, but had it been made it would have 
increased the cost of the Build Case. 

HMPL, 1&2. The Buy No Smelter Case has higher VO&M than all of the other 
cases, which does not make sense. I changed this to be consistent with the other 
cases. 

0 Build Case. The Build Case has the environmental upgrade prqject completed 
January 1, 2014. According to Exhibit Beiiy-2 page 1 of 2, it should be 2015. I 
made this coirection to the Build Cases. 

0 HMPL, 1&2 VO&M costs. The Costs that the Company used in its financial 
analysis do not match what the Company indicates should have been used in the 
production cost model. The Company should explain this. 

0 Coleman 1, 2 & 3. Even though compliance with CSAPR won't begin until 2016, 
Big Rivers has begun to constrain the dispatch of the Coleman units as early as 
20 13 I I changed this to begin in 20 16. 

Coleman 1, 2 & 3. Given that the units will now be shut down for multi-month 
periods of time to limit emissions, it may not be necessaiy to schedule 
maintenance during a different period of time. I changed the maintenance to 
occur at the same time that the unit is taken offline. 

0 For pui-poses of my runs, I selected to use a specific Monte Carlo feature known 
as the Convergent Monte Carlo method. Because I selected this option, I noticed 
inconsistencies in the results including Coleman 2 having hundreds of startups per 
year. It tuined out that the database had two inputs reversed. The mean time to 
repair input was switched and input as the average time to repair at the Coleman 2 
unit. I coirected this error and the results appeared to be reasonable. 

0 PACE market price forecast is too high to use as a reference case. A comparison 
of the market price forecasts provided by IHS and ACES to the PACE Global 
forecast indicates that the PACE Global forecast (which assumes significant C02 
compliance costs during the study period) is an outlier and should not be relied as 
a reference case forecast. I have used the ACES forecast, which is essentially the 
same as the IHS forecast, as tlie basis for my market price forecast. 

0 Using the ACES forecast corrects for another flaw in the study. ACES has 
developed its market price forecast without consideration of C 0 2  costs being 
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imposed, while PACE considered C02 costs. To run a production cost model in 
the Build Case without imposing C02  costs constraints, but including in that 
model a market price forecast that does include CO2 costs is completely 
inconsistent and biased in favor of the Build Case. An assumption that market 
prices will be very high in part because of the inclusion of C 0 2  costs has two 
basic modeling effects: it makes buying market power less attractive and it makes 
selling power as a merchant generator more attractive. But a C 0 2  requirement 
would make generating from Big Rivers' coal units much more expensive, and 
that was not considered. Either consideration of C02  costs should be removed 
from the process of developing the market price forecast, or C02  costs should be 
included in the production cost modeling step along with the market price forecast 
that included consideration of C02 costs. By using the ACES market price 
forecast, I have essentially removed C02  costs from the market price forecast, 
which leads to consistency in the production cost modeling step. 

KIUC Alternative Analysis 
15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

Q. Have you corrected the data assumptions you discussed above? 

A. Yes, the following table contains KIUC's results with all of the data 

improvements discussed, and with revised market prices based on the ACES 

market price forecast. 

Cases with ACES Market Prices and KIUC Changes 
Net Present Value Revenue Requirement 

Millions of Dollars 

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 Diff 

Build 304 289 283 276 275 258 244 231 221 210 199 189 183 174 165 3,500 
BUY 307 289 277 273 274 262 254 243 230 219 206 197 188 180 172 3,570 71 

Build NoSm 304 289 66 63 60 54 40 42 42 41 36 31 30 33 27 1,157 
Buy NoSm 307 289 62 63 59 51 45 46 46 44 38 32 31 34 30 1,178 21 

These results can be compared to the Company's results for these same cases 

23 presented in Exhibit Hite-4. 
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BUY 
Build 

Buy No Smelter 
Build No Smelter 

Company Results 
(Millions of $) 

KIUC Changes and ACES Prices 
(Millions of $) 

3,921 
3,210 

3,570 
3,500 

71 1 22 1% 70 2 0% 

265 
-334 

599 -1793% 

1,178 
1,157 

21 18% 

These cases indicate that when data assumptions have been corrected, and the 

ACES market prices have been added, which KIUC believes is a more reasonable 

forecast, the Buy Case is only slightly higher in cost than the Build Case, both 

with and without the smelter load. 

How do you interpret these results? 

These results indicate that the Build and Buy scenarios are veiy close in cost, 

however, it is necessary to consider other factors, as well as whether there are any 

other costs that have not been properly accounted for in the study. These results 

do not present a complete picture of the risks the Company faces by committing 

to this construction program. The proposed projects represent a sizable 

construction program for Big Rivers, and it would not be unreasonable to expect 

there could be cost oveii-uns during construction. Second, tliese environmental 

costs do not include the costs of compliance with other regulations including 

3 16(b) water regulations and the Coal Combustion Residual regulations. 

Furthermore, these results do not include all of the incremental VO&M costs 

indicated that are included on page 2 of Exhibit Beny-2. If all of these costs were 
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factored in, it is likely that the Buy Case would have a cost advantage over the 

Build Case. 

Do you believe there are any other means by which the Company could have 

reduced the cost of the Buy Case? 

Yes, as I have explained previously, Big Rivers controlled emissions in the Buy 

Case, by selecting certain months to remove units from service. In doing that, it 

limited the production cost model's ability to dispatch units economically, while 

at the same time meeting emissions limits. A few other ways could have been 

evaluated, which the Company never discussed having done, in order to derive a 

more optimal dispatch result in the Buy Case. For example, annual emission 

limits could have been entered and the model could have tried to optimize the 

dispatch to find a more economic result while still meeting the emissions limits. 

Another approach would have been to increase the price of the emissions cost, 

entered as part of the dispatch price, until the emissions were reduced below the 

emissions constraint. In addition, based on the method that Company did use, 

which was to shut down certain units for certain periods of time, it is also possible 

that different combinations of units could have been selected than those the 

Company selected, that would have resulted in production costs that were lower 

than those the Company produced. For example, the Company consistently took 

the Coleman and Wilson units out of service in the Buy Case, but possibly the 

Green units should have been tested to see if taking those units out of service 

would have led to a more economic result. Given more time, I could have 
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perfoiined the additional modeling analyses, arid I believe the Buy Case results 

would have been lower than those the Company produced, making the Buy Case 

an even better option to pursue. 

Please discuss the Company's position that its results indicate that the Build 

Scenario is more cost effective even with a loss of the entire smelter load? 

The comparison table above indicates that the Big Rivers System would be 

slightly better off under the Build Case even if the Company were to lose the 

smelter load. To lose nearly 70% of the Company's load and still be comfortable 

spending nearly $300 million on environmental upgrade capital costs does not 

seem reasonable. It is one matter to spend this amount of capital knowing that 

there is a long teiin load to supply, however, it is quite another if in fact the 

Company were to lose the smelter load. Fui-theiinore, losing the smelter load, and 

investing nearly $300 inillion in its generating units effectively means that Big 

Rivers would becoine a merchant generator that would have only coal-fired 

energy available for sale. All future environmental upgrade costs, would have to 

be passed on to the MIS0 market, if in fact the market would even accept paying 

those costs. Also, as discussed previously, Big Rivers assumes that it would be 

selling excess generation into a veiy high priced market that includes C02  costs, 

but inconsistently assumes that it would incur no increased costs of its own 

because of the veiy same C02  restrictions. 

Wouldn't it be even riskier for Big Rivers to become a merchant generator? 
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A. Yes, especially in the MIS0 market. Unlike PJM, MIS0 is only beginning to 

implement an organized market for capacity, and given that many of MISO's 

members are regulated entities, inany Companies will opt out of the capacity 

market, which will make excess generation inherently less valuable than in PJM. 

2001 
2003 

Q. Have other companies encountered difficulties surviving as merchant 

NRG 
Calpine 

generators? 

Yes, the following is a table of inerchant generators that have all gone bankrupt 

since 2000, which is all the more reason to be concerned about Big Rivers 

becoming a inerchant generator. 

A. 

2003 
2005 

DYnegY 
AES Eastern Energy 

July 20 12 
January 2012 

Q. Please summarize your conclusions regarding Big Rivers request to construct 

the proposed environmental upgrades. 

A. I believe that some environmental upgrades are necessary and should be 

implemented including the four MATS projects. However, I believe that the two 

large CSAPR prqjects, including the new Scrubber at Wilson and the SCR at 

Green 2 should be avoided at the present time since there is no clear economic 

advantage between the Build and the Buy cases. I also believe that the Build Case 

is riskier because, as I have discussed above, there are likely additional costs in 
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15 Q. Does this complete your testimony? 

16 A. Yes. 

that case that have not been accounted for. Furthermore, Big Rivers would 

effectively become a merchant generator in the event that there is a loss of 

Smelter load, which is inherently a risky proposition. An additional appeal of the 

Buy Case is that it would riot preclude Big Rivers from performing the proposed 

large environmental upgrade projects in the hture, when the picture becomes 

clearer regarding the uncertainties that I have identified. Another scenario that 

the Company may want to consider would be for Big Rivers to perfoiin the two 

smaller upgrade projects, which would provide for some reduction in emissions, 

and further control emissions in the same manner as in the Buy Case. This would 

be considered a modification of the Company's Buy Case, though the Company 

has not provided any analysis of this case, which it could do at a future point in 

time. This case would involve a fairly small amount of risk as it would only 

involve a cost of $7.5 iiiillion according to Exhibit Be1i-y-2. 
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EDUCATION/CERTIFICATION 

M.S., Electrical Engineering, Georgia Institute of Technology, 1980 
B.S., Electrical Engineering, Purdue University, 1979 
Cooperative Education Certificate, Purdue University, 1979 
Registered as a Professional Engineer in the State of Georgia, 1987 
Member National Professional Engineering Society 

EXPERIENCE 

Mi-. Hayet has provided consulting services to Public Utility Coimnissions, State Energy Offices, 
Consumer Advocate Offices, Electric Utilities, Global Power Developers, and Industrial Companies 
for over thirty years. MI. Hayet’s expertise covers a number of areas including utility system 
planning and operations, market price forecasting, Integrated Resource Planning, renewable resource 
evaluation, transmission planning, demand-side analysis, and econoinic analysis. In 1995, Mr. Hayet 
began his own utility consulting firm, Hayet Power Systems Consulting (“HPSC”), and has worked 
for customers in the United States, and interriationally in Australia, Japan, Singapore, Malaysia, the 
United Kingdom, and Vietnam. In addition to continuing to work for HPSC, in 2000, Mi-. Hayet 
began working pai-t time for the consulting film of J. Kennedy & Associates, Inc. to provide suppoi-t 
for projects requiring utility resource planning analysis and software modeling expertise. 

Prior to 1995, Mi-. Hayet worked for fifteen years at Energy Management Associates, now Ventyx, 
where he provided consulting services and client seivice support for the widely used utility system 
planning software models, PROMOD IV and STRATEGIST. Clients included various electric 
utilities, goveinmental agencies, and private industry. Mi-. Hayet helped to design some of the 
features that exist within the PROMOD IV and STRATEGIST systems, such as the competitive 
market modeling features in STRATEGIST. 

Mr. Hayet has conducted numerous consulting studies in the areas of Renewable Resource 
Evaluation, Renewable Portfolio Standards Evaluation, Green Pricing Tariff Development, Electric 
Market Price Forecasting, Generating Unit Cost/Benefit Analysis, Integrated Resource Planning, 
Demand-Side Management, Load Forecasting, Rate Case Analysis and Regulatory Support. A list of 
recent pmjects is included below. 

SPECIFIC EXPERIENCE 
Projects Since 2000 - Hayet Power Systems Consulting, Atlanta, GA - President 

Subinitted Direct Testimony May 2012 at the Georgia Public Service Commission concerning 
Georgia Power’s Sixth Semi-Annual Vogtle Constmction Monitoring Report (Docket 29849). 

