
June 28, 2012 

Mr. Jeff Deroueii 
Executive Director 
Public Service Coiiiniissioii 
P.O. Box 615 
2 1 1 Sower Boulevard 
Frankfort, KY 40602 

P c 
N 

Re: PSC Case No. 2012-00169 

Dear Mr. Derouen: 

Please find eiiclosed for filing with the Commission in the above-referenced case, an original and 
ten copies of the responses of East Keiituclcy Power Cooperative, Inc. (“EIWC”) to the 
Coinrnissioii Staffs First Iiifoiinatioii Request , dated June 15, 2012. Also enclosed are an 
original and ten copies of EKPC’s responses to the Attoiiiey General’s Initial Data Requests and 
to the Data Requests of Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville Gas and Electric Company, 
both dated June 15,2012. 

Veiy truly yours, 

Mark David Goss 
Counsel 

Eiiclasures 

CC: Patties of Record 
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In the Matter of: 

A ~ ~ ~ ~ C ~ T I O N  OF EAST KENTUCKY POWER 
COOPERATIVE, INC. TO TRANSFER ) CASENO. 
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) 

TRANSMISSION FACILITIES TO PJM ) 
INTERCONNECTION, L.L.C. ) 

NSES TO ATTORNEY GENERAL’S INITIAL DATA REQUESTS 
TO EAST KENTIJCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, IINC. 

DATED JUNE 15,2012 



EAST Kl3NTUCKU POWER ~ ~ O ~ E ~ T I V ~ ,  INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S INITIAL DATA W,QUESTS DATE 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Iiic. (“EKPC”) hereby submits responses to the 

infoiination requests of Attorney General’s (”AG”) in this case dated June IS, 2012. Each 

response with its associated supportive refererice materials is individually tabbed. 



C O ~ ~ O N W E A L T  OF KENTUCKY 

IJBLIC SERVICE CO 

In the Matter of: 

APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY POWER 
COOPERATIVE, INC. TO TRANSFER ) CASENO. 

TRANSMISSION FACILITIES TO PJR.I 
INTERCONNECTION, LLC 

FUNCTIONAL CONTROL, OF CERTAIN ) 2012-00169 

CERTIFICATE 

STATE OF KENTIJCKY ) 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) 

Ralph L. Luciani, being duly sworn, states that he has supervised the 

preparation of the responses of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. to the Attorney 

General’s Initial Data Requests in the above-referenced case dated June 15,2012, and 

that the matters and things set forth therein are true and accurate to the best of his 

knowledge, information and belief, formed after reasonable inquiry 

,’7Z’.’ 
Subscribed and sworn before me on t h i s k (  ] day/lof June, 2012. 

CHRISTINE McCAFFREY 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

y Commission Expires 
October 14,20 12 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY POWER 
COOPERATIVE, INC. TO TRANSFER ) CASENO. 

TRANSMISSION FACILITIES TO PJM 
FUNCTIONAL, CONTROL, OF CERTAIN ) 2012-00169 

INTERCONNECTION, L.L.C. ) 

CERTIFICATE 

STATE OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) 

Mike McNalley, being duly swoiii, states that lie has supervised the preparation 

of the responses of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. to the Attorney General’s 

Initial Data Requests in the above-referenced case dated June 15, 20 12, and that the 

matters and things set forth therein are true and accurate to the best of his knowledge, 

information and belief, foiiiied after reasonable inquiry. 

P- Subscribed and sworn before ine O I ~  this df day of June, 2012. 



COMMONWEALTH OF ImNTUCKY 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

In the Matter of: 

APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY POWER 
COOPERATIVE, INC. TO TRANSFER 
FUNCTIONAL CONTROL OF CERTAIN 
TRANSMISSION FACILJTIES TO PJM 
INTERCONNECTION, L,.L.C. 

1 
) CASENO. 
) 2012-00169 
) 
) 

CERTIFICATE 

STATE OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF CLARK ) 
) 

Doli Mosier, being duly sworn, states that lie has supervised the preparation of 

the respoiises of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. to the Attorney General’s 

Initial Data Requests in the above-referenced case dated Julie 15, 20 12, and that the 

matters and things set forth therein are true and accurate to the best of his knowledge, 

iiiforiiiatioii and belief, formed after reasonable inquiry. 

Subscribed and swoiii before me on this d t L d a y  of June, 2012. 

lvlY COMMISSION EXPIRES NOVEMBEH 30,201j 
NOTARY ID #409352 
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N’FUCKY POWER CO 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

RFQUEST 1 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: 

COMPANY: 

Ralph 11,. Luciani/Mike McNalley 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 1. 

Report (“CRA Report”), pp. 6-7. Please confirm that: 

Reference the petition, pp. 17- 1 8, and the Charles River Associates 

Request la. 

control of its transmission facilities to PJM, including but not limited to PJM‘s 

administrative costs, are not known; 

the actual total costs EKPC could incur as a result of transferring 

Response la. 

contained in the CRA Report are pmjections of the fiiture, and, as such, are not lmown 

definitively at this time. 

