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Please state your name, position and business address. 

My name is John Wolfram. I hold the position of Manager, Regulatory Affairs, 

for E.ON U.S. Services, Inc. on behalf of Louisville Gas and Electric Company 

(“LG&E) and Kentucky Utilities Company (“KU”) (LG&E and KU are referred 

to collectively as the “Companies”). My business address is 220 West Main 

Street, P.O. Box 32020, Louisville, Kentucky 40202. A statement of my 

qualifications is attached as Appendix A. 

Have you previously testified before the Commission? 

Yes. I filed testimony on January 23, 2002, in the case entitled In the Matter of: 

Application of Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky Utilities 

Company for a Certijicate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the 

Acquisition of Two Combustion Turbines, Case No. 2002-00029. I also filed 

testimony on October 18, 2002, in the case entitled In the Matter of: Application 

of Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky Utilities Company for a 

Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Acquisition of Four 

Combustion Turbines and a Site Compatibility CertiJicate for the Facility, Case 

No. 2002-00381. In addition, I have presented the Companies’ statement at two 

local public hearings conducted by the Commission pursuant to KRS 278.020(8). 

The first local public hearing was held on July 5, 2005, in Case No. 2005-00154, 

In the Matter of: Application of Kentucky Utilities Company for a Certificate of 

Public Convenience and Necessity for the Construction of Transmission Facilities 

in Franklin, Woodford and Anderson Counties. The second local public hearing 

was held on July 12, 2005, in Case No. 2005-00142, In the Matter of: Joint 
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Application of Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky Utilities 

Company for a CertiJicute of Public Convenience and Necessity for the 

Construction of Transmission Facilities in Jefferson, Bullitt, Meade and Hardin 

Counties. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

My testimony will (i) discuss the Companies’ understanding of the Commission’s 

conclusion that the Companies have established a need for transmission facilities 

from the LG&E Mill Creek Generating Station (the “Mill Creek Station”) to KU’s 

Hardin County Substation as set forth in the order of September 8, 2005, in Case 

No. 2005-00142; (ii) provide an overview of the steps taken by the Companies to 

comply with the directions of the Commission in respect of the route selection 

process for electric transmission facilities; (iii) describe the rate impact of 

differing cost sensitivities relating to the transmission facilities and (iv) discuss 

the need for the ability to make unsubstantial modifications to the route after that 

route has been approved. 

Has the Commission previously addressed the need for the transmission 

facilities that are the subject of this proceeding? 

Yes. Although the route is slightly different, the transmission facilities proposed 

to be constructed in this proceeding begin and end at the same points as the 

facilities proposed to be constructed in Case No. 2005-00142. This line is one of 

the lines needed to accommodate the addition of a 750 MW nominal net super- 

critical pulverized coal-fired base load generating unit at the Companies’ Trimble 
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County Station (“TCZ”). In the order of September 8, 2005, in Case No. 2005- 

00142, the Commission set forth the following analysis at pages 5-6: 

LG&EIKU’s witnesses testified that, if the Trimble 
plant addition is built, the line will be required. The 
Company further stated that the main goal of the 
transmission project is to ensure the reliability of 
the network at the least cost to the public. The 
transmission planning studies by LG&EKU and the 
Midwest Independent Transmission System 
Operator, Inc. (“MISO”) considered this and the 
other two proposed lines [footnote omitted] as a 
package designed to accommodate bringing TC2 
on-line. The transmission planning studies 
considered the entire transmission system of both 
KU and LG&E as a whole in searching for the best 
way to protect the system once TC2 came on-line. 
Liberty [Consulting Group] reviewed the 
transmission planning processes and preliminary 
transmission studies of LG&E/KU and the 
additional work of MISO transmission planning 
engineers. MISO performed all power flow and 
short circuit studies and all transient and long-term 
studies. LG&E/KU performed an internal short 
circuit analysis to verify the short circuit results 
obtained by MISO. Liberty agreed with the 
Company that the line, in addition to the other two 
proposed lines, will he required to carry the power 
from TC2 and that it should be built on the 
proposed schedule. [footnote omitted] Based on the 
testimony and other record evidence, the 
Commission finds that the need for the proposed 
line has been established and will be required upon 
commencement of operations at TC2. 