Submitted Direct Testimony May 2012 at the Georgia Public Service Coinmission conceining 
Georgia Power’s Fuel Cost Recovery Filing (FCR-23 - Docket 35277). 
Submitted Direct Testimony November 201 1 at the Georgia Public Service Commission 
concei-ning Georgia Power’s request to decertify two aging coal units, to acquire PPA 

0 

Hayet Power Systems Consulting 
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resources, and to have approved its IRP Update, on behalf of the Georgia Public Seivice 
Commission Staff (Docket 3421 8). 
Submitted Direct Testiinoriy November 201 1 at the Georgia Public Seivice Commission 
concei-ning Georgia Power’s request to certify the reacquisition of wholesale block capacity, 
on behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff (Docket 26550). 
Submitted an Initial and Rebuttal Expei-t Repoi-t (April and June 201 1, respectively) on behalf 
of the Depai-tment of Justice in US District Coui-t, Civil Action No. 2: 10-cv-13 101 -BAF- 
RSW. 
Filed Direct Testimony June 201 1 at the Georgia Public Seivice Commission concei-ning 
Georgia Power’s Foui-th Seini-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Repoi-t Period Ending 
December 3 1,201 1 (Docket 29849-U). 
Filed Direct testimony April 201 1 at the Georgia Public Seivice Commission conceiming 
Georgia Power’s Fuel Cost Recoveiy Filing (FCR-22) (Docket 33302). 
Filed Direct testimony December 20 10 at the Georgia Public Service Commission concei-ning 
Georgia Power’s Third Seini-Annual Vogtle Consti-uction Monitoring Repoi-t Period Ended 
June 30,201 0 (Docket 29849-U). 
Filed Direct testimony June 20 10 at the Georgia Public Service Commission concerning 
Georgia Power’s Second Seini-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Report Period Ended 
December 3 1 , 2009 (Docket 29849-U). 
Filed Direct testimony Januaiy 20 10 at the Georgia Public Seivice Commission conceixing 
Georgia Power’s Fuel Cost Recoveiy Filing (FCR-2 1) (Docket 28945). 
Filed Direct testimony October 2009 at the Georgia Public Seivice Coinmission conceiTling 
Georgia Power’s First Semi-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Repoi-t Period Ended 
June 30,2009 (Docket 29849-U). 
Filed Direct and Sur-rebuttal testimony in September and October 2009, respectively at the 
Utah Public Seivice Commission concei-ning PacifiCoip’s 2009 Rate Case with regard to net 
power costs (Docket 09-035-23). 
Assisted the Utah Office of Consumer Services to evaluate PacifiCoi-p’s 2008 IRP (Docket 

Assisting the Georgia Public Seivice Commission Staff to investigate the acquisition of 
additional coal and combustion turbine capacity cull-ently wholesale capacity (Docket 26550). 
Testified on Georgia Public Service Coimnission Staff concei-ning Georgia Power’s 
Cei-tification request for the Vogtle 3 and 4 Nuclear units (Docket 27800). 
Testified on behalf of the Utah Committee of Consumer Seivices concei-ning PacifiCoip’s 
2008 request to acquire the Chehalis Combined Cycle Power Plant based on a waiver of the 
RFP solicitation process (Docket 08-035-3s). 
Submitted testimony on behalf of the Utah Committee of Consumer Services concei-ning 
PacifiCorp’s 2007 Rate Case with regard to net power costs (Docket 07-035-93). 

09-2035-01). 

Hayet Power Systems Conslilting 
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Testified in April 2008 in front of the Georgia Public Service Cornmission regarding Georgia 
Power’s November 2006 Fuel Cost Recoveiy filing (Docket 26794-U). 
Assisted the Georgia Public Service Commission Staff to evaluate Georgia Power’s 2007 IRP 
filings (Docket 24505-U). 
Conducted an investigation of the Southern Company interchange accounting and fitel 
accounting practices on behalf of the Georgia Public Service Commission (Docket 2 1 162-U). 
Testified in January 2007 in front of the Georgia Public Service Commission regarding 
Georgia Power’s November 2006 Fuel Cost Recovery filing (Docket 23540-U). 
Assisted the Utah Committee of Consumer Services to evaluate PacifiCoi-p’s 2007 IRP. 
Provided regulatory support to the Utah Coirunittee of Consumer Services concerning 
PacifiCoi-p’s 2006 Rate Case with regard to net power costs (Docket 06-35-01). 
Testified in May 2006 in front of the Georgia Public Service Coinmission regarding Georgia 
Power and Savannah Electric’s March 2006 Fuel Cost Recovery filing (Docket 22403-U). 
Assisted the Utah Coimnittee of Consumer Services by evaluating PacifiCoi-p’s 2005 IRP and 
assisted in writing cormrients that were filed with the Coimnission. 
Assisted the Utah Coinmittee of Consumer Services by participating in a collaborative process 
to develop an avoided cost tariff for large QFs. 

Projects Since 2000 - J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. Atlanta, GA - Director of Consulting 

0 Filed Direct Testimony (March 2012) regarding Entergy’s change of control filing to move to 
the Midwest IS0 in LPSC Docket 32148. 
Filed Direct Testimony (September 201 1) in support of a settlement agreement at the 
L,ouisiana Public Service Coinrilission regarding the reasonableness of Cleco’s CCPN to 
upgrade its Madison 3 coal unit to accommodate biomass fuel in accordance with the LPSC’s 
Renewable Energy Pilot in Docket U-3 1792. 
Filed Direct (Januaiy 201 1) and Cross-Answering (February 201 1) Testimony at FERC 
regarding the reasonableness of Entergy’s 2009 production costs that were used to develop 
bandwidth payrnerits in Docket ER09-1350. 
Testified at FERC regarding an L,PSC complaint that Entergy violated provisions of its System 
Agreement related to individual operating company sales in FERC Docket EL09-61 I 

Testified at FERC regarding the reasonableness of Entergy’s 2008 production costs that were 
used to develop bandwidth payments in Docket ER08- 1224. 
Filed testimony at the Public Utilities Cornmission of the State of Colorado, in October 2009 
concellling Black Hills/Colorado’s CPCN application to construct two LMS 100 natural gas 
Combustion turbine units. Docket No. 09A-415E 
Testified in front of the Minnesota Public Service Commission, September 2009 concellling 
Minnesota Power’s Request for Approval to Purchase Square Butte’s 500 kV DC transmission 

0 

0 
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line, and to restructure a coal based power purchase agreement. MPUC Docket No. EOlYPA- 

Testified in front of FERC, July 2009, conceillirig the Louisiana Public Seivice Coimnission’s 
coinplaint regarding Entergy’s 2007 rough production cost equalization compliance filing in 
the System Agreement Case in FERC Docket No. ER08-1056. 
Worked with the L,ouisiana Public Service Commission in a collaborative effort to implement 
a Green Pricing Tariff for Entergy Gulf States Louisiana, Eritergy Louisiana, CLECO, and 
SWEPCO. Coordination is required between the utility, power developers, other customers, 
and Coinmission Staff. (Docket No. R-28271) 
Assisted the Louisiana Public Service Coinmission Staff with a rulemaking to design 
Integrated Resource Planning (“IRP”) i-ules. (Docket No. R-3002 1) 
Assisted the Louisiana Public Service Coinmission Staff with a iulemaking for the opportunity 
to implement a Renewable Portfolio Standard in Louisiana. (Docket No. R-2827 1 Sub-Docket 
B) 
Filed Testimony at FERC in Jan 2009, concerning the 2007 System Agreement Rough 
Production Cost Equalization production cost equalization compliance filing in the System 
Agreement Case in FERC Docket No. ER08-1056. 
Testified in front of the Wisconsin Public Service Comnission in 2008 regarding WPL’s 
certification proceeding concerning the Nelson Dewey CFB coal-fired generating unit. (6680- 

Testified at FERC in July 2008, concerning the Louisiana Public Service Comtnission’s 
complaint regarding Entergy’s 2006 rough production cost equalization compliance filing in 
the System Agreement Case in FERC Docket No. ER07-956. 
Testified in front of the Wisconsin Public Service Commission in 2008 regarding WEPCO’s 
request to implement environmental upgrades at its Oak Creek Power Plant in Docket 6630- 

Assisting the L,ouisiana Public Service Coinmission Staff with the review and evaluation of 
Cleco Power’s 2008 Short Teiin RFP and its 2010 Long-Term RFP. 
Provided regulatory support on behalf of the Louisiana Public Service Coinmission Staff 
concerning .jurisdictional separation of Entergy Gulf States in Docket No. U-21453. 
Provided regulatoiy support on behalf of the Louisiana Public Service Coinmission Staff 
concerning the potential benefit of Transmission upgrades in Docket No. U-25 1 16. 
Provided regulatory support on behalf of the L,ouisiana Public Service Commission 
concerning a FERC complaint regarding power purchase contracts in FERC Docket No. 

Provided regulatory support on behalf of the Louisiana Public Service Coinmission Staff in a 
retail proceeding evaluating the benefits of possibly retiring some of Entergy’s gas-fired units. 
Docket No. TJ-27136 (Subdocket A). 

09-526 

CE- 170). 

CE-299.. 

ER03-753-000. 
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* In 2002 - 2003, provided regulatoiy support on behalf of the Louisiana Public Seivice 
Coinmission’s FERC complaint regarding cost allocation issues between the Entergy 
Operating Companies in the FERC Docket No. EL,O1-88-000. 
In 2002 - 2003, provided regulatoiy suppoi-t on behalf of the Louisiana Public Seivice 
Cornmission Staff in a retail proceeding conceining Entergy’s billing practices. Docket No. 

In 2000 - 200 1, provided regulatoiy suppoi-t on behalf of the Louisiana Public Seivice 
Comnission’s intervention in Entergy’s proposed System Agreement inodifications in the 
FERC Docket No. ER00-2854-000. 

U-25 8 88 
* 

Other Projects Conducted Since 1996 

. 

e 

a 

. 

. 

Provided assistance in 2004 to the Utah Conunittee of Consumer Seivices to analyze a series 
of power purchase agreements and special contracts between PacifiCoi-p and several of its 
industrial customers. 
Assisted the Georgia Public Service Coinmission Staff to evaluate Georgia Power and 
Savannah Electric’s 2004 IRP filings. Also, testified in fiont of the Georgia Public Seivice 
Comnission in that proceeding. 
Provided regulatoiy support to the Utah Coinnittee of Consumer Services regarding 
PacifiCorp’s 2003 Utah General Rate Case Docket # 03-2035-02. 
Worked on behalf of the Oregon Public TJtility Cornmission to Audit PacifiCorp’s Net Power 
Costs per a Settlement Agreement accepted by the Public Utility Coinmission of Oregon in its 
Order No. 0 1-787. Audit report in Docket No. TB-116 filed July 2003. 
Worked on behalf of the Utah Committee of Consuiner Seivices to provide guidance and 
assist in the analysis of PacifiCoi-p’s 2002 Integrated Resource Plan. 
Worked on behalf of the Utah Coinnittee of Consumer Seivices to help analyze PacifiCoi-p’s 
restructuring proposals. 
Testified in fiont of the Utah Public Service Coinmission in regards to PacifiCoi-p’s Utah 
General Rate Case Docket # 010-035-010 
Submitted an expei-t report in August 2002 in the United States District Court for the Middle 
District of Noi-th Carolina in the Civil Action No. 1:00 CV 1262, United States v. Duke 
Energy Coi-poration. The case concerned compliance with the 1977 Clean Air Act and the 
report concerned generation resource planning and production cost inodeling issues. 
Provided general rate case assistance in other hearings in Oregon, Washington and Wyoining 
Modeled the Singapore Power Electricity System and analyzed the benefits of dispatching a 
new oil-fired unit within the system. 
Modeled the Australian National Energy Market to develop market based energy price 
forecasts on behalf of an Independent Power Producer in Australia 

Hayet Power Systems Considting 
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0 Analyzed the benefit of purchasing existing gas-fired steam turbine units within the Australian 
market 
Developed market price forecasts for South Australia as part of the evaluation of a new gas 
fired combined cycle unit 
Modeled the Vietnam Electricity System as part of a project to develop Least Cost Expansion 
plans for Vietnam 
Assisted in the evaluation of a large gas-fired combined cycle plant in Vietnam 
Assisted in the development of Market Price Forecasts in several regions of the US. These 
forecasts were used as the basis for stranded cost estimates, which were filed in testimony in a 
number of jurisdictions across the country. 
Helped to analyze the rate structure and develop an electricity price forecast for the 
Metropolitan Atlanta Rapid Transit Authority (MARTA) in Atlanta, Georgia 
Testified regarding the reasonableness of PacifiCorp’s deteiinination of Net Power Cost as 
part of a rate case proceeding in Utah 
Provided rate case support opposing PacifiCoip’s rate increases in both Oregon and 
Washington State. Performed alternative power cost modeling using software simulations 
Critiqued the IRP filings of 5 utilities in South Carolina on behalf of the South Carolina State 
Energy Office 
Conducted research regarding IS0 Tariffs and Operations for the PJM Power Pool, the 
California ISO, and the Midwest I S 0  on behalf of a Japanese Research. 
Performed research on numerous electric utility issues for 3 Japanese research organizations. 
This was primarily related to deregulation issues in the US in anticipation of deregulation 
being introduced in Japan. 