Confirmed that the EKPC cost estimates for 201 3 to 2022 

Request lb.  

transmission program, while unluiowii at this time, nonetheless could be ”significant,” 

according to p. 7 of the CRA Report; and 

in particular, the ainouiit of EKPC’s share of PJM’s RTEP 
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Response Ib. 

provided in tlie CRA Report. Confirmed that there is uncei-taiiity around these future 

RTEP costs and that these RTEP costs are significant. 

An estimate of EKPC’s sliare of RTEP costs in tlie future is 

Transmission upgrade cost respoiisibility for baseline upgrades required to solve 

identified NERC reliability criteria violations is assigned to individual PJM zones in 

accordance with PJM’s Open Access Transiiiission Tariff (OATT), Schedule 12, 

“TraIisiiiissioii Enhancement Charges,” accessible from PJM’s web site via the following 

URL 1 ink: lit tp ://pi 111. c oiii/doc uiiieii t s/-/med i a/do cu ni en t s/agreeiiien t s/t ar i Tf. ashx 

Consistent with Schedule 12, EKPC’s cost responsibility for its sliare of RTEP 

regional upgrades - 500 kV and above - will depend on two factors: (I) elements of 

PJM’s traiisniission plan itself as of December 3 1” of each year, and (2) EKPC load ratio 

share. Costs for required regional facility upgrades at 500 kV and above (including those 

below 500 kV required to install such upgrades) are allocated on an annual load-ratio 

sliare basis using tlie applicable PJh4 marltet settleiiieiit zonal loads at tlie time of each 

zoiie‘s aiinual peak load from tlie 12-mo1itli period ending October 3 1 of tlie calendar 

year preceding tlie calendar year for wliicli tlie aniiual cost responsibility allocatioii is 

determined. Given the anticipated Julie 1, 20 13 integration date, EKPC’s load will be 

based on tlie period October I ,  20 13 through October 3 1, 20 14, as detei-mined in 

December 2014. EKPC’s cost obligation would then begin following FERC approval of 

PJM’s requisite filing, expected by Deceniber 3 1, 2014. 

EKPC will also bear cost respoiisibility - beginning immediately after Julie 1, 

2013 - for RTEP upgrades below 500 kV (which are not required to install those above 

500 kV) that have estimated costs greater or equal to $5  million. The cost responsibility 

for such upgrades will be based on EKPC’s distribution factor (“DFAX”) contribution to 

tlie facility driving the upgrade. DFAX represents a measure of tlie effect of tlie load of a 
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zone on the traiismission coiistraint driving the need for the facility under SO0 lV ,  as 

determined by a power flow analysis. This is also described in more detail in OATT 

Schedule 12, accessible from PJM’s web site via the IJRL, link provided above. 

Request IC. 

Commission approves this applicatioii. 

aiiy PJM costs will be passed on to ratepayers, assuming the 

Response IC. EKPC would iiiclude any PJM costs in any base rate application 

occurring after joining PJM, assunling Coiiiinissioii approval of this instant application. 
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EAST T(F,NTUCKY P WER COQPEIPATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFOR 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR WFQRMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 2 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Mike McNalley 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 2. 

any and all estimates regarding when the cost of EKPC’s share of PJM’s RTEP 

expansion will become lmown. Identify specifically how the company intends to notify 

the Commission, the parties, and its customers of those costs, once known. 

With regard to your response to question 1, above, please provide 

Response 2. 

Cominission and other parties of these costs as it does all other costs incurred - through 

the course of applications and firiaiicial repoi-tiiig to the Comiiiission. 

Please see the response to Request 1 b. EKPC will notify the 
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EAST KF,NTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 3 

SPONSIRLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 3. 

costs EKPC would be required to pay to PJM in the event the application is approved. 

Include in your response the ratio of administrative costs to the percentage of PJM’s total 

load that EKPC’s system will constitute. 

As soon as is possible, please identify the arnoi.int of administrative 

ResDonse 3. 

administrative costs of $0.33 to 0.34/MWh of load in its current budget through 201 5. EKPC’s 

expected cost for 2013, assuming an integration date of June 1 , 2013, is $2.5 million, 2014 costs 

will be $4.4 million and 2015 will be $4.5 million. The PJM administrative costs were estimated 

per MWh of EKPC’s load, and tlius EKPC’s share of PJM administrative costs is estimated to be 

equal to EKPC’s share of PJM MWh load. 

As stated on page 14 of 49 of Exhibit RL,L-2, PJM has projected 

http://arnoi.int
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WER COOPERATIVE, 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

RST ReQIJEST FOR INFORMATION RESP 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQIJEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

RJEQIJEST 4 

W,SPONSIBEE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Enc. 

Request 4. As soon as is possible, please identify the amount of any uplift 

costs EKPC would be required to pay to PJM in the event the application is approved. 

Include in your response whether PJM assigns or socializes these costs among all 

members of its system. 

Response 4. In PJM, the primary source of wliat is typically considered uplift is 

Operating Reserves. Operating Reserves preserve the incentive for demand and supply to 

bid into the Day-ahead Market based on their actual expectations arid preserve the 

incentive for generation to follow real-time dispatch signals. There are separate 

operating reserve credit calculations for the Day-ahead Market and the Balancing 

market. The total cost of Day-ahead Operating Reseive for the Operating Day is 

allocated and charged to PJM Members in proportion to their total cleared day-ahead 

demand and decrement bids plus their cleared day-ahead expoi-ts for that Operating Day. 