The Commission made the following statement in the Conclusions portion of the 

September 8,2005, order at page 10: 

Therefore, the Commission finds that the additional 
transmission facilities are required to integrate the 
proposed TC2 generating plant into the transmission 
grid. We fiuther find that LG&EKU has 
established a need for such a project. 
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As Michael G. Toll states in his testimony in this proceeding, the 

Companies have studied the need for the transmission project, as has MISO. 

The Commission has studied the need for the transmission project, as has its 

consultant in Case No. 2005-00142, Liberty Consulting Group. They have all 

concluded that there is a need for the transmission facilities. 

Have there been any changes in circumstances since the Commission’s 

finding on September 8,2005? 

There have been no changes in the circumstances surrounding the need for the 

project since the date of the Commission’s order in Case No. 2005-00142, except 

that the Commission has granted the Companies’ application for a CCN to 

construct TC2 and granted a Site Compatibility Certificate for the expansion of 

the Trimble County plant. The Commission granted the Companies a CCN for 

the construction of TC2 on November 1, 2005, in Case No. 2004-00507, In the 

Matter 05 Joint Application of Louisville Gas and Electric Company and 

Kentucky Utilities Company for a CertiJicate of Public Convenience and 

Necessity and a Site Compatibility Certificate for the Expansion of the Trimble 

County Generating Station, A Site Compatibility Certificate for TC2 was granted 

by the Commission in Case No. 2004-00507 on November 9, 2005. The TC2 

CCN removes the basis for any claim that the need for transmission facilities from 

the Mill Creek Station to the Hardin County Substation is speculative and 

highlights the fact that the transmission facilities at issue here are needed to 

support the Companies’ growing native load. The Companies, therefore, believe 
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established. 

KRS 278.020(8) permits the Commission to hire an independent firm to assist 

it in reaching its decision in transmission line CCN cases. Do you believe that 

the Commission should retain such an independent firm in this proceeding? 

As I indicated above, the Commission retained the Liberty Consulting Group in 

Case No. 2005-00142 to assist it in reaching its decision on the need for the 

proposed facilities in that proceeding. If the Commission is considering the 

retention of an independent firm to assist it in deciding whether there is a need for 

the facilities. then I do not believe that the Commission should hire a firm for that 

purpose as Liberty and the Commission have both already determined that there is 

a need for the subject facilities. 

Have the Companies followed the Commission’s directions regarding the 

analysis of potential routes for these transmission facilities? 

Yes. In the Conclusions portion of the order of September 8, 2005, in Case No. 

2005-00142, at page 10, the Commission stated, 

Nevertheless, the Commission lacks sufficient 
information to determine if the proposed line would 
result in wastefbl duplication of facilities. 
Specifically, the Commission finds that LG&EKU 
failed to adequately consider the use of existing 
rights-of-way, transmission lines, and corridors. As 
such, the Commission cannot determine if approval 
of it would violate the standards set out in the 
Kentucky Utilities case. 

The Companies have studied the September 8,2005, order in detail, as well as the 

orders in all of the transmission line CCN cases decided by the Commission since 
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the effective date of the amendments to KRS 278.020 in 2004. In addition, the 

Companies requested and participated in an informal conference with the 

Commission Staff and the intervenors in Case Nos. 2005-00142 and 2005-00154 

on October 4, 2005. The Companies have studied the Informal Conference 

Memorandum dated October 5, 2005, that was disseminated following the 

informal conference. 

Taking into account all the guidance and direction mentioned above, the 

Companies undertook the route selection process for this proceeding. The process 

was led by the Companies’ Transmission Line Services personnel, who worked 

with Photo Science, Inc. and the Companies’ Regulatory Affairs personnel. As 

Mr. Johnson describes in his testimony, they followed the five-step process 

outlined at the October 4, 2005, informal conference as follows: 

First, the utility should establish the need. Once 
that is met, the utility should identify all lines that 
could work electrically, making sure to include 
corridors that utilize existing facilities, such as 
substations, lines, and rights-of-way. Third, the 
utility should identify the “least cost” alternative. 
Fourth, the utility should consider the rate impact, 
both overall and per customer, of alternative lines 
that are not the “least cost.” Then the utility should 
turn to an analysis of the types of considerations 
listed on slide 5. 