* 

* 

0 

0 

* 

e 

0 

0 

1991 to 
1996: 

EDS Utilities Division, Atlanta, GA 
Lead Consultant, PROSCREEN (Now STRATEGIST) Department 

Managed a client services software team that supported approximately 75 users of the 
STRATEGIST electric utility strategic planning software. 

Participated in the development of STRATEGIST’S competitive market modeling features and 
the Network Economy Interchange Module 
Provided client management direction and support, and developed new consulting business 
opportunities. 
Perfoilned system planning consulting studies including integrated resource planning, DSM 
analysis, marketing profitability studies, optimal reserve margin analyses, etc. 

Based on experience with PROMOD IV, converted numerous PROMOD IV databases to 
STRATEGIST, and performed benchmark analyses of the two models. 

Hayet Power Systems Coiisiilting 
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1988 to 
1991: Manager, Production Analysis Department 

Energy Management Associates (EMA), Atlanta, GA 

* Sewed as Project Manager of a database modeling effort to create an integrated utility 
operations and generation planning database. Database items were autorriatically fed into 
PROMOD IV. 
Supervised and directed a staff of five software developers working with a 4GL database 
programming language. 
Interfaced with clients to determine system software specifications, and provide ongoing client 
training and support 

1980 to 
1988: 

Energy Management Associates (EMA), Atlanta, GA 
Senior Consultant, PROMOD IV Department 

Provided client service support to EMA’s base of over 70 electric utility customers using the 
PROMOD IV probabilistic production cost simulation software. 
Provided consulting services in a number of areas including generation resource planning, 
regulatory support, and benchmarking. 

PUBLICATIONS 

Authored “The Developing Vietnamese Power System”, which will appear in an upcoming addition 
of Power Value Magazine 

Co-Authored “The European Electricity Market”, which appeared in the June 2000 edition of Hart’s 
Energy Markets 

Authored “Singapore’s Developing Power Market”, which appeared in the July/August 1999 edition 
of Power Value Magazine 

Co-authored “The New Energy Services Industry - Part I”, which appeared in the January/Febi-uary 
1999 edition of Power Value Magazine. 

Co-authored and Presented “Evaluation of a Large Number of Demand-Side Measures in the IRP 
Process: Florida Power Corporation’s Experience”, Presented at the 3rd International Energy and 
DSM Conference, Vancouver British Columbia, November 1994 

Hayet Power Systems Consiilting 
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Co-authored “Impact of DSM Program on Delmaiva’s Integrated Resource Plan”, Published in the 
4th International Energy and DSM Conference Proceedings, held in Berlin, Germany, 1995 

Hoyet Power Systems Consulting 
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TESTIMONY AND EXPERT WITNESS APPEARANCES 

Filed Direct testimony May 2012 at the Georgia Public Service Coinmission concerning Georgia 
Power’s Sixth Semi-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Report (Docket 29849-U). 

Filed Direct Testimony (May 20 12) at the Georgia Public Service Cormnission concerning Georgia 
Power’s Fuel Cost Recoveiy Filing (FCR-23 - Docket 35277). 
Filed Direct Testimony (March 2012) regarding Entergy’s change of control filing to move to the 
Midwest IS0  in LPSC Docket 32148. 
Submitted Direct testimony November 201 1 at the Georgia Public Service Commission concerning 
Georgia Power’s request to decertify two aging coal units, to acquire PPA resources, and to have 
approved its IRP Update, on behalf of the Georgia Public Service Coinmission Staff (Docket 3421 8). 
Submitted Direct testimony November 20 1 1 at the Georgia Public Service Coinmission conceiiling 
Georgia Power’s request to certify the reacquisition of wholesale block capacity, on behalf of the 
Georgia Public Seivice Coinmission Staff (Docket 26550). 
Filed Direct Testimony (September 201 1) in support of a settlement agreement at the Louisiana 
Public Service Coinmission regarding the reasonableness of Cleco’s CCPN to upgrade its Madison 3 
coal unit to accormnodate biomass fuel in accordance with the LPSC’s Renewable Energy Pilot in 
Docket U-3 1792. 

Submitted an Initial and Rebuttal Expert Report (April and June 201 1, respectively), on behalf of the 
Department of Justice in IJS District Court, Civil Action No. 2: 10-cv-13 10 1 -BAF-RSW. 

Filed Direct testimony June 201 1 at the Georgia Public Service Commission concellling Georgia 
Power’s Foui-th Semi-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Report Period Ending December 3 1, 
201 1 (Docket 29849-U). 

Filed Direct testimony April 201 1 at the Georgia Public Service Cornmission concening Georgia 
Power’s Fuel Cost Recovery Filing (FCR-22) (Docket 33302). 

Filed direct testimony (January 201 1) and Cross Answering Testimony (February 201 1) at FERC 
regarding the reasonableness of Entergy’s 2009 production costs that were used to develop bandwidth 
payments in Docket ER09-1350. 

Filed direct testimony December 201 0 at the Georgia Public Service Coilllnission concellling Georgia 
Power’s Third Semi-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Report Period Ended June 30’20 10 
(Docket 29849-U) 

Filed direct testimony June 20 10 at the Georgia Public Service Coinmission concerning Georgia 
Power’s Second Semi-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Report Period Ended December 3 1, 
2009 (Docket 29849-U) 

Hnyet Power Systems Consirlting 
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Testified at FERC in 20 10 regarding an L,PSC complaint that Entergy violated provisions of its Systein 
Agreement related to individual operating coinpany sales in FERC Docket EL09-61. 

Filed direct testimony January 20 10 at the Georgia Public Service Cornmission concerning Georgia 
Power’s Fuel Cost Recovery Filing in Docket No. 28945. 

Filed testimony at FERC December 2009 regarding the reasonableness of Entergy’s 2008 production 
costs that were used to develop bandwidth payments in Docket ER08-1224. 

Filed Direct testimony December 2009 at the Georgia Public Service Coinmission concerning 
Georgia Power’s First Seini-Annual Vogtle Construction Monitoring Report Period Ended June 30, 
2009 (Docket 29849-U) 

Filed Direct and Surrebuttal testimony in September and October 2009, respectively at the TJtah 
Public Seivice Cornmission concerning PacifiCoip’s 2009 Rate Case with regard to net power costs 
(Docket 09-035-23) 

Filed testimony at the Public Utilities Coinmission of the State of Colorado, in October 2009 
conceining Black HilldColorado’s CPCN application to construct two LMS 100 natural gas 
combustion turbine units. Docket No. 09A-41 5E 

Testified in front of the Minnesota Public Service Coinmission, September 2009 concerning 
Minnesota Power’s Request for Approval to Purchase Square Butte’s 500 kV DC transmission line, 
and to restructure a coal based power purchase agreement. MPUC Docket No. E01 YPA-09-526 

Filed testimony on behalf of the LPSC Staff in July 2009, concerning SWEPCO and CLECO’s 
application to acquire the Oxbow Mine to supply the Dolet Hills Power Station in LPSC Docket No. 
U-30975. 

Testified at FERC in July 2009, concerning the Louisiana Public Seivice Coinmission’s complaint 
regarding Entergy’s 2007 rough production cost equalization compliance filing in the System 
Agreement Case in FERC Docket No. ER08- 1056. 

Filed Testimony December 2008 at the Georgia Public Service Cornmission concerning Georgia 
Power’s Certification request for the Vogtle 3 and 4 Nuclear units (Docket 27800) 

Filed Testimony November 2008 at the West Virginia Public Service Coinmission concerning their 
he1 cost recovery filing (Docket 08-15-1 1-E-61) 

Testified in fi-ont of the Wisconsin Public Service Cornmission in September 2008 regarding WPL’s 
certification proceeding conceining the Nelson Dewey CFB coal-fired generating unit” (6680-CE- 
170). 

Hayet Power Systems Consulting 
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Testified at FERC in July 2008, coricei-nirig the Louisiana Public Service Commission’s coinplaint 
regarding Entergy’s 2006 rough production cost equalization compliance filing in the System 
Agreement Case in FERC Docket No. ER07-956. 

Testified in fi-ont of the Wisconsin Public Seivice Conmission in 2008 regarding WEPCO’s request 
to iinpleinent environmental upgrades at its Oak Creek Power Plant in Docket 6630-CE-299. 

Filed direct testiinony April 2008 at the Georgia Public Service Coimnission concerning Georgia 
Power’s Fuel Cost Recoveiy Filing in Docket No. 26794 (FCR-20). 

Testified in October 2007 in fi-ont of the L,ouisiana Public Service Comlission regarding Cleco 
Power’s 2008 Short Term RFP in Docket No. U-30334. 

Testified in June 2007 in fi-ont of the Georgia Public Seivice Commission regarding Georgia Power’s 
2007 Integrated Resource Planning Study. Testified on behalf of the Georgia Public Seivice 
Coimnission Staff. in Docket No. 24505-U. 

Filed testimony in Apr 2007 regarding the reasonableness of PacifiCoi-p’s determination of TJtah 
jurisdictional Net Power Costs in PacifiCoi-p’s General Rate Case Docket 07-03 5-93 I 

Testified in Januaiy 2007 in front of the Georgia Public Seivice Commission concerning Georgia 
Power’s November 2006 fuel Cost Recovery Filing in Docket No. 23540-U. 

Testified in November 2006 in fi-ont of the Louisiana Public Seivice Comnission concei-nirig 
transmission issues associated with the audit of Entergy Louisiana’s Fuel Adjustment Clause Filings 
(Docket U-25116). 

Filed Testimony in August 2006 in fi-ont of the Louisiana Public Service Commission conceining 
juiisdictional separation of Entergy Gulf States in Docket No. U-21453 

Testified in May 2006 in fi-ont of the Georgia Public Service Coinmission regarding Georgia Power 
and Savannah Electric’s March 2006 Fuel Cost Recovery filing (Docket 22403-U). 

Testified in Apr 2006 in front of the Utah Public Seivice Commission regarding PacifiCoi-p 
Certification request to expand the Blundell Geotheimal Power Station (Docket -05-035-54). Related 
to Mid-American Energy Holding’s Acquisition of PacifiCorp. 

Filed Testimony in July 2005 regarding PacifiCoi-p’s Avoided Cost proceeding (03-035- 14). 

Filed Testimony in December 2005 regarding the reasonableness of PacifiCorp’s deteimination of 
Utah jurisdictional Net Power Costs in PacifiCoi-p’s General Rate Case (Docket 04-035-42). 

Hqyet Power Systems Consulting 
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Testified in March 2005 in front of the Utah Public Service Coinmission regarding whether the 
Stipulation that had previously been agreed to concerning PacifiCoip’s Schedule 3 8 avoided cost 
tariff was still valid for the remaining unsubscribed capacity available under the Stipulation’s cap. 

Testified in November 2004 in front of the Utah Public Service Coinmission regarding an industrial 
customer’s request for both a special economic development tariff and a large QF tariff Testimony 
was provided on behalf of the TJtah Coinrriittee of Consumer Seivices in Docket No. 03-035-19 
(Special Contract) and No. 03-035-38 (QF proceeding). 

Testified in August 2004 in front of FERC on behalf of the Louisiana Public Service Coinmission 
concerning a complaint that had been filed against Entergy concerning a series of affiliate power 
purchase agreements FERC Docket ER0.3-583-000. 

Testified in June 2004 in front of the Georgia Public Service Coimnission regarding Georgia Power 
and Savannah Electric’s 2004 Integrated Resource Planning Studies. Testimony was provided on 
behalf of the Georgia Public Service Coimnission Staff. Georgia Docket Nos. 17687 and 17688. 

Testified in May 2004 in front of the Utah Public Service Coinmission concerning the development of 
a large QF avoided cost methodology. Testimony was provided on behalf of the Utah Committee of 
Consumer Seivices in Docket 03-035-14. 

Testified in July 2003 in front of FERC in support of the Louisiana Public Service Commission’s 
complaint regarding cost allocation issues amongst the Entergy Operating Companies in the FERC 
Docket Number EL01 -88-000. 

Submitted an expert report in August 2002 in the United States District Court for the Middle 
District of North Carolina in the Civil Action No. 1 :00 CV 1262, LJnited States v. Duke Energy 
Corporation. 