The total cost of Balancing Operating Reserve for the Operating Day is allocated and 

charged to PJM Members in proportion to their locatioiial real-time deviations from day- 

ahead schedules and generating resource deviations during that Operating Day, or to PJM 

Members in proportion to their real-time load plus expoi-ts during that Operating day for 

generator credits provided for reliability. EKPC will be held to the PJM Billing arid 

Settlement Rules as described in tlie PJM OATT and Tariff. 
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EAST IW,NTIJCI<Y POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 5 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 5. 

any and all PJM RTEP program expansions for which EKPC will or could eventually 

have to contribute to, including but not limited to: 

Please provide copies of any all materials regarding the scope of 

Request 5a. geographic regions; 

Response 5a. 

stated in tlie infoi-iiiation request. Notwithstanding, EICPC’s allocation of PJM-identified 

baseline reliability backbone upgrades - typically at SO0 1tV or higher and crossing more 

than one transmission owner zone - is described in the response to Request 1 b. 

Tlie reference to “geograpliic regions expaiisioiis” is unclear as 

Request 5b. 

contemplated projects; 

capacity expansions, both in existing facilities and any ftiture 

Response 5b. 

the reference is to tlie expansion of transmission capability. Please see response to 

Request 1 b. 

Tlie reference to “capacity expaiisioiis” is unclear. EKPC presumes 
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Request 5c. 

not insulate it from having to pay these fees); aiid 

any associated FERC fees (assuming EKPC’s status as a coop does 

Response 5c. 

that is assessed to all RTO energy for load, including that of cooperatives. To estimate 

the amount of FERC charges EKPC would pay as a rnernber of PJM, the current PJM 

FERC assessment charges of $0.0689 per MWh were escalated at inflation and applied to 

the annual EKPC load. This results in additional FERC fees of approximately $1 inillion 

per year for a total of $7.7 million in preseiit worth dollars for EKPC in the “Join PJM 

Case” over the 201 3 to 2022 time period. 

EKPC expects to pay its pro-rata share of the annual FERC charge 

Request 5d. 

RTOs. 

any potential inter-RTO projects with MISO and/or any other 

Response 5d. 

Notwithstanding, EKPC’s cost obligation would comprise that associated with a regional 

facility as described in OATT Schedule 12. Please see response to Request No. 1 b. 

No such inter-RTO projects have been identified to date. 
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EAST WF,NTIJCKY P WER C O O P E ~ ~ I ~ E ,  PNC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

RMATION RFSPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

QUEST 6 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 6. 

above, please provide any and all cost estiniates/projections laown at this time. If none 

are available, will the company agree to promptly supplement its responses once they are 

become known? 

With regard to your responses to question numbers 1 through 4, 

Response 6. Please see the response to Request 1 b. 
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EAST KIENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST =QUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 7 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 7. 

Interconnection Board announced publicly that in order to counter generator-announced 

plans to retire nearly 14,000 MW of coal-fired generation within its footprint, PJM will 

undei-talte 130 transmission upgrade projects with a total value of approxiinately $2 

billion, and further, that inore than one-half of these projects would occur in Ohio. 

At some time shortly after the filing of this case, the PJM 

Request 7a. Does EKPC have any concerns that the geographic proximity of 

Ohio to its service territory will or could force sorne costs of the Ohio-based expansion 

projects onto EKPC? Please explain. 

ResDonse 7a. 

Generator deactivations alter power flows that often yield transmission line overloads, 

regardless of zonal or RTO boundary. Owners of existing geiieratiiig plants in PJM that 

plan to retire must notify PJM in order to address any identified NERC reliability criteria 

violations. Transmission upgrade cost responsibility for baseline upgrades required by 

generating unit deactivation is assigned to individual PJM zones in accordance with 

PJM’s Open Access Transrnission Tariff (OATT), Schedule 12, “Transmission 

Enhancement Charges,” accessible fiom PJM’ s web site via the following URL l i i k  

http://piiii.coiil/docuineiits/-/media/doc-Luiieiits/aareeiiieiits/tariff.aslix Any cost 

responsibility to be assigned to EKPC, would be deteimined as described in response to 

Request 1 b. 

PJM, from its perspective, focuses on reliability concerns. 

http://piiii.coiil/docuineiits/-/media/doc-Luiieiits/aareeiiieiits/tariff.aslix
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR I N ~ O R M A T ~ O N  RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST =QUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 8 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 8. 

EKPC would have only “a very limited role” in approving any RTEP projects. 

Please reference p. 7 of the CRA Report. Please confirm that 

Response 8. 

PJM’s role in transmission planning in the PJM Region are set forth in Schedule 6 of the 

PJM Operating Agreement, accessible from PJM’s web site via the following URL link: 

http://pi i~.coii~docuiiieiits/-/inediadocur~ieiits/arrreeiiients/oa.ashx 

The Regional Transmission Expansion Planning Protocol and 

After identifying reliability criteria violations, PJM collaborates with transmission 

owners to develop solutions. In addition, specific planning forums and processes provide 

opportunities for all stakeholders - including EKPC - to help PJM improve the 

transmission grid, ensuring reliability and access to robust, competitive markets. The 

activities of the Transmission Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC) and the Sub- 

regional RTEP committees provide the priinary forum for the ongoing exchange of 

ideas, discussion of issues and presentation of planning findings. PJM’s RTEP protocol 

goes on to describe - aniong other process requirements - the process for RTEP approvals 

by the PJM Board. 

http://pi
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPEMTIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST F R INFORMATION RIESP 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

RF,QUEST 9 

W,SPONSIRLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 9. 

any and all PJM plans to expand transmission to connect with wind power generation 

facilities, together with any and all cost estimatedprojections of both the transmission 

facilities themselves, and cost estiinates/projections for any such wind power generation. 