“Slide 5” was attached to the Informal Conference Memorandum and contains the 

evaluation and analysis portion of the Electric Power Research Institute (“EPRI”) 

Standardized Model of Siting Overhead Transmission Lines. It includes objective 

route selection criteria that were utilized by the Companies in Case Nos. 2005- 
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00142 and 2005-00154 and the Companies believe that they are appropriate 

criteria to use in the selection of routes for overhead transmission lines. 

How did the Companies utilize the EPRI methodology? 

The Companies followed the direction of the Commission Staff at the informal 

conference. As Mr. Johnson states in his testimony in this proceeding, the 

Companies did not utilize the EPRI “macro-conidor” generation methodology. 

Instead, the Companies identified the area of inquiry consistent with the 

Commission Staffs direction. The evaluation and analysis portion of the EPRI 

model was utilized as recommended by the Commission as the fifth step of the 

process. In addition, the Companies applied their expert judgment to the analysis. 

While the step of expert judgment was not explicitly discussed at the informal 

conference, expert judgment has traditionally been a critical element of route 

selection for electric transmission lines and is also an important element of the 

EPRI model. 

What was the result of the analysis? 

The Companies identified two reasonable routes from the Mill Creek Station to 

the Hardin County substation. The preferred route, Mill Creek to Hardin County 

Route No. 1, is the subject of Case No. 2005-00467. The other route, Mill Creek 

to Hardin County Route No. 2, is the alternative route for which the Commission 

should issue a CCN if it does not issue a CCN for Route No. 1. Route No. 2 is the 

subject of this case and is shown on Application Exhibit 2. 

What is the rate impact if the Commission approves the Mill Creek to 

Hardin County Route No. 2? 
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Our preferred route, the Mill Creek to Hardin County Route No. 1 designated 

Route AJU on Exhibit MSJ-1 and which is the subject of Case No. 2005-00467, is 

approximately $4.2 million less expensive than our alternative route, the Mill 

Creek to Hardin County Route No. 2 designated Route AJW on Exhibit MSJ-1 

and which is the subject of this proceeding. The impact to consider, then, is the 

rate impact of the incremental $4.2 million. 

It is impossible to state with certainty the rate impact of this difference 

without knowing all of the relevant information normally utilized for ratemaking 

purposes. A full cost of service study and complete rate design within a rate case 

are also required to accurately estimate the effect on any particular class of 

customers. 

However, it is possible to estimate the overall impact on the Companies’ 

total revenue requirement. Given that the Companies’ cost of capital is 

approximately 7.5%, every $1 million of capital expenditure translates into 

approximately a $125,000 increase to the Companies’ annual revenue requirement 

(grossed up for taxes). Thus the $4.2 million incremental construction cost would 

increase the overall revenue requirement of the Companies by approximately 

$525,000. The Companies have approximately 887,000 end use Kentucky 

customers. If applied equally across all customers, this would equate to an annual 

increase of $ 0.60 per customer. This does not reflect the way the ratemaking 

really works, but it does properly indicate that the rate impact per customer per 

month for this comparison is de minimis. 
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Do the Companies believe that cost should be ignored if the difference in rate 

impact between route atternatives is negligible? 

No. Total cost is a very important factor in utility resource planning, even when 

the rate impact of cost differences is negligible. Utilities in Kentucky have 

engaged in least cost planning for system expansion (generation and transmission) 

for many years. The Integrated Resource Planning process in Kentucky 

encourages consideration of least-cost alternatives for meeting projected needs 

without explicit consideration of rate impact. From a policy standpoint, “least 

cost planning” provides well-understood criteria for making decisions. Of course 

the Companies acknowledge that total project cost should not be the sole factor in 

transmission route selection; numerous factors warrant thorough consideration, as 

Mr. Johnson explains in his testimony. Given the Commission’s emphasis of 

collocation for consideration and de-emphasis of cost in that context, the route 

selection process has become more challenging for utilities. As the Companies 

understand it, however, utilities have not been directed to ignore cost differences 

altogether when the rate impact is de minimis. The utility must decide how much 

of a cost difference - and thus how much of a rate impact - is the appropriate 

amount for effecting the route selection. For this reason, it is important to review 

collocation possibilities thoroughly, while continuing to emphasize total project 

cost for competing routes and also consider other factors, even when the 

incremental impact on customer rates is negligible. 