Testified in July 2002 on behalf of the Utah committee for consumer services regarding a special 
contract for an industrial consumer in support of a settlement agreement in a PacifiCorp Utah 
proceeding in Docket Number 02-03 5-02” 

Provided testimony in the Fall of 200 1 in front of FERC on behalf of the Louisiana Public Service 
Cormnission’s intervention in Entergy’s proposed System Agreement modifications in the FERC 
Docket No. ER00-2854-000. 

Testified in July 2001 regarding the reasonableness of PacifiCoi-p’s determination of Utah 
.jurisdictional Net Power Costs in PacifiCorp’s General Rate Case Docket 01-035-01 

Testified in September 1998 regarding the reasonableness of PacifiCoi-p’s determination of Utah 
jurisdictional Net Power Costs as part of a Settlement Proceeding in Pacificoip’s rate case Docket 
Number 97-035-01. 

Hoyet Power- Systems Consulting 
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF STEPHEN J. BARON 

1 

2 Q. 

3 A. 

4 

5 

6 

7 Q. 

8 A. 

9 

10 

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY 

Please state your name and business address. 

My name is Stephen J. Baron. My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates, 

Inc. ("Kennedy and Associates"), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell, 

Georgia 30075. 

What is your occupation and by whom are you employed? 

I am the President arid a Principal of Kennedy arid Associates, a firm of utility rate, 

planning, and economic consultants in Atlanta, Georgia. 

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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Q. Please describe briefly the nature of the consulting services provided by 

Kennedy and Associates. 

Kennedy and Associates provides consulting services in the electiic and gas utility 

industries. Our clients include state agencies and industrial electricity consumers. 

The f H i n  provides expertise in system planning, load forecasting, financial analysis, 

cost-of-sewice, and rate design. Current clients include the Georgia and L,ouisiana 

Public Service Commissions, and industrial consumer groups throughout the United 

States. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Please state your educational background and experience. 

I graduated fioin the TJniversity of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high 

honors in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics and 

Computer Science. In 1974, I received a Master of A r t s  Degree in Economics, also 

fioin the University of Floiida. 

I have more than thirty years of experience in the electric utility industiy in the areas 

of cost and rate analysis, forecasting, planning, and econoinic analysis. 

I have presented testimony as an expert witness in Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, 

Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, 

Minnesota, Maryland, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Noi-th 

Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, 

J.  Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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Wyoming, the Federal Energy Regulatoiy Cormnission and in United States 

Banlmptcy Coui-t. 

A coinplete copy of my resume and my testimony appearances is contained in Baron 

Exhibit-( SJJ3- 1). 

Q. Have you previously presented testimony before the Kentucky Public Service 

Commission? 

Yes. I have testified before the Kentucky Public Seivice Coinmission in eighteen 

cases over the past thirty years, including Big Rivers Electric Corporation (“Big 

Rivers” or “the Company”). 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding? 

I ain testifying on behalf of Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. (“KIUC”), a 

group of large industrial and Smelter customers of Big Rivers Electric Corporation, 

(“Big Rivers” or the “Company”). These customers are Alcan Priinaiy Products 

Coiporation, Centuiy Aluininuin of Kentucky, General Partnership, Dointar Paper 

Co., LLC and Kimnberly-Clark Corporation. 

Q. 

A. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

I am responding to the Conipany’s proposed Environmental Cost Recovery (“ECR’) 

surcharge rate design inethodology that results in a uniform percentage charge for 

J.  Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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each rate schedule and individual customer, based on “total adjusted revenues.” The 

Company’s proposed rate recovery inethodology (discussed in the testimony of Big 

Rivers’ witness John Woli?ain), assigns environmental costs to Rural, L,arge 

Industrial and Smelter rate classes on the basis of total revenues (adjusted to remove 

surcharges and credits), including fuel (FAC and fuel in base rates) expenses. While 

the Big Rivers’ allocation iriethodology is an iinproveinent over the cu-rent kWh 

allocation methodology, the inclusion of fuel (FAC and fuel in base rates) in the 

“allocator” is not appropriate since environmental expenditures are unrelated to the 

market cost of coal and natural gas. As I will discuss, KIUC recoinmends that the 

Environmental Surcharge (“E,”) tariff reflect a non-fuel base revenue allocator, 

consistent with the inethodology approved by the Coinmission for Louisville Gas 

and Electiic Company (,‘,,E’) and Kentucky Utilities Coinpany (“KU”). 

However, in recognition of the impact of the KIUC proposal on Rural custoiners, 

KIUC recoinmends that the non-file1 base revenue allocator only be in effect until 

the depletion of the Meinber Rate Stability Mechanism (“MRSM’) and the Rural 

Economic Reseive (“FER’) funds. Upon depletion of the initigation of the 

environmental surcharge for Rural custoiners, KIUC recoinmends that the ES tariff 

revei-t to the “total acljusted revenue” allocation methodology proposed by Big 

Rivers in this case. 

Q. 

A. 

Would you please summarize your testimony? 

Yes. I recoinmend and conclude the following: 

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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E The Cornmission should modify Big Rivers’ proposed ECR rate 
recovery mechanism (Tariff ES) such that environmental revenue 
requirements are allocated first to off-system and the combined retail 
rate classes on the basis of Big Rivers’ proposed total adjusted 
revenue allocation methodology and then among the three Big Rivers’ 
retail rate classes (Rural, Large Industrial, Smelter) on the basis of 
non-fuel base revenues. 

6 In recognition of the impact of KIUC’s proposed non-fuel base 
revenue allocation method on Rural customers after the depletion of 
the Member Rate Stability Mechanism and Rural Economic Reserve 
balances, KIUC proposes that upon the depletion of these mitigation 
sources, the ES Tariff allocation methodology revert to Big Rivers’ 
proposed total adjusted revenue methodology. 

E Based on KIUC’s proposal, Rural customers will not experience any 
bill impact from a non-fuel base revenue allocation during the period 
in which the MRSM and RIER provide mitigation and will pay the 
same ES charges as proposed by Big Rivers’ upon the depletion of the 
MRSM and RER balances. KIUC estimates that the MRSM and 
RER balances will be depleted in 2017, versus 2018 under Big Rivers’ 
proposed allocation of environmental costs. 

6 KIUC’s proposed environmental cost allocation methodology should be 
adopted by the Commission regardless of whether the Commission 
approves the “Build Case,” the “Partial Build Case”, the “Buy Case” or 
any other compliance plan approved in this case. 

J.  Keniiedy and Associates, Inc. 
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11. KIUC PROPOSED ENVIRONMENTAL COST ALL,OCATlON 

METHODOLGU 

Q. Would you please briefly discuss Big Rivers’ proposed environmental cost 

allocation proposal in this case? 

Big Rivers’ is proposing to modify its ES taiiff to incorporate a “total adjusted 

revenue” allocation among off-system sales and each of the three retail rate classes 

(Rural, Large Lndustrial and Smelters). Total adjusted revenue includes base 

revenues, fuel clause revenues, and Non-FAC PPA revenues, but does not include 

special Smelter prerniuins and surcharges (e.g., TIER Adjustment Charge). This 

methodology is in contrast to the cull-ent “per-kWh” allocation and is being 

proposed (based on witness John Wolfram’s testimony) because of the significant 

capital costs that will comprise the 201 2 Plan revenue requirements. * 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Do you support the Company’s proposal on cost allocation? 

Only in part. The Big Rivers’ proposal is an improvement over the cui-rent kWh 

based environmental cost allocation methodology, because it coil-ectly excludes 

special Smelter contractual preiniuins froin the total revenue allocation 

methodology. However, given the cost composition of the 2012 Plan (fixed and 

variable costs), Big Rivers’ proposed allocation methodology inappropriately 

See Wolfi.am Direct Testimony at page 14. I 

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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allocates fixed and variable environmental costs on rate schedule revenues that 

include fuel (FAC and fuel in base rates) that are unrelated to these environmental 

costs. In pai-ticular, high load factor Smelter and Large Industrial customers will be 

assigned millions of dollars of environmental costs based, in part, on the level of fuel 

prices. 

Big Rivers’ proposed allocation factor includes each rate class’s base fuel revenues, 

FAC revenues and Non-FAC PPA revenues. These fuel and FAC revenues are 

detei-rnined by both the level of fuel prices and market energy prices, as well as a 

class’s mwh energy use. Effectively, base fuel revenues and FAC revenues 

revenues can be thought of as a fuel price weighted rnWh allocator; the higher the 

level of fuel prices (i.e., natural gas prices, coal prices), the larger the inWh energy 

weighting will be in the Big Rivers’ allocator. 

Q. Has the Commission approved a non-fuel base revenue allocation methodology 

for other Kentucky utilities? 

Yes. The Coimnission approved an Environmental Cost Recovery inechanism that 

allocates environmental revenue requirements among non-residential rate classes 

using a non-fuel base revenue allocator for both Louisville Gas and Electric 

Company and Kentucky Utilities (Case Numbers 20 1 1-00 16 1,20 1 1-001 62). 

A. 

J ,  Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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Q. You indicated that you supported Big Rivers’ proposed allocation 

Would you please explain your qualified methodology, but only in part. 

support, given your general objection to a total revenue allocation method? 

While I will recoinmend that the ES tariff incorporate a non-fuel base revenue 

allocation inethodology for the reasons previously discussed, I recognize that this 

will result in a higher allocation of environmental costs to Rural customers once the 

Member Rate Stability Mechanism and Rural Econornic Reserve funds are depleted. 

As such, KIUC proposes that the non-fuel base revenue ES allocation method revert 

to Big Rivers’ proposed total adjusted revenue methodology after the depletion of 

the MRSM and RER funds. In this manner, Rural customers will not experience any 

increased cost associated with the KIUC proposed allocation method after the 

MRSM and RER fiinds are idly depleted because, at that point, the ES cost 

allocation will revert to Big Rivers’ proposal in this case. 

A. 

Q. Will the MRSM and RER funds be depleted earlier under the KIUC proposal 

than under Big Rivers’ proposed ES cost allocation? 

Yes. Due to the higher ES cost allocation to the Rural rate class, these litigation 

funds will be depleted approximately 1 year earlier under the KnJC proposal than 

under the Big Rivers’ cost allocation proposal. Using Big Rivers’ “Build Case” 

financial forecast model, the KIUC cost allocation inethodology would deplete the 

MRSM and RER funds in 2017, versus 2018 under the Company’s cost allocation 

methodology. Thus, Rural customers would only experience a bill impact under the 

A. 

J .  Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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KIUC proposal for some portions of 2017 and 2018. Prior to the depletion of the 

MRSM and RER funds sometime in 2017, there would be no impact on Rural 

customers; after 2018, there would also be no impact on Rural customers (compared 

to the Big Rivers’ proposal). 

Q. Have you developed an analysis that estimates the impact of the KIUC 

proposed environmental cost allocation methodology? 

Yes. Baron Exhibit __ (SJB-2) provides an estimate for the year 2016 of the allocated 

environmental costs using a non-fuel base revenue allocation methodology. This is 

the first full year of environmental revenue requirements under the Company’s 

proposed “Build Case” 2012 plan. It should be noted that this exhibit relies on 

projections that Big Rivers’ has classified as Confidential in this case and thus 

should be considered “Confidential” as well. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 

Would you please explain your cost allocation analysis? 

Yes. The first step in the analysis is to develop non-fuel base revenues for the year 

2016. In its response to KIUC 1-50, Big Rivers provided a breakdown of the 

components of its “total adjusted revenues” by rate class. Using this data, I removed 

1) FAC revenues and 2) Fuel revenues in Base Rates froin Big Rivers’ 2016 Rural, 

Large Industrial and Smelter rate class “total adjusted revenues.” 

Q. Did you also remove these fuel revenues from “market” revenues? 

J.  Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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A. No. KIUC is proposing a two-step cost allocation proposal that first (Step 1) 

allocates environmental costs between off-system (“market”) and retail jurisdictions 

on the same basis as proposed by Big Rivers, which is “total adjusted revenues.” In 

Step 2, the remaining environmental costs are allocated to Big Rivers’ three retail 

rate classes on the basis of non-fuel base revenues. 