With regard to your response to question 2, above, please identify 

Response 9. 

date, driven specifically by public policy RPS requirements, including large-scale 

integration of wind-powered generation. Moreover, cost allocation of such projects is 

currently under discussion in PJM stakeholder forums as part of a broader effort to amend 

PJM’s RTEP protocol - codified in Operating Agreement, Schedule 6 - to implement 

RTEP Board of Managers decision making that moves beyond today’s prescriptive 

bright-line reliability arid benefit/cost market efficiency thresh-hold tests to justify 

transmission expansion. Such RTEP Protocol amendments would include provisions that 

permit Board approval of large-scale backbone transmission lines like those potentially 

needed to accommodate large scale wind integration, for example. 

No specific PJM transmission projects have been earmarked, to 

However, riotwithstanding the aforementioned, over the past several years, an 

increasing focus by federal and state governments on environmental and other policy 

areas continues to make clear the critical role of the transmission system. And, while the 

existence of violations of NERC Reliability Standards has been the basis for PJM’s 
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determiriation of need, construction of major transrnission infrastructure will likely be 

necessary to support the achievement of public policy goals, including those regarding 

renewable generating resources such as wind. To that end, PJM’s 201 1 RTEP Repoi-t, 

Rook 4, “Scenario Study Resnlts,” dated February 28, 2012, Book 4 discusses 201 1 

RTEP scenario studies that exainiried the inipact of federal and state public policy 

initiatives including RPS. Rook 4 is accessible from PJM’s web site via the following 

URL link: http://piiii.conl/documelits/l.epol-ts/l-tep- 

docuiiieiits/-/1nedia/documents/l-epo~-ts/20 1 I -1-tep/20 1 1 -i-tep- book-4. aslix 

http://piiii.conl/documelits/l.epol-ts/l-tep
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EAST I(ENTUCKY P WER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST RF,QUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

QUEST 10 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: ast Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 10. Please identify any transmission expansionshodifications which 

EKPC may have to undertake in its own service territory, in the event the application is 

approved. 

Response 10. 

deliverability studies to determine the extent of any reliability criteria violations for 

which transmission expansion solutions must be developed. 

PJM is in the process of completing market integration generation 

Beginning with PJM’s 2012 RTEP process cycle and going 

forward, EKPC RES facilities and lower voltage EKPC facilities that will be monitored 

by PJM Operations will be studied as part of annual RTEP required baseline contingency, 

generator deliverability, load deliverability thermal and voltage, n- 1 - 1 thermal and 

voltage, short circuit and stability analyses. The scope of those studies will determine 

any additional upgrades arising out of application of PJM planning criteria. To the extent 

that PJM identifies reliability criteria violations as part of those studies, PJM will work 

with EKPC to develop transmission upgrades to solve tliem. Consistent with established 

RTEP procedures, all identified upgrades will be reviewed with the PJM Transmission 

Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC) before recommendation to the PJM Board for 

approval. 





AG Request 11 

Page 1 of I 

EAST KENTIJCKU POWER C OPERATIVE, ZNC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR ~ ~ ~ ~ R M A T I ~ N  

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

QUEST 11 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Pnc. 

Request 11. 

EKPC will be required to purchase any wind power generation. If it will become so 

obligated, provide a very detailed and comprehensive discussion regarding the extent to 

which the purchase of wind power could have any adverse consequences on EKPC’s 

system, including but not limited to any additional 0 8L M costs for EKPC’s own 

generating facilities. Include in your discussion any and all estimates for additional costs 

EK P C would incur. 

If the application is approved, please state to what extent, if any, 

Response 11. 

will not be obligated to specifically purchase energy from wind resources. The 

obligations for load serving entities (LSEs) to purchase wind power under renewable 

portfolio standard policies is the jurisdiction of the states and membership in PJM does 

not require EKPC to adhere to state mandates except those of the Cornrrioiiwealth of 

Kentucky. 

As an integrated transmission owning member of PJM, EKPC load 

Request 1la. 

hereto in the event any new information should become available? 

Does the company agree to promptly supplement its response 

Response 11 a. 

the event any new infoimation should become available. 

Yes. EKPC agrees to promptly Supplement its response hereto in 
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EAST IKIENTUC Y POWER CQQPE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 12 

SPQNSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 12. 

may occur as a result of the company being located with at, or in close geographic 

proximity to, the southern end of PJM’s footprint? If so, please provide copies of any and 

all such studies. 

Has EKPC conducted any studies regarding what, if any, effects 

Response 12. 

footprint. As part of its ongoing planning processes, EKPC considers and monitors the 

impacts of bordering the PJM system. The topology and existing interconnection points 

of the EIQC system will not change as a result of PJM membership. As a result, EKPC 

does not anticipate any significant impacts on its transniission system as a result of 

integrating into PJM as a full member. 