In his testimony, Mr. Johnson requests the Commission to permit the 

Companies to make unsubstantiat modifications to the approved route 
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without the need for further orders from the Commission. Please explain in 

more detail the Companies’ request in this respeet. 

The Companies made this same request in Case Nos. 2005-00142 and 2005- 

00154. It has been our experience that in the construction of transmission 

facilities the need arises to make slight adjustments to transmission line routes 

because of the existence of constraints that were not known when the route was 

finalized, requests by landowners or to address measures to avoid, minimize or 

mitigate for potential impacts that may be identified as a result of the 

environmental review and consultation processes required for the Fort Knox 

segment of the line under the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, Section 

106 of the National Historic Preservation Act or other such laws, if and as 

applicable. We would like to make such minor modifications without the need for 

further approval by the Commission in order to promote administrative efficiency. 

The Companies are aware of the manner in which the Commission addressed this 

issue in East Kentucky Power Cooperative’s Case No. 2005-00207. There the 

Commission permitted East Kentucky Power to move the approved centerline 500 

feet in either direction as long as the move does not shift the line or its right-of- 

way onto the property of a different landowner and the property owner who is 

subject to the move agrees in writing to the requested move. The Companies are 

concerned that a slight move occasioned by a physical constraint, such as a 

geological problem, may be necessary but a landowner may rehse consent. In 

those instances, we believe that the matter should be taken up with a motion in 

this proceeding rather than with a new application. Therefore, the Companies 
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support the Commission’s approach to movement of the line set forth in the order 

of October 31, 2005, in Case No. 2005-00207, subject to the different procedure 

to deal with refusal of landowner consent. 
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Education 

University of Notre Dame, B.S. in Electrical Engineering - 1990 
Drexel University, M.S. in Electrical Engineering - 1997 
Leadership Louisville 2005-2006 

Previous Positions 

LG&E Energy LLC, Louisville, Kentucky 
2001 - 2004 Manager, Regulatory Policy & Strategy 
1998 - 2001 Lead Planning Engineer, Generation Planning 
1997 - 1998 Trader, Energy Marketing 

PJM Interconnection, Norristowii Pennsylvania 
1994 - 1997 Senior Engineer, Operations Planning 
1990 - 1993 Engineer, Operations Planning 

Cincinnati Gas & Electric Company 
1993 - 1994 Project Consultant, Energy Management System 

Other Associations 

Greater Louisville Regional Board for Commonwealth Fund for KET 
Edison Electric Institute, Economic Regulation & Competition Committee 
Institute of Electrical & Electronics Engineers and IEEE Power Engineering Society 
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Please state your name, position, and business address. 

My name is Kathleen A. Slay. I am the Director of Operating Services for E.ON U.S. 

Services Inc., providing service to Louisville Gas and Electric Company (‘ZG&E”) and 

Kentucky Utilities Company (“KU”) (collectively ”the Companies”). My business 

address is 820 West Broadway, Louisville, Kentucky 40232. A complete statement of my 

professional experience and education is attached to this testimony as Appendix A. 

Are you sponsoring any exhibits? 

Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibits: 

Exhibit KAS-1 

Exhibit KAS-2 

Exhibit KAS-3 

Exhibit KAS-4 

Exhibit KAS-5 

Landowners to whom communications letters were sent 

Sample letter to landowners with existing right of way 

Sample letter to landowners requiring new right of way 

Comment form for landowners with existing right of way 

Comment form for landowners with new right of way 

What is the purpose of  your testimony? 