For the year 2016, Big Rivers’ total acljusted revenue allocator assigned 23.99% of 

the total system environmental costs to the Rural class, 8.03% to the Large Industrial 

class arid 55.81% to the Smelters. Based on the infoilnation provided in response to 

KTJC 1-50, the corresponding allocation factors using a non-he1 base revenue 

allocation method assigns 28.21% of the total system environmental costs to the 

Rural class, 8.29% to the Large Industrial class and 51.32% to the Smelters. As I 

indicated, the allocation to the off-system class is the same under the KIUC method 

as proposed by Big Rivers. Exhibit __ (SJB-2) provides a comparison of Big 

Rivers’ proposed allocation to the KITJC proposed nori-fuel base revenue allocation 

for each rate class using the Company’s estimated 201 6 environinental revenue 

requirements. Baron Exhibit-(SJB-3) presents the percentage impact of the ES 

cost allocation for 201 6 on total rate class revenues. As one would expect, removing 

fuel revenues fi-orn the ES allocation results in a lower assignment to the high load 

factor Smelter rate class. However, as I discussed previously, the Rural class is not 

affected by KIUC’s allocation proposal (relative to the Big Rivers’ proposal) until 

2017 due to the mitigation provided by the MRSM and RER funds. Upon the 

J ,  Kennedy and Associates, Inc, 
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depletion of these balances, the allocation of ES costs would revert to Big Rivers’ 

proposed methodology, leaving the Rural class at the same rate level as proposed by 

the Company. 

Q. Are there important economic development issues impacted by the Company’s 

proposed ECR rate recovery method? 

Yes. As I showed in my Exhibit-(SJB-3), Big Rivers’ is requesting an ES increase 

of 11.4% in 2016 under its “Build Case” proposal. This increase would be in 

addition to any other revenue increases associated with kel,  purchased power or 

other costs related to generation and transmission. WGle the KIUC proposal would 

only reduce this large increase on the Smelters by I%, it will mitigate the impact of 

Big Rivers’ proposed environmental expenditures. Big Rivers’ proposed ES 

surcharge recovery mechanism that recovers its proposed very large environmental 

revenue requirement, in part, based on a customer’s he1 charges is particularly 

detrimental to high load factor Smelter and large industrial manufacturing 

customers. Big Rivers’ methodology contributes to a reduction in the cost- 

effectiveness of high load factor Kentucky manufacturing facilities, relative to 

national and international competitors. These manufacturing facilities provide 

substantial employment in Kentucky. Higher electric rates irripact the relative 

competitiveness of these customers - if Kentucky manufacturing costs rise relative 

to manufacturing costs in other states or internationally, Kentucky manufacturing is 

placed at a competitive disadvantage. Many of Kentucky’s largest employers are 

A. 

J .  Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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energy-intensive and located in Kentucky in large part because of low electiic rates. 

KIUC’s proposal will help improve the competitiveness of the Kentucky economy. 

Q. IUUC is recommending that the Commission reject Big Rivers’ proposed 

“Build Case” 2012 environmental compliance plan in this case and adopt a 

“Buy Case” plan. In the event that the Commission adopts KIUC’s 

recommendation to implement the “Buy Case” compliance plan, do you 

continue to recommend that the Commission also adopt your cost allocation 

proposal? 

A. Yes. KKJC’s proposed environmental cost allocation methodology should be 

adopted by the Coimnission in the event that the Commission approves the KIUC 

recoimnended “Buy Case” environmental coinpliance plan, Big Rivers’ 

recommended “Build Case” plan or any other compliance plan approved in this 

case. For the reasons that I have discussed, a non-he1 base revenue cost allocation 

methodology is reasonable and will have only a small impact on Rural customers for 

a portion of the years 2017 and 2018, after the depletion of the MRSM and RER 

hnds. 

Q. 

A. Yes. 

Does that complete your testimony? 

J.  Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
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Professional Qualifications 

Of 

Stephen J. Baron 

Mr. Baron graduated from the University of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high 

honors in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics and Computer 

Science. In 1974, he received a Master of Arts Degree in Economics, also from the 

University of Florida. His areas of specialization were econometrics, statistics, and public 

utility economics. His thesis concerned the development of an econometric model to 

forecast electricity sales in the State of Florida, for which he received a grant from the 

Public Utility Research Center of the TJniversity of Florida. In addition, he has advanced 

study and coursework in time series analysis and dynamic model building. 

Mr. Baron has more than thirty years of experience in the electric utility industry in the areas 

of cost and rate analysis, forecasting, planning, and economic analysis. 

Following the completion of my graduate work in economics, he joined the staff of the 

Florida Public Service Commission in August of 1974 as a Rate Economist. His 

responsibilities included the analysis of rate cases for electric, telephone, and gas utilities, as 

well as the preparation of cross-examination material and the preparation of staff 

recommendations. 

In December 1975, lie joined the Utility Rate Consulting Division of Ebasco Services, Inc. 
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as an Associate Consultant. In the seven years he worked for Ebasco, he received 

successive promotions, ultimately to the position of Vice President of Energy Management 

Services of Ebasco Business Consulting Company. His responsibilities included the 

management of a staff of consultants engaged in providing seivices in the areas of 

econometric modeling, load and energy forecasting, production cost modeling, planning, 

cost-of-service analysis, cogeneration, and load management. 

He joined the public accounting film of Coopers & Lybrand in 1982 as a Manager of the 

Atlanta Office of the Utility Regulatoiy and Advisoiy Services Group. In this capacity he 

was responsible for the operation and management of the Atlanta office. His duties 

included the technical and administrative supervision of the staff, budgeting, recruiting, and 

marketing as well as project management on client engagements. At Coopers & Lybrand, 

he specialized in utility cost analysis, forecasting, load analysis, economic analysis, and 

planning. 

In January 1984, he joined the consulting fnn of Kennedy and Associates as a Vice 

President and Principal. Mr. Baron became President of the film in Januaiy 199 1. 

During the course of his career, he has provided consulting seivices to more than thirty 

utility, industrial, and Public Service Commission clients, including three international 

utility clients. 
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He has presented numerous papers and published an ai-ticle entitled "HOW to Rate Load 

Management Programs" in the March 1979 edition of "Electrical World." His article on 

"Standby Electric Rates" was published in the November 8, 1984 issue of "Public Utilities 

Fortnightly." In Februaty of 1984, he completed a detailed analysis entitled "Load Data 

Transfer Techniques" on behalf of the Electric Power Research Institute, which published 

the study. 

Mr. Baron has presented testimony as an expert witness in Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, 

Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, 

Minnesota, Maiyland, Missouri, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, 

Ohio, Pennsylvania, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, the 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission arid in United States Banluuptcy Court. A list of 

his specific regulatoiy appearances follows. 
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Expert Testimony Appearances 
of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of July 2012 

4/81 

418 1 

618 1 

2/84 

3/84 

5184 

203(8) 

ER-8142 

U-1 933 

8924 

84-038-U 

830470-El 

KY Louisville Gas Louisville Gas Cost-of-service. 
& Electric Co & Electric Co 

MO Kansas City Power 
& Light Co. 

Kansas City 
Power & Light Co 

Forecasting 

A2 Arizona Corporation 
Commission 

Tucson Electric 
co. 

Forecasting planning 

Louisville Gas 
& Electric Co 

Revenue requirements, 
cost-of-service, forecasting, 
weather normalization 

KY Airco Carbide 

Arkansas Power 
& Light Ca 

Excess capacity, cost-of- 
service, rate design 

AR Arkansas Electric 
Energy Consumers 

FL Florida Industrial 
Power Users' Group 

Florida Power 
Corp. 

Allocation of fixed costs, 
load and capacity balance, and 
reserve margin Diversification 
of utility. 

10184 84-199-U AR Arkansas Electric 
Energy Consumers 

Arkansas Power 
and Light Co 

Cost allocation and rate design 

11184 R-842651 PA Lehigh Valley 
Power Committee 

Pennsylvania 
Power & Light 
CO 

Interruptible rates, excess 
capacity, and phase-in 

1/85 85-65 ME 

2/85 1-840381 PA 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

Central Maine 
Power Co 

Interruptible rate design 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users' Group 

Philadelphia 
Electric Co 

Load and energy forecast 

3/85 9243 KY 

3185 34984 GA 

3185 R-842632 PA 

Alcan Aluminum 
Corp , et al 

Louisville Gas 
& Electric Co. 

Economics of completing fossil 
generating unit 

Load and energy forecasting, 
generation planning economics 

Georgia Power 
Ca 

Attorney General 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 
Intervenors 

West Penn Power 
co. 

Generation planning economics, 
prudence of a pumped storage 
hydro unit 

5185 84-249 AR Arkansas Electric 
Energy Consumers 

Arkansas Power & 
Light Co 

Cost-otservice, rate design 
return multipliers 

5185 City of 
Santa 
Clara 

Chamber of 
Commerce 

Santa Clara 
Municipal 

Cost-of-service, rate design 
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of 

Stephen J. Baron 
As of July 2012 

6185 

6185 

7185 

10185 

10185 

2185 

3185 

2/86 

3/86 

3186 

5/86 

8/86 

10186 

12/86 

84-768- 
E42T 

E-7 
Sub 391 

29046 

85-0434 

85-63 

ER- 
8507698 

R-850220 

R-850220 

85-29911 

85-726- 
EL-AIR 

86-081- 
E-GI 

E-7 
Sub 408 

U-17378 

38063 

w West Virginia 
Industrial 
Intervenors 

Monongahela 
Power Co 

Generation planning economics, 
pnidence of a pumped storage 
hydro unit 

Cost-otservice, rate design, 
intermptible rate design 

Duke Power Co NC 

NY 

AR 

ME 

NJ 

PA 

PA 

AR 

OH 

wv 

NC 

LA 

IN 

Carolina 
lndustrials 
(CIGFUR Ill) 

Industrial 
Energy Users 
Association 

Orange and 
Rockland 
Utilities 

Arkla. Inc 

Cost-of-service, rate design 

Arkansas Gas 
Consumers 

Regulatory policy, gas cost-ot 
service, rate design 

Airco Industrial 
Gases 

Central Maine 
Power Co 

Feasibility of interruptible 
rates. avoided cost 

Air Products and 
Chemicals 

Jersey Central 
Power & Light Co 

West Penn Power Co 

Rate design 

Optimal reserve, prudence, 
off-system sales guarantee plan 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 
Intervenors 

West Penn Power 
Industrial 
Intervenors 

West Penn Power Co Optimal reserve margins, 
prudence, off-system sales 
guarantee plan 

Cost-of-service, rate design, 
revenue distribution 

Arkansas Electric 
Energy Consumers 

Arkansas Power 
& Light Co 

Ohio Power Co Industrial Electric 
Consumers Group 

Cost-of-service, rate design, 
intemiptible rates 

West Virginia 
Energy Users 
Group 

Monongahela Power 
co. 

Generation planning economics, 
prudence of a pumped storage 
hydro unit. 

Carolina Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Duke Power Ca Cost-of-service, rate design, 
intermptible rates. 

Excess capacity, economic 
analysis of purchased power 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Indiana & Michigan 
Power Co 

Interruptible rates 
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of 
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As of July 2012 

3187 

4187 

5187 

5/87 

5187 

5187 

6187 

6187 

7187 

8187 

9187 

10187 

10187 

EL-86- 
53-001 
EL-86- 
57-001 

U-17282 

87-023- 
E-C 

87072- 
E-G 1 

86-524- 
E-SC 

978 1 

36734 

U-17282 

85-10-22 

36734 

R-850220 

R-870651 

1-860025 

Federal Louisiana Public Gulf States Costlbenefit analysis of unit 
Energy Service Commission 
Regulatoly Staff 
Commission 
(FERC) 

Utilities, 
Southem Co 

power sales contract 

LA Louisiana Public 
Service Cornmission 
Staff 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Load forecasting and imprudence 
damages, River Bend Nuclear unit 

wv Airco Industrial 
Gases 

Monongahela 
Power Co 

Monongahela 
Power CO 

Interruptible rates 

wv West Virginia 
Energy Users' 
Group 

Analyze Mon Power3 fuel filing 
and examine the reasonableness 
of MP's claims. 

wv West Virginia 
Energy Users' Group 

KY Kentucky Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Monongahela 
Power Co 

Louisville Gas 
& Electric Co 

Georgia Power Co. 

Economic dispatching of 
pumped storage hydro unit 

Analysis of impact of 1986 Tax 
Reform Act 

GA Georgia Public 
Service Commission 

Economic prudence, evaluation 
of Vogtle nuclear unit - load 
forecasting, planning 

Phase-in plan for River Bend 
Nuclear unit. 

LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Methodology for refunding 
rate moderation fund 

CT Connecticut 
Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Connecticut 
Light & Power Co 

Georgia Power Co Test year sales and revenue 
forecast 

GA Georgia Public 
Service Commission 

PA West Penn Power 
Industrial 
Intervenors 

West Penn Power Co Excess capacity, reliability 
of generating system 

PA Duquesne 
Industrial 
Intervenors 

Duquesne Light Co Interruptible rate, cost-of- 
service, revenue allocation, 
rate design 

PA Pennsylvania 
Industrial 
Intervenors 

Proposed rules for cogeneration, 
avoided cost, rate recovery 

10187 E-0151 MN Taconite Minnesota Power Excess capacity, power and 
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of 
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GR-87-223 Intervenors 

Occidental Chemical 
COP 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Kentucky Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

&Light Co cost-of-service, rate design 

10187 

12/87 

3/88 

3188 

5/88 

6188 

7/88 

7188 

11188 

11188 

3189 

8702-El FL Florida Power Corp Revenue forecasting, weather 
normalization 

Connecticut Light 
Power Co 

Louisville Gas & 
Electric Co 

Excess capacity, nuclear plant 
phase-in 

87-07-01 CT 

10064 KY Revenue forecast, weather 
normalization rate treatment 
of cancelled plant 

87-183-TF AR Arkansas Electric 
Consumers 

GPU Industrial 
Intervenors 

GPU Industrial 
Intervenors 

Arkansas Power & 
Light Co 

Metropolitan 
Edison Co 

Standbybackup electric rates 

870171C001 PA Cogeneration deferral 
mechanism, modification of energy 
cost recovery (ECR) 

870172C005 PA Pennsylvania 
Electric Co. 

Cogeneration deferral 
mechanism, modification of energy 
cost recovery (ECR) 

Financial analysislneed for 
interim rate relief 

88-171- OH 
EL-AIR 
88-170- 
EL-AIR 
Interim Rate Case 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Cleveland Electricl 
Toledo Edison 

Appeal 19th 
of PSC Judicial 

Docket 
U-17282 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Circuit 
Court of Louisiana 

United States 
Steel 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Load forecasting, imprudence 
damages 

R-880989 PA Camegie Gas Gas cost-of-service, rate 
design. 

88-171- OH 
EL-AIR 
88-170- 
ELAIR 

8702161283 PA 
2841286 

Cleveland Electric1 
Toledo Edison 
General Rate Case 

Weather normalization of 
peak loads, excess capacity, 
regulatory policy 

Armco Advanced 
Materials Corp, 
Allegheny Ludlum 
corn 

West Penn Power Co. Calculated avoided capacity, 
recovery of capacity payments. 

Houston Lighting Cost-of-service, rate design 
& Power Co 

8189 8555 TX Occidental Chemical 
COW 
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of 
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As of July 2012 

8/89 38404 GA Georgia Public 
Service Commission 

Georgia Power Co Revenue forecasting, weather 
normalization 

Prudence - Palo Verde Nuclear 
Units 1,2 and 3, load fore- 
casting 
Fuel adjustment clause, off- 
system sales, cost-of-service, 
rate design, marginal cost 

Excess capacity, capacity 
equalization, jurisdictional 
cost allocation, rate design, 
interruptible rates 

Attorney General 
of New Mexico 

Public Service Ca 
of New Mexico 

9/89 2087 

10189 2262 

NM 

NM New Mexico Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Public Service Co 
of New Mexico 

Industrial Consumers 
for Fair Utility Rates 

Indiana Michigan 
Power Co. 

11/89 38728 IN 

1/90 U-17282 LA Gulf States 
Utilities 

Jurisdictional cost allocation, 
O&M expense analysis 

Louisiana Public 
Service Cornmission 
Staff 

5/90 890366 PA 

6/90 R-901609 PA 

GPU Industrial 
Intervenors 

Metropolitan 
Edison Co 

Non-utility generator cost 
recovery 

Armco Advanced 
Materials Corp., 
Allegheny Ludlum 
c o w  

Maryland Industrial 
Group 

West Penn Power Co Allocation of QF demand charges 
in the fuel cost, cost-of- 
service, rate design 

9/90 8278 MD Baltimore Gas & 
Electric Co 

Cost-of-service, rate design, 
revenue allocation 

12/90 U-9346 MI 
Rebuttal 

Association of 
Businesses Advocating 
Tariff Equity 

Consumers Power 
Co 

Demand-side management, 
environmental externalities 

12/90 U-17282 LA 
Phase IV 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Revenue requirements, 
jurisdictional allocation 

12/90 90-205 ME Airco Industrial 
Gases 

Central Maine Power 
c o  

Investigation into 
interruntible service and rates 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

Connecticut Light 
& Power Co 

Interim rate relief, financial 
analysis, class revenue allocation 

1/91 90-12-03 CT 
Interim 

5/91 90-12-03 CT 
Phase II  

Connecticut Industrial Connecticut Light 
Energy Consumers &Power Co. 

Revenue requirements, cost-of- 
service, rate design, demand-side 
management 
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Revenue requirements, cost 
allocation, rate design, demand- 
side management 

8191 E-7, SUB NC North Carolina Duke Power Co. 
SUB 487 

8341 
Phase I 

9 1-372 

EL-UNC 

P-9105 1 1 
P-910512 

91-231 
-E-NC 

8341 - 
Phase II 

U-17282 

Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

819 1 

819 1 

9/91 

9191 

1019 1 

10191 

MD 

OH 

PA 

wv 

MD 

LA 

LA 

Westvaco Corp Potomac Edison Co Cost allocation, rate design, 
1990 Clean Air Act Amendments 

Armco Steel Co , L P Cincinnati Gas & 

Electric Co 

West Penn Power Ca 

Economic analysis of 

cogeneration, avoid cost rate 

Allegheny Ludlum Corp , 
Armco Advanced 
Materials Co , 
The West Penn Power 
Industrial Users' Group 

Economic analysis of proposed 
CWlP Rider for 1990 Clean Air 
Act Amendments expenditures 

West Virginia Energy 
Users' Group 

Monongahela Power 
CO 

Economic analysis of proposed 
CWlP Rider for 1990 Clean Air 
Act Amendments expenditures 

Westvaco Cop  Potomac Edison Co Economic analysis of proposed 
CWlP Rider for 1990 Clean Air 
Act Amendments expenditures 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Gulf States 
Utilities 

Results of comprehensive 
management audit 

Note. No testimony 
was prefiled on this 

11191 

12/91 

12/91 

1/92 

6192 

U-17949 Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

South Central 
Bell Telephone Co 
and proposed merger with 
Southem Bell Telephone Co 

Analysis of South Central 
Bell's restructuring and Subdocket A 

91-410- OH 
EL-AIR 

P-880286 PA 

C-913424 PA 

92-02-19 CT 

Cincinnati Gas 
& Electric Co. 

Rate design, interruptible 
rates 

Armco Steel Co , 
Air Products & 
Chemicals, Inc 

West Penn Power Co Evaluation of appropriate 
avoided capacity costs - 
QF projects 

Arrnco Advanced 
Materials Corp , 
Allegheny Ludlum Corp 

lndiistrial interruptible rate. Duquesne Interruptible 
Complainants 

Connecticut lndiistrial 
Energy Consumers 

Duquesne Light Co 

Yankee Gas Co Rate design 
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8/92 2437 NM New Mexico Public Service Co Cast-of-service 
Industrial Intervenors of New Mexico 

8/92 R-00922314 PA GPU Industrial Metropolitan Edison Cost-of-service, rate 
Intervenors Ca design, energy cost rate 

9/92 39314 ID Industrial Consumers Indiana Michigan Cost-of-service, rate design, 
for Fair Utility Rates Power Co energy cost rate, rate treatment 

10192 M-00920312 PA The GPU Industrial Pennsylvania Cost-of-service, rate design, 
C-007 Intervenors Electric Co energy cost rate, rate treatment 

12/92 

12/92 

1/93 

2/93 

4/93 

7/93 

8/93 

9/93 

U-17949 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Staff 

Materials Co 
R-00922378 PA Armco Advanced 

The WPP Industrial 
Intervenors 

8487 MD The Maryland 
Industrial Group 

EOOZGR- MN North Star Steel Co 
92-1185 Praxair, lnc. 

EC92 Federal Louisiana Public 
21000 Energy Service Commission 
ER92-806- Regulatory Staff 
000 Commission 
(Rebuttal) 

93-0114- WV Airco Gases 
E-C 

930759-EG FL Florida Industrial 
Power Users' Group 

M-009 PA Lehigh Valley 
30406 Power Committee 

South Central Bell 
c o  

West Penn Power Co 

Baltimore Gas & 
Electric Co 

Northern States 
Power Go 

Gulf States 
UtilitiesEnterg y 
agreement. 

Monongahela Power 
co. 

Generic - Electric 
Utilities 

Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Co. 

Management audit 

Cost-of-service, rate design, 
energy cost rate, SO1 allowance 
rate treatment 

Electric cost-of-service and 
rate design, gas rate design 
(flexible rates) 

Interruptible rates 

Merger of GSU into Entergy 
System, impact on system 

Interruptible rates 

Cost recovery and allocation 
of DSM costs 

Ratemaking treatment of 
off-system sales revenues. 

11/93 346 KY Kentucky Industrial Generic - Gas Allocation of gas pipeline 
Utility Customers Utilities transition costs - FERC Order 636 

12/93 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Cajun Electric Nuclear plant prudence, 
Service Commission Power Cooperative forecasting, excess capacity 
Staff 
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4194 

5194 

7194 

7194 

8194 

9194 

9/94 

9194 

10194 

11/94 

2195 

4/95 

6195 

E-0151 MN 
GR-94-001 

Large Power Intervenors Minnesota Power 
CO 

Cost altocation, rate design, 
rate phase-in plan 

U-20178 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Power & 
Light Co 

Analysis of least cost 
integrated resource plan and 
demand-side management program 

R-00942986 PA Armca, Inc , 
West Penn Power 
Industrial Intervenors 

West Penn Power Co Cost-of-service, allocation of 
rate increase, rate design, 
emission allowance sales, and 
operations and maintenance expense. 

Cost-of-service, allocation of 
rate increase, and rate design 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

Louisiana Public 
Service Cornmission 

Monongahela Power 
co. 

94-0035- WV 
E42T 

EC94 Federal 
13-000 Energy 

Regulatory 
Commission 

R-00943 PA 
081 

081C0001 
R-00943 

Gulf States 
UtilitieslEntergy 

Analysis of extended reserve 
shutdown units and violation of 
system agreement by Entergy 

Lehigh Valley 
Power Committee 

Pennsylvania Public 
Utility Commission 

Analysis of interruptible rate 
terms and conditions, availability 

U-I7735 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Georgia Public 
Service Commission 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative 

Evaluation of appropriate avoided 
cost rate 

U-19904 LA Gulf States 
Utilities 

Revenue requirements 

Southem Bell 
Telephone & 
Telegraph Co 

El Paso Electric 
and Central and 
Southwest 

Proposals to address competition 
in telecommunication markets 

52584 GA 

Merger economics, transmission 
equalization hold harmless 
proposals 

Interruptible rates, 
cost-of-service 

EC94-7-000 FERC 
ER94-898-000 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

CF&I Steel, L.P Public Service 
Company of 
Colorado 

941430EG CO 

R-00943271 PA PP&L Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Pennsylvania Power 
&Light Co 

Cast-of-service, allocation of 
rate increase, rate design, 
interruptible rates 

C-00913424 PA 
C-00946104 

Duquesne Interruptible 
Complainants 

Duquesne Light Co InterruDtible rates 
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8/95 

10195 

10195 

10/95 

11195 

7/96 

7196 

ER95-112 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, ODen Access Transmission 
Tariffs -Wholesale Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Service commission 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Public 
Service commission 

Industrial Energy 
Consumers of 

Pennsylvania 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Maryland Industrial 
Group 

Inc 

Gulf States 
Utilities Company 

Nuclear decommissioning, 
revenue requirements, 
capital structure 

ER95-1042 FERC 
-000 

System Energy 
Resources, lnc. 