At present, EKPC borders the southern portion of the PJM 

PJM is in the process of completing market iiitegratioii generation deliverability 

studies to determine the extent of any reliability criteria violations for which transmission 

expansion solutions must be developed. PJM has shared some initial high-level results 

with EKPC that indicate no significant issues have been identified thus far. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENEML’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 13 

mSPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 13. 

could affect its ability to import or export generation? Please discuss in detail. 

Does EKPC have any congestion 011 its system which would or 

Response 13. 

affect its ability to import or export generation from PJM today. EKPC periodically 

performs import and export capability studies for its system. These studies liave not 

identified any limitations within tlie EKPC system at import or export levels approaching 

2000 MW. Furthermore, EKPC has not experienced any real-time congestion on its 

systeni within tlie last two years during periods wlieii imports or exports are occui-ring. 

EKPC does not liave any congestion on its system which would 
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NTIJCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATIQN RESP 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQIJEST 14 

RFSPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Ine. 

Request 14. 

EKPC’s order of economic dispatch? If so, provide complete details. 

Will the company incur any additional costs if PJM re-orders 

Response 14. 

their load. As stated in PSC Response 6, EKPC will sell its generation into the PJM 

market and buy its energy needs to serve the members’ load from that same market. If 

PJM instructs EKPC to nm generation for reliability reasons, PJM will pay EKPC to do 

Participants in the PJM market do not dispatch generation against 

so. 

Request 14a. 

doing so affect the company’s soon-to-be-filed application for ECR costs to be incurred 

for complying with new stringent EPA regulations? Please discuss in detail. 

If PJM does re-order EKPC’s order of economic dispatch, will 

Response 14a. No. On page 8 of EKPC’s 2012 Integrated Resource Plan, under 

discussion of risks and uncertainties of plan, EKPC discusses its plan to “Issue an RFP 

for Power Sipply resocIrces to address ihe existing capacity affected by the EPA MATS 

rules. EKPC mist consider the impacts of the MATS rules on its existing generation 

fleet. The Spurlock Plant units are state of the art facilities that can be readily modified 
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to meet all of the new rules. L,iltewise, the Cooper 2 unit with its recent addition of 

pollution control equipment can also meet the new rules. The oldest units in the EKPC 

fleet, Dale Station arid Cooper 1, will require capital intensive retrofits to meet operating 

requireinents under the MATS rules. EKPC will seek to find the most economic 

alternative to meet its power supply requirernents and ineet MATS rules. EKPC will 

need to mitigate the potential risk of losing approximately 300 MW of existing power 

supply resources while inaiiitaining econoniic and reliable power supply to its member 

ow1e1-s.~’ EKPC issued an All Source Long-Teim Request for Proposals 2012 on June 8, 

20 12 through The Brattle Gro~ip. The solicitation and related information can be fourid at 

www.ekoc-rfp20 12.coin. EKPC will need to address these issues regardless of its 

membership status iii PJM. 
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NTTJCKV POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 04/15/12 

REQUEST 15 

RF,SPONSIRLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 15. 

federal or the level of any state within the PJM foothold affect the total price of PJM’s 

RTEP programs? If so, could they affect any portion of RTEP costs EKPC’s ratepayers 

will or may be required to pay? Please provide any and all details. 

Could any RPS and/or climate change legislation at either the 

Response 15. 

date, to meet specific public policy RPS requirements or environmental regulations. The 

impacts, though, associated with the integration of individual wind-powered generation 

interconnection requests and the potential deactivation of at-risk generation - to the 

extent each unit owner decides to do so due to environmental regulations - can impact 

PJM’s RTEP. For example, PJM RTEP analyses of formal deactivation notifications 

submitted to PJM to date have identified the need for both RTEP Regional Facilities and 

Lower Voltage Facilities. Any potential cost responsibility to be assigned to EKPC is 

described in the response to Request 1 b. 

No specific PJM transmission projects have been earmarked, to 
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NTUCKY POWER ~ ~ ~ ~ E ~ ~ I ~ E ,  INC. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 16 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 16. Would EKPC agree that most of the costs it will eventually bear 

regarding its share of PJM’s RTEP program will be the cost of RPS standards in other 

states PJM serves? Please discuss in detail. 

Response 16. EKPC does not agree with this presuiinption. Calculation of an 

overall share of any “eventualy7 RTEP upgrade costs attributable to RPS standards, let 

alone those specifically assignable to EKPC, would be speculative. PJM emphasizes that 

any one upgrade may address NERC reliability criteria violations associated with iiiore 

than one system driver, including the collective impact of public policy decisions. 

Notwithstanding, PJM scenario studies will continue to examine the impacts of RPS, as 

discussed in response to Request 15. 
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NTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQIJEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERALJ’S FIRST REQIJEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

RE‘,QIJEST 17 

RIESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 17. 

planning? If so, please identify when. 

Does EKPC lsriow when its system would be included in PJM 

Response 17. 

are already underway. PJM is in the process of cornpletiiig market integration 

generation deliverability studies to determine the extent of any NERC reliability criteria 

violations for wliich transmission expansion solutions must be developed. 

PJM RTEP efforts that examine EKPC specific market integration 

Beginning with PJM’s 2012 broader RTEP process cycle and going forward, 

EKPC RES facilities and lower voltage EKPC facilities that will be monitored by PJM 

Operations will be studied as part of annual RTEP required baseline contingency, 

generator deliverability, load deliverability thermal and voltage, n- 1 - 1 thermal and 

voltage, short circuit and stability analyses. The scope of those studies will determine 

any additional upgrades arising out of application of PJM planning criteria. To the extent 

that PJM identifies reliability criteria violations as part of those studies, PJM will work 

with EKPC to develop transmission upgrades to solve thein. Consistent with established 

RTEP procedures, all identified upgrades will be reviewed with the PJM Transmission 

Expansion Advisory Committee (TEAC) before recoinmeridation to the PJM Board for 

approval, 
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EAST KENTIJCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATI~N RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 18 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 18. 

of which will borne across the entire PJM footprint? 

Is PJM’s RTEP program composed primarily of projects the costs 

Response 18. 

“backbone” high voltage (SO0 1tV and above) transmission projects the cost of which are 

borne across the entire PJM footprint. In general, projects greater than or equal to S00kV 

are allocated to load based on each zone’s share of zonal non-coincident peak load, 

including any required upgrades to less than SO0 kV voltages necessary to support the 

new “bacltbone” projects. PJM looks at upgrades needed for reliability and economic 

purposes, the latter having to pass an economic benefit-cost review. Sub-SOO kV 

voltages are generally allocated based on a “beneficiary pays” approach. 

No, all types of transmission projects are considered, not just the 

As of June 1.5 , 20 12, approximately one-third (1/3) of all RTEP upgrade costs at that time 

were subject to cost allocation given the nature of those upgrades as Regional Facilities in 

accordance with OATT Schedule 12, as discussed in the response to Information Request 

No. 1 , sub-part (b), above. PJM emphasizes, however, that the elements of the RTEP 

change over time: new ones are added, the scope of existing ones can change or existing 

ones - for which need no longer exists - may be removed. 
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Request 18a. 

EKPC is aware by which any portion of the RTEP costs could be allocated to EKPC’s 

customers. Iiiclude in your response any applicable documents, records, arid formulae. 

Please provide any and all cost allocation methodologies of which 

Response 1%. 

various types of transmission costs in PJM are allocated: 

http://ftp.pim.corn/-/media/documents/repoi.ts/20 1 003 IO-transmission-alIocation-cost- 

web. ashx 

See Appendix R of this PJM document for a description of how 

Please also see the response to Request 1 b. 

http://ftp.pim.corn/-/media/documents/repoi.ts/20
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EAST KENTIJCKY POWER COOPERAT 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 19 

W,SPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 19. 

voltage DC current (”HVDC”) transmission projects being proposed by the Easteiii 

Interconnection Planning Collaborative. These proposals, if ever built, would bring wind- 

generated power from western states into PJM’s footprint. One such proposed project 

would traverse the extreme northern portion of Kentucky in a west to east fashion, while 

the other project would be built across the extreme southern portion, again in a west to 

east fashion. It appears both such projects would either pass directly through, or at least 

in close approxiiiiation to EKPC’s service territory. Please provide a discussion of the 

ramifications and possible impact such projects could pose for EKPC, including but not 

limited to whether EKPC’s ratepayers would have to pay for any portion of any such 

project. 

Please indicate whether EKPC is aware of two (2) separate high- 

Response 19. 

Collaborative (EIPC) are not PJM transmission plans and as constituted have no rate or 

other impacts for Kentucky rate payers. At this point, the HVDC projects mentioned are 

purely hypothetical; as such, any actual RTEP projects that may arise in the future and 

what the elements of those projects may include cannot be speculated upon at this time. 

The conceptual results of the Eastern Interconnection Planning 

Subsequent to any proposal, PJM would thoroughly examine all of these EIPC 

conceptual proposals within the context of the RTEP process to examine the full impacts 
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arid benefits of alteiiiatives, accordiiig to PJM’s process. During the RTEP analysis 

process the impacts of aiiy actual transmission alternatives would become more clear 

according to the agreements, tariffs, and manuals goveiiiing the PJM RTEP. 
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EAST KJZNTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQIJEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 20 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 20. 

states that the capacity market benefits EICPC could experience “are dependent on the 

continued diversity of EKPC’s demand profile with that of PJM.” Does EICPC foresee 

any situations in which the diversity of its demand profile with that of PJM could or may 

change? If so, please elaborate. 