Gulf States 
Utilities Co 

Nuclear decommissioning, 
revenue requirements 

Nuclear decommissioning and 
cost of debt capital, capital 
structure 

u-21485 LA 

State-wide - 
all utilities 

Retail competition issues 1-940032 PA 

Central Louisiana 
Electric Co 

Revenue requirement 
analysis 

U-21496 LA 

8725 MD Baltimore Gas & 
Elec Co., Potomac 
Elec Power Co , 
Constellation Energy 
c o  

Ratemaking issues 
associated with a Merger 

8196 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative 

Revenue requirements 

9/96 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc 

Decommissioning, weather 
normalization, capital 
structure 

2197 R-973877 PA Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

PECO Energy Co Competitive restructuring 
policy issues, stranded cost, 
transition charges 

6/97 Civil US Bank- Louisiana Public 
Action ruptcy Service Commission 
No. court 
94-1 1474 Middle District 

of Louisiana 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative 

Confirmation of reorganization 
plan; analysis of rate paths 
produced by competing plans 

PECO Energy Co Retail competition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded cost 
analysis 

Retail competition issues 

6/97 R-973953 PA Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

6/97 8738 MD Maryland Industrial 
Group 

Generic 
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7197 

10197 

10197 

10197 

11/97 

11197 

12/97 

12197 

3198 

R-973954 

97-204 

R-974008 

R-974009 

U-22491 

P-97 1265 

R-973981 

R-974104 

U-22092 

PA 

KY 

PA 

PA 

LA 

PA 

PA 

PA 

LA 

MD 

LA 

FERC 

PP&L Industrial 
Customer Alliance 

Pennsylvania Power 
& Light Co 

Retail competition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded cost analysis 

Alcan Aluminum Corp 
Southwire Co 

Big River 
Electric Corp 

Analysis of cost of service issues 
- Big Rivers Restructuring Plan 

Metropolitan Edison 
Industrial Users 

Metropolitan Edison 
Co 

Retail competition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded cost analysis 

Retail Competition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded cost analysis 

Pennsylvania 
Electric Co 

Pennsylvania Electric 
Industrial Customer 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc 

Decommissioning, weather 
normalization, capital 
structure 

Philadelphia Area 
Industrial Energy 
Users Group 

Enron Energy 
Services Power, 1nc.l 
PECO Energy 

Analysis of Retail 
Restructuring Proposal 

West Penn Power 
Industrial Intervenors 

West Penn 
Power Co 

Retail competition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded cost 
analysis 
Retail Competition issues, rate 
unbundling, stranded cost 
analysis 

Retail Competition, stranded 
cost quantification. 

Duquesne Industrial 
Intervenors 

Duquesne 
Light Co 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Gulf States 
Utilities Co. (Allocated Stranded 

Cost Issues) 

Stranded cost quantification, 
restructuring issues 

Revenue requirements analysis, 
weather normalization 

3198 

9198 

12/98 

12/98 

5199 

U-22092 

U-17735 

8794 

U-23358 

EC-98- 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Gulf States 
Utilities, Inc 

Louisiana Public 
Service Cornmission 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc 

Maryland Industrial 
Group and 
Millennium Inorganic 
Chemicals Inc 

Baltimore Gas 
and Electric Co 

Electric utility restructuring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc 

Nuclear decommissioning, weather 
normalization, Entergy System 
Agreement 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

American Electric 
Power Co & Central 
South West Corp 

Merger issues related to 
market power mitigation proposals (Cross- 40-000 

Answering Testimony) 
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5/99 98-426 KY Kentucky Industrial Louisville Gas 
(Response Utility Customers, Inc & Electric Co 
Testimony) 

6/99 98-0452 WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power, 
Users Group Monongahela Power, 

& Potomac Edison 
Companies 

7/99 99-03-35 CT Connecticut Industrial 
\Energy Consumers 

7/99 Adversary U S  Louisiana Public 
Proceeding Bankruptcy Service Commission 
NO 98-1065 Court 

7/99 99-03-06 CT Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

10/99 U-24182 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

12/99 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

03/00 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

03/00 99-1658- OH AK Steel Corporation 
EL-ETP 

United Illuminating 
Company 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative 

Connecticut Light 
& Power Co 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc 

Cajun Electric 
Power Cooperative, 
Inc 

Cincinnati Gas & 
Electric Co 

Performance based regulation, 
settlement proposal issues, 
cross-subsidies between electric 
gas services 

Electric utility restructuring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling. 

Electric utility restructuring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling 

Motion to dissolve 
preliminary injunction 

Electric utility restructuring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
unbundling 

Nuclear decommissioning, weather 
normalization, Entergy System 
Agreement 

Ananlysi of Proposed 
Contract Rates, Market Rates 

Evaluation of Cooperative 
Power Contract Elections 

Electric utility restructuring, 
stranded cost recovery, rate 
Unbundling 
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08/00 

08/00 

10/00 

1200 

12/00 

04/01 

10/01 

11/01 

11/01 

03/02 

06/02 

07/02 

98-0452 W A  West Virginia Appalachian Power Co Electric utility restructuring 
E-GI Energy Users Group American Electric Co rate unbundling 

00-1 050 WVA West Virginia Mon Power Co Electric utility restructuring 
E-T Energy Users Group Potomac Edison Co rate unbundling 
00-1051 -E-T 

SOAH473- TX The Dallas-Fort Worth TXU, Inc 
00-1020 Hospital Council and 
PUC 2234 The Coalition of 

Independent Colleges 
And Universities 

Electric utility restnicturing 
rate unbundling 

U-24993 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

EL00-66- LA Louisiana Public 
000 & ER00-2854 Service Commission 
EL95-33-002 

U-21453, LA Louisiana Public 
U-20925, Service Commission 
u-22092 
(Subdocket B) 
Addressing Contested Issues 

14000-U GA Georgia Public 
Service Commission 
Adversary Staff 

U-25687 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

U-25965 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

001148-El FL South Florida Hospital 
and Healthcare Assoc 

U-25965 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

U-21453 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy Gulf Nuclear decommissioning, 
States, Inc revenue requirements 

Entergy Services Inc Inter-Company System 
Agreement: Modifications for 
retail competition, interruptible load 

Entergy Gulf Jurisdictional Business Separation 
States, Inc. Texas Restructuring Plan 

Georgia Power Co Test year revenue forecast 

Entergy Gulf 
States, Inc 

Generic 

Florida Power & 
Light Company 

Entergy Gulf States 
Entergy Louisiana 

SWEPCO. AEP 

Nuclear decommissioning requirements 
transmission revenues 

Independent Transmission Company 
("Transco"). RTO rate design. 

Retail cost of service, rate 
design, resource planning and 
demand side management. 

RTO Issues 

Jurisdictional Business Sep - 
Texas Restructuring Plan 
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08/02 

08/02 

11/02 

01/03 

02/03 

04/03 

11/03 

11/03 

12/03 

01/04 

02/04 

03/04 

U-25888 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc 
Entergy Gulf States, Inc 

Modifications to the Inter- 
Company System Agreement, 
Production Cost Equalization 

ELOI- FERC 
88-000 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy Services Inc 
and the Entergy 
Operating Companies 

Public Service Co. of 
Colorado 

Modifications to the Inter- 
Company System Agreement, 
Production Cost Equalization. 

02s-315EG CO CF&I Steel & Climax 
Molybdenum Co 

Fuel Adjustment Clause 

U-17735 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Louisiana Coops Contract Issues 

Revenue requirements, 
purchased power. 

Weather normalization, power 
purchase expenses, System 
Agreement expenses 

Proposed modifications to 
System Agreement Tariff MSS4 

025-594E CO Cripple Creek and 
Victor Gold Mining Co 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Aquila, Inc 

U-26527 LA Entergy Gulf States, Inc 

ER03-753-000 FERC Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

ER03-583-000 FERC 
ER03-583-002 
ER03-583-002 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy Services, Inc , 
the Entergy Operating 
Companies, EWO Market. 
Ing, L P, and Entergy 
Power, Inc 

Evaluation of Wholesale Purchased 
Power Contracts. 

ER03-681-000, 
ER03-681-001 

ER03-682-000, 
ER03-682-001 
ER03-682-002 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc Evaluation of Wholesale Purchased 
Power Contracts 

11-27136 LA Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

E-01345- AZ 
03-0437 

00032071 PA 

Arizona Public Service Co Revenue allocation rate design Kroger Company 

Duquesne Industrial 
Intervenors 

Duquesne Light Company Provider of last resort issues. 

03A-436E CO CF&I Steel, LP and 
Climax Molybedenum 

Public Service Company 
of Colorado 

Purchased Power Adjustment Clause 
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04/04 

0-6104 

06/04 

10104 

03/05 

06/05 

07/05 

09/05 

0 1/06 

03/06 

04/06 

06/06 

06/06 

07/06 

2003-00433 KY 
2003-00434 

03s-539E CO 

R-00049255 PA 

04s-164E CO 

CaseNo KY 

Case No 
2004-00426 

2004-00421 

050045-E1 FL 

U-28155 LA 

CaseNos WVA 
05-0402-E-CN 
05-0750-E-PC 

2005-00341 KY 

U-22092 LA 

U-25116 LA 

R-00061346 PA 
CO001-0005 

R-00061366 
R-00061367 
P-00062213 
P-00062214 

U-22092 LA 
Sub-J 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc 

Louisville Gas & Electric Co 
Kentucky Utilities Co 

Cost of Service Rate Design 

Cripple Creek, Victor Gold 
Mining Co , Goodrich Corp , 
Holcim (U S.,), Inc , and 
The Trane Co 

Aquila, Inc Cost of Service, Rate Design 
Interruptible Rates 

PP&L Industrial Customer 
Alliance PPLICA 

PPL Electric Utilities Corp. Cost of service, rate design, 
tariff issues and transmission 
service charge 

CF&I Steel Company, Climax 
Mines 

Public Service Company 
of Colorado 

Cost of service, rate design, 
Interruptible Rates 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc 

Kentucky Utilities 
Louisville Gas & Electric Co 

Environmental cost recovery 

South Florida Hospital 
and Healthrare Assoc 

Florida Power & 
Light Company 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc 
Entergy Gulf States, Inc 

Mon Power Co 
Potomac Edison Co 

Retail cost of service, rate 
design 

Independent Coordinator of 
Transmission - CostlBenefit 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission Staff 

West Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

Environmental cost recovery, 
Securitization, Financing Order 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc 

Kentucky Power Company Cost of service, rate design, 
transmission expenses Congestion 
Cost Recovery Mechanism 
Separation of EGSl into Texas and 
Louisiana Companies. 

Transmission Pmdence Investigation 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc 

Entergy Louisiana, Inc Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Duquesne Indutrial 
Intervenors & IECPA 

Duquesne Light Co Cost of Service, Rate Design, Transmission 
Service Charge, Tariff Issues 

Met-Ed Industrial Energy 
Users Group and Penelec 
Industrial Customer 
Alliance 

Metropolitan Edison Co. 
Pennsylvania Electric Co. 

Generation Rate Cap, Transmission Service 
Charge, Cost of Service, Rate Design, Tariff 
Issues 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc Separation of EGSl into Texas and 
Louisiana Companies 
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Environmental cost recovery 07/06 CaseNo KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Utilities 
2006-00130 
Case No 
2006-00129 

Utility Cistomers, Inc Louisville Gas & Electric Ca 

08/06 

09/06 

11/06 

01/07 

03/07 

05/07 

05/07 

06/07 

07/07 

09/07 

11/07 

1/08 

1/08 

2/08 

2/08 

CaseNa VA 
PUE-2006-00065 

E-01345A- AZ 
05-0816 

Old Dominion Committee 
For Fair Utility Rates 

Appalachian Power Co Cost Allocation, Allocation of Rev Incr, 
Off-System Sales margin rate treatment 

Kroger Company Arizona Public Service Ca Revenue alllocation, cost of service, 
rate design. 