Please reference the CRA Report at p. 7. Confirm that tlie report 

Response 20. Yes, the report states that the capacity market benefits EKPC could 

experience “are dependent on the continued diversity of EIWC’s demand profile with that 

of PJM”. EKPC’s highest demand occurs during the winter peak season due to the 

demographics of the EKPC system. Page 49 of the EKPC 20 12 Integrated Resource Plan 

(Case No. 20 12-00 149) shows that in 20 12 approximately 60% of energy sales will be 

made to tlie residential customer class. This highly residential customer saturation along 

with the rural location of the residential custoiiiers drives a high saturation of electric 

heating load. This load saturation is very different than the suiiiiiier peaking PJM niarltet 

as a whole, which has much more coiiimercial/industrial load than EICPC which drives a 

high degree of cooling load along with a much more urban residential population which 

has access to natural gas for heating during the winter, offsetting PJM’s winter electric 

demand. These differences in custoiiier characteristics drive the diversity of the two load 

profiles. EKPC’s load would have to iiiove towards a higher comiiiercial/industrial 
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saturatioii along with a significant push of another heating fuel, such as natural gas, into 

the rural Kentucky regions. Current demographic iiiforiiiation does not show either of 

these trends occuri-iiig. 
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EAST ~ E N T U C ~ Y  P WER C O O ~ E ~ T I ~ E ,  INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

QUEST FOR INFQRMATI N RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 21 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 21. 

fees would be charged, but that EKPC’s obligation to pay for its share of transmission 

projects approved while a member would continue, as well as any commitments it may 

have in the congestion and capacity markets. 

Please confirm that in the event EKPC decides to exit PJM, no exit 

Response 21. PJM does not charge exit fees to withdraw from its market. 

In the event EKPC chose to withdraw from the PJM market, EKPC would 

continue to be obligated to pay for share of the RTEP transmission projects approved 

while EKPC was a member. Tlie issue of paying for transmission improvements on other 

utilities system will liltely be a concern even if EKPC did not join PJM. FERC Order 

1000 seeks to address how to plan and allocate the costs of transmission projects that 

facilitate regioiial energy transfers to transmission owners outside the footprint of the 

system the traiismission projects reside. 

In the eveiit EKPC chooses to withdraw from the PJM market, EKPC would 

honor the purcliase and sales commitments made in the advance capacity markets. 

Congestion markets are managed on a year ahead basis. If EKPC were to 

withdraw from PJM, EKPC would likely time the withdrawal such that it did not have 

coritiriuing FTR arid ARR commitments. 
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Request 21a. 

EKPC is required to continue to pay its poi-tion of any allocated costs on a project basis, 

please confirm that EKPC’s obligation to pay those costs would continue over the life of 

each applicable project. 

In the event that EKPC should ever exit PJM, and in the event that 

Response 21a. 

DFAX methodology and the facilities are not re-allocated for the life of the facility, 

EKPC is responsible for those costs; however, for Regional Facilities and Necessary 

Lower Voltage Facilities that are reallocated annually, EKPC would no longer be 

allocated costs at the end of the planning year upon exit. Please note that this could 

change depending on whether the Transmission Owners adopt a modified 

DFAX/Regional Allocation for Regional and Necessary Lower Voltage Facilities as part 

FERC Order 1000. 

For L,ower Voltage Facilities (below 500 1V) where PJM uses a 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER C ~ ~ P E ~ ~ I V ~ ,  INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST F 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORIMATION DATED 06/15/12 

W,QIJEST 22 

SPONSIBLE PERSON: on Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 22. Please reference the CRA Report at p. 9. Please confirm that the 

report states that EKPC’s savings “will be offset by additional administrative and other 

costs incurred . I . . I ’  Please identify the nature of any such other costs, the amounts 

thereof, and the likelihood, if any, that they will occur. 

Response 22. 

costs. All savings and costs are surrmarized in Table 6 on page 19 of 49 of Exhibit RLL,- 

2. The statement referenced on page 9 is a general discussion of study methodology. 

Section 4 of the report discusses in much more detail the specific benefits and costs 

analyzed. Table 10 on page 25 of 49 of Exhibit RLL-2 lists all of the administrative costs 

in detail by year. 

Yes, the report does state that the savings will be offset by other 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE,, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 23 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Rea ues t 23. 

Day 2 Market, deinand side options liave the ability to bid into tlie market to be 

coiiipensated for both energy and capacity reductions. The LMP pricing in this marltet 

also provides better means to properly value aiid incent energy efficiency iiiiprovements. 

CRA anticipates that ” . . . these econoiriic iiiceiitives would provide EKPC with tlie 

ability to obtain more demand side aiid efficiency options 011 its system than in tlie Status 

Quo Case.” 

Please reference tlie CRA Report, p. 19. Confirm that under PJM’s 

Request 23a. 

instaiit filing, both it and its iiieinber coops, will be further incentivized to expand tlieir 

DSM offerings? Please explain. 

Does EKPC believe that in the event the Commission approves the 

Response 23a. 

EKPC is pursuing further penetration of its DSM programs in both efficiency and load 

control. The PJM iiiarltet gives a market driven economic iiiceiitive to energy conipariies 

for both load control and efficiency. The traiispareiicy of tlie economic incentive makes 

design and iinplenieritatioti of programs less coiiiplex and niay furtlier iiiceiitivize and 

expand DSM offerings. 

As explained in the EISPC IRP (PSC Case No. 2012-00149), 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 24 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 24. 

both the coinpaiiy and PJM because EKPC is a winter-pealting utility, whereas most of 

the reiriaiiiiiig portion of tlie foothold is composed of sumiiier-pealting utilities. 

EKPC’s application iiidicates that joining PJM will be beneficial to 

Request 24a. 

by the fact that Kentucky experienced an unusually mild winter in 20 1 1-20 12. 