Rate unbundling issues Connecticut Light & Power 
United Illuminating 

Mon Power Co 
Potomac Edison Co 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc 
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 

Ohio Power, Columbus 
Southem Power 

PPL Electric Utilities Carp 

Doc No CT 
97-0 1-1 5RE02 

Connecticut Industrial 
Energy Consumers 

West Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

CaseNo WV 
06-0960-E-12T 

U-29764 LA 

Retail Cost of Service 
Revenue apportionment 

Louisiana Public Service 
commission Staff 

Implementation of FERC Decision 
Jurisdictional & Rate Class Allocation 

Environmental Surcharge Rate Design CaseNa OH 
07-63-EL-UNC 

Ohio Energy Group 

PP&L Industrial Customer 
Alliance PPLICA 

Cost of service, rate design, 
tariff issues and transmission 
service charge 

R-00049255 PA 
Remand 

R-00072155 PA PP&L Industrial Customer 
Alliance PPLICA 

PPL Electric Utilities Carp Cost of service, rate design, 
tariff issues 

Distribution Line Cost Allocation Doc No. CQ 
07F-037E 

Gateway Canyons LLC Grand Valley Power Coop 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc 

Louisiana Public 
Service commission 
Staff 

Wisconsin Electric Power Co Cost of Service, rate design, tariff 
Issues, Interruptible rates 

Doc No WI 
05-UR-103 

ER07-682-000 FERC Entergy Services, Inc 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Proposed modifications to 
System Agreement Schedule MSS-3 
Cost functionalization issues 

Doc No WY 
20000-277-ER-07 

Cimarex Energy Company Rocky Mountain Power 
(PacifiCorp) 

Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating 

Vintage Pricing, Marginal Cost Pricing 
Projected Test Year 

Class Cost of Service, Rate Restructuring, 
Apportionment of Revenue Increase to 
Rate Schedules 
Entergy’s Compliance Filing 
System Agreement Bandwidth 

Calculations 

CaseNo. OH 
07-551 

ER07-956 FERC 

Ohio Energy Group 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 
Staff 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

DacNo PA 
P-00072342 

West Penn Power 
Industrial Intervenors 

West Penn Power Co Default Service Plan issues. 
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3/08 

05/08 

6/08 

7/08 

08/08 

09/08 

09/08 

09/08 

09/08 

10108 

11/08 

11/08 

01/09 

01/09 

02/09 

DacNo AZ 
E-0 1933A-05-0650 

08-0278 WV 
E-GI 

CaseNo. OH 
08-1 24-EL-ATA 

DocketNo UT 

Doc. No WI 
07-035-93 

6680-UR-116 

Doc No WI 
6690-UR-119 

Case No OH 
08-936-EL-SSO 

Case No OH 
08-935-EL-SSO 

Case No OH 
08-9 17-EL-SSO 
08-918-EL-SSO 

2008-00251 KY 
2008-00252 

08-151 1 WV 
E-GI 

M-2008- PA 
2036188, M- 
2008-2036197 

ER08-1056 FERC 

E-01345A- AZ 
08-01 72 

2008-00409 KY 

Kroger Company 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

Ohio Energy Group 

Kroger Company 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc 

Ohio Energy Group 

Ohio Energy Group 

Ohio Energy Group 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

Met-Ed Industrial Energy 
Users Group and Penelec 
Industrial Customer 
Alliance 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Kroger Company 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

Tucson Electric Power Co Cost of Service, Rate Design 

Appalachian Power Co. 
American Electric Power Co Analysis 

Expanded Net Energy Cost "ENEC 

Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating 

Rocky Mountain Power Co 

Wisconsin Powei 
and Light Co 

Wisconsin Public 
Service Co 

Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating 

Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating 

Ohio Power Company 
Columbus Southem Power Co 

Louisville Gas & Electric Co 
Kentucky Utilities Ca 

Mon Power Co 
Potomac Edison Co 

Metropolitan Edison Co 
Pennsylvania Electric Co 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Arizona Public Service Co 

East Kentucky Power 
Cooperative, Inc 

Recovery of Defened Fuel Cost 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 

Cost of Service, rate design, tariff 
Issues, Interruptible rates 

Cost of Service, rate design, tariff 
Issues, Interruptible rates 

Provider of Last Resort Competitive 
Solicitation 

Provider of Last Resort Rate 
Plan 

Provider of Last Resort Rate 
Plan 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 

Expanded Net Energy Cost "ENEC 
Analysis 

Transmission Service Charge 

Entergy's Compliance Filing 
System Agreement Bandwidth 
Calculations 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 
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5/09 

5/09 

6/09 

6/09 

7/09 

8/09 

9/09 

9/09 

9/09 

10109 

10109 

1 1/09 

11/09 

12/09 

12/09 

72/09 

PUE-2009 VA 
-00018 

09-0177- WV 
E-GI 

PUE-2009 VA 
-00016 

PUE-2009 VA 
-00038 

080677-El FL 

VA Committee For 
Fair Utility Rates 

Dominion Virginia 
Power Company 

Transmissian Cost Recovery 
Rider 

West Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

Appalachian Power 
Company 

Expanded Net Energy Cost 
"ENEC Analysis 

VA Committee For 
Fair Utility Rates 

Old Dominion Committee 
For Fair Utility Rates 

Dominion Virginia 
Power Company 

Appalachian Power 
Company 

Fuel Cost Recovery 
Rider 

Fuel Cost Recovery 
Rider 

South Florida Hospital 
and Healthcare Assoc 

Florida Power & 
Light Company 

Retail cost of service, rate 
design 

U-20925 LA 
(RRF 2004) 

09AL-299E CO 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Entergy Louisiana 
LLC 

Interruptible Rate Refund 
Settlement 

CF&I Steel Company 
Climax Molybdenum 

Public Service Company 
of Colorado 

Energy Cost Rate issues 

Doc No WI 
05-UR-104 

Doc. No WI 
6680-UR-117 

DocketNo UT 
09-035-23 

09AL-299E CO 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc 

Wisconsin Electric Power Ca Cost of Service, rate design, tariff 
Issues, Interruptible rates 

Cost of Service, rate design, tariff 
Issues, Interruptible rates 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc 

Kroger Company 

Wisconsin Power 
and Light Co 

Rocky Mountain Power Co Cost of Service, Allocation of Rev Increase 

Public Service Company 
of Colorado 

Cost of Service, Rate Design CF&I Steel Company 
Climax Molybdenum 

VA Committee For 
Fair Utility Rates 

PUE-2009 VA 
-000 19 

09-1485 WV 
E-P 

Case No OH 
09-906-EL-SSO 

ER09-1224 FERC 

Dominion Virginia 
Power Company 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

Mon Power Co 
Potomac Edison Co 

Expanded Net Energy Cost "ENEC 
Analysis 

Provider of Last Resort Rate 
Plan 

Ohia Edison, Toledo Edison 
Cleveland Electric Illuminating 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

Ohio Energy Group 

Louisiana Public 
Service Commission 

Entergy's Compliance Filing 
System Agreement Bandwidth 
Calculations 

CaseNo VA 
PUE-2009-00030 

Old Dominion Committee 
For Fair Utility Rates 

Appalachian Power Co Cost Allocation, Allocation of Rev Increase, 
Rate Design 
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2/10 

311 0 

311 0 

411 0 

4/10 

4/10 

7/10 

09/10 

09/10 

11/10 

11/10 

1211 0 

12/10 

311 1 

511 1 

611 1 

6/11 

DocketNo UT 
09-035-23 

CaseNo WV 
09-1 352-E-42T 

E0151 MN 
GR-09-1151 

EL09-61 FERC 

2009-00459 KY 

2009-00548 KY 
2009-00549 

R-2010- PA 
2161575 

2010-00167 KY 

10M-245E CO 

10-0699- WV 
E-42T 

Doc No WI 
4220-UR-116 

10A-554EG CO 

10-2586-EL- OH 
sso 

20000-384- WY 
ER-10 

2011-00036 KY 

DocketNo UT 
10-035-124 

PUE-2011 VA 
-00045 

Kroger Company Rocky Mountain Power Co Rate Design 

West Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

Mon Power Co 
Potomac Edison Co 

Retail Cost of Service 
Revenue apportionment 

Cost of Service, rate design Large Power Intervenors Minnesota Power Co 

Louisiana Public Service 
Service Commission 

Entergy Services, Inc 
and the Entergy Operating 
Companies 

System Agreement Issues 
Related to off-system sales 

Kentucky Industrial 
Utility Customers, Inc 

Kentucky Power Company Cost of service, rate design, 
transmission expenses 

Kentucky Industrial tltility 
Customers. Inc 

Louisville Gas & Electric Co 
Kentucky Utilities Co 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 

Philadelphia Area Industrial 
Energy Users Group 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc. 

PECO Energy Company Cost of Service, Rate Design 

East Kentucky Power 
Cooperative, Inc. 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 

CF&I Steel Company 
Climax Molybdenum 

Public Service Company 
of Colorado 

Economic Impact of Clean Air Act 

West Virginia Energy 
Users Group 

Appalachian Power 
Company 

Northern States Power 
Co Wisconsin 

Cost of Service, Rate Design, 
Transmission Rider 

Wisconsin Industrial 
Energy Group, Inc 

Cost of Service, rate design 

CF&I Steel Company 
Climax Molybdenum 

Ohio Energy Group 

Public Service Company Demand Side Management 
Issues 

Provider of Last Resort Rate Plan 
Electric Security Plan 

Electric Cost of Service, Revenue 
Apportionment, Rate Design 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 

Duke Energy Ohio 

Wyoming Industrial Energy 
Consumers 

Rocky Mountain Power 
Wyoming 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc 

Big Rivers Electric 
Corporation 

Rocky Mountain Power Ca. Kroger Company Class Cost of Service 

VA Committee For 
Fair Utility Rates 

Dominion Virginia 
Power Company 

Fuel Cost Recovery Rider 
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0711 1 

0711 1 

0811 1 

0911 1 

0911 1 

1011 1 

11111 

11111 

1211 1 

311 2 

4112 

5/12 

611 2 

611 2 

6/12 

611 2 

U-29764 LA 

Case Nos OH 
11 -346-EL-SSO 
11-348-EL-SSO 

PUE-2011- VA 
00034 

2011-00161 KY 
2011-00162 

Case Nos OH 
11-346-EL-SSO 
11-348-EL-SSO 

11-0452 WV 
E-P-T 

11-1272 WV 
E P  

E-01345A- AZ 
11-0224 

E-01345A- AZ 
1 1-0224 

CaseNo KY 
2011-00401 

2011-00036 KY 
Rehearing Case 

2011-346 OH 
20 1 1-348 

PUE-2012 VA 
-00051 

12-00012 TN 
12-00026 

Docket No UT 
11-035-200 

12-0275- WV 
E-GLEE 

Louisiana Public Service 
Commission Staff 

Entergy Gulf States, Inc 
Entergy Louisiana, LLC 

Entergy System Agreement - Successor 
Agreement, Revisions, RTO Day 2 Market 
Issues 

Electric Security Rate Plan, 
Provider of Last Resort Issues 

Ohio Energy Group Ohio Power Company 
Columbus Southem Power Co 

Old Dominion Committee 
For Fair Utility Rates 

Appalachian Power Co Cost Allocation, Rate Recovery 
of RPS Costs 

Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co 
Kentucky Utilities Company 

Ohio Power Company 
Columbus Southem Power Co 

Environmental Cost Recovery 

Ohio Energy Group Electric Security Rate Plan, 
Stipulation Support Testimony 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

West Virginia 
Energy Users Group 

Kroger Company 

Mon Power Co 
Potomac Edisan Co 

Mon Power Co. 
Potomac Edison Co 

Arizona Public Service Co. 

Energy EfficiencyDemand Reduction 
Cost Recovery 

Expanded Net Energy Cost "ENEC" 
Analysis 

Decoupling 

Arizona Public Service Co Cost of Service, Rate Design Kroger Company 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Consumers 

Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, Inc 

Ohio Energy Group 

Kentucky Power Company Environmental Cost Recovery 

Big Rivers Electric 
Corporation 

Ohio Power Company 

Cost of Service, Rate Design 

Electric Security Rate Plan 
lnterniptible Rate Issues 

Old Dominion Committee 
For Fair Utility Rates 

Appalachian Power 
Company 

Fuel Cost Recovery 
Rider 

Eastman Chemical Co Kingsport Power Demand Response Programs 
Air Products and Chemicals, Inc 

Kroger Company 

Company 

Rocky Mountain Power Co Class Cost of Service 

West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power 
Users Group Company 

Energy Efficiency Rider 
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6/12 12-0399- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Expanded Net Energy Cost (“ENEC) 
E-P Users Group Company 

7/12 120015-El FL South Florida Hospital Florida Power & Retail cost of service, rate 
and Healthrare Assoc Light Company design 
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Environmental Compliance Cost 

Total Environmental Compliance Cost 

Total Adjusted Revenue 
R t J d  

Large Industrial 
Smelter 
Total Retail 

Off-System 
Total 

KlUC Proposed 2016 Environmental Cost Allocation Using Non-Fuel Base Revenues 

BREC As-Filed Non-Fuel Retail/ Proposed 

2016 Total Adj. Rev Allocator Off/System KllJC 
Allocator IRetail) Allocator Allocator Difference 

ES Revenue Requirement 
Rural 
Large Industrial 
Smelter 
Off-System 

Total 

Source: 
Responses to KlUC 154, KlUC 1 5 0  

Case No. 2012-00063 
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KIUC Proposed 2016 Environmental Cost Allocation Using Non-Fuel Base Revenues 
Member Bill Impact 

Difference 2016 Base Case Revenues Big Rivers' Proposed Percent KiUC Proposed Percent 
(w/o ES, RER, TIER1 ES Revenue Allocation ES Revenue Allocation Difference w/MRSM, RER 

Rural 
Large industrial 
Smelter 

Total Retail 

Off-System 
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