Please confirm that this benefit would not be affected in any way 

Response 24a. 

therefore, the recent unusually mild winter weather coiiditioiis do not impact this benefit. 

Long term plans are based on normal weather expectations, 

Request 24b. 

raiiiificatioiis that weather variations, eitlier in Kentucky or elsewhere within tlie PJM 

footprint, would or could have on the nature of this projected beneficial aspect of the 

EI<PC/P JM relationship. 

Please provide a discussion on tlie potential impact and 

Response 24b. 

based on long term iiornial expected weatlier. Bot11 require forward looltiiig predictions, 

therefore, short term variations liave ininiiiial effect on tlie long term plans. 

Capacity investments and capacity market sales / purchases are 
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The energy markets are transacted on a day ahead and real time basis, so the 

energy prices can very well reflect the short term abnormal variations. These variations 

are reflected in EKPC’s operations currently, regardless of whether or not it’s a member 

of the PJM market. 





AG Request 25 

Page 1 of 1 

KENTlJCKY P WER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2062-00169 

FIRST REQUEST 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 25 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 25. 

PSC allows the company to join PJM. 

Please confirm that EKPC expects its fuel costs to be reduced if the 

Request 25. Please see response to PSC Response 20. 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR ~ N F O ~ M A T I O N  

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 26 

SPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 26. 

incurring capital costs associated with having to seek new capacity and generation. 

Please confirni that PJM membership would pei-rnit EKPC to delay 

Response 26. 

Plan reflects several seasonal purchases as opposed to new combustion turbine units for 

peaking resources. Membership in PJM will delay EKPC’s need to inalte either those 

seasonal purchases or construct additional peaking capacity. Membership in PJM will 

not preclude EKPC’s need to address its existing capacity impacts due to the MATS 

rules. 

The expansion plan filed with the EKPC 20 12 Integrated Resource 
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NTIJCKY POWER C ~ ~ P E ~ T ~ V E ,  INC. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 27 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: on Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 27. 

ACES study. If not, please provide one. 

Please indicate whether the application contains a copy of the 

Response 27. 

copy of the ACES study is provided on the attached CD. Please note that the ACES 

study was intended solely as a directional analysis as to potential benefits of EKPC’s 

joining an RTO. 

The application does not contain a copy of the ACES study. A 
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NTUCKY POWER ~ O O P E ~ ~ I V ~ ,  INC. 

QUEST FOR INFOR ATION RILiSPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

WQUEST 28 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Mike McNalley 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 28. 

impact on current RUS finalicing and no additional financing should be required. 

Please confirm that if the application is approved, there will be no 

Response 28. 

impact on current RTJS financing arid no additional financing should be required. 

EKPC confinns that if the application is approved, there will be no 
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NTUCKY POWER C ~ O P E ~ T I V E ,  INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQUEST FOR INFOR~ATION RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST IWQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

RIF,QUEST 29 

RE,SPQNSIRLE PERSON: Mike McNalley 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 29. EKPC’s recently-filed petition set forth in Case No. 201 2-00249 

indicates it wishes to replace its current RTJS mortgage with a ”trust indenture.” Please 

describe, in as much detail as is necessary, what effect the change the company seeks in 

20 12-00249 could or might have upon its application for PJM membership. 

Response 29. 

has no effect upon its application for PJM membership. 

EKPC’s application for a trust indenture (Case No. 201 2-00249) 
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EAST BXNTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

BSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

FIRST REQIJEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQUEST 30 

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. 

Request 30. Are all of the assertions set forth in tlie application and in tlie 

coinpaiiy’s discoveiy responses fully coiisistent with the infoniiation set forth in the 

coiiipany’s recent IRP filing? Please provide a detailed discussion. 

Response 30. 

expansion planning process for tlie 20 12 IRP. EIGC’s IRP expaiisioii utilizes a 

substantial amount of seasonal purcliases to cover tlie winter peak load plus 12% reserve 

margin. (Please note that, if approved to join PJM, EKPC’s reserve margin will be 

sigiiificantly reduced.) EKPC would have typically shown a need for additional pealtirig 

capacity, i.e. coiiibustioii turbines, instead of this liigh level of off system purcliases. 

However, most of these purchases can be mitigated with PJM membership. Therefore, 

EKPC represented purchases instead of indicating a need to build additional capacity. 

EJSPC’s cost to serve its members’ load is expected to be lower in PJM than shown in tlie 

IRP due to synergies for ecoiioiiiic dispatch, reduced operating reserve requirements and 

aiicillary services iiiarltet benefits offered by the larger PJM system. 

The poteiitial for PJM meiiibersliip was a consideration in tlie 
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. 

PSC CASE NO. 2012-00169 

ST REQUEST FOR INFO 

ATTORNEY GENERAL’S FIRST REQIJEST FOR INFORMATION DATED 06/15/12 

REQIJEST 31 

RIF,SPONSIBLE PERSON: Don Mosier 

COMPANY: East Kentucky Power Cooperative, h e .  

Request 31. 

its responses given herein, if and when any additional, new or different information 

should become lmown or available. 

Please indicate whether EKPC will agree to proniptly supplement 

Response 31. 

and when any additional, new or different information should become lmown or 

available. 

EKPC agrees to promptly supplement its responses given herein, if 