My testimony addresses the public communications efforts the Companies have 

undertaken to advise affected landowners of the alternative transmission project which is 

the subject of this proceeding and to obtain input from those landowners about property- 

specific concerns regarding the project. 

Please provide a broad overview of the public communications process which the 

Companies have utilized in connection with this proceeding. 

The Companies began the communications process by reviewing the comments received 

by landowners as part of the local public hearing held in Case No. 2005-00142, which 

case involved a transmission project similar to, and affecting many of the same 
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landowners as, the alternative project proposed in this proceeding. Then, the Companies 

engaged in a detailed pre-filing process of individual contact with landowners in order to 

learn their concerns about the proposed transmission line and to obtain information about 

any property-specific features that the property owners believe should be known to us in 

connection with our planning for this line. 

How did the Companies go about the process of making individual contact with the 

landowners? 

Beginning in late November, the Companies mailed letters, including a map of the route, 

to landowners affected by the proposed alternative route for the transmission facilities at 

issue in this case. Those letters were mailed to the address of record for each landowner 

per the local property valuation administrator’s files. A list of all property owners to 

whom letters were sent is attached as Exhibit KAS-1. The letters were tailored to fit the 

two types of landowners affected by this project: those landowners whose property has 

existing right of way which will be utilized for the project, and those from whom the 

Companies will require new right of way for the project. Samples of both letters are 

attached as Exhibits KAS-2 and KAS-3, respectively. 

Were the letters just referred to used to comply with the regulatory notice 

requirement set forth in 807 KAR 3120, Section 2 (3)? 

No. The letters shown in Exhibits KAS-2 and KAS-3 were utilized as a pre-filing 

communications effort by the Companies to inform affected landowners about the 

proposed alternative project and to seek information from those landowners about their 

property-specific concerns, as explained in more detail below. The Companies 
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subsequently sent further letters to affected property owners pursuant to 807 KAR 5: 120, 

Section 2 (3), as referenced in their Application at paragraph 12. 

This proceeding involves the Companies' Application for a CCN for an alternative 

route for the Mill Creek to Hardin County Line. What changes, if any, were made 

to the communications process in this case due to the fact that the route at issue is 

an alternative one? 

No changes were made. Although the two communications efforts did not proceed on 

exactly the same timeline, the substance of the communications process for the 

alternative route in this proceeding was the same as that for the preferred route. 

Please describe in more detail the communications process for the first type of 

landowner, those whose property has existing right of way that will be used. 

As can be seen from the sample letter attached as Exhibit U S - 2 ,  the Companies advised 

these landowners of the proposed alternative project, and then asked that they complete 

and return a fonn advising the Companies of any specific concerns they had about the 

project and informing us of any unique features of their property. A sample of this 

comment form is attached as Exhibit U S - 4 .  All returned forms were reviewed with our 

transmission department for consideration of any changes within the existing utility 

corridor and assisting with formulating responses to landowner comments. In addition, 

any phone or e-mail comments received by landowners were reviewed with our 

transmission department for their consideration. As the transmission department 

considered those comments, the Companies then sent written responses to the landowners 

who had provided the comments. That process is ongoing as we continue to receive and 

consider comments. 
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Please further describe the communications process for the landowners whose 

property will require new right of way. 

As with landowners with existing right of way, the landowners from whom the 

Companies will require new right of way were sent letters describing the proposed 

project. However, as can be seen from Exhibit KAS-3, the letters to this set of 

landowners also requested a personal meeting to discuss each landowner's concerns about 

the proposed alternative transmission line and to learn more about any unique features of 

the landowner's property before plans for the line were finalized. A team of 

representatives from the Companies, acting under my direction, then followed up on that 

letter by attempting to reach each landowner by phone and set up a personal meeting. In 

most instances, we were able to make contact with the landowner by phone. With those 

landowners, we either discussed the project in more detail on the phone, mailed a form to 

be completed and returned to the Companies, or sent out one or more representatives to 

meet in person with the landowner, depending upon the landowners' preference and 

availability. A copy ofthe referenced comment form is attached as Exhibit U S - 5 .  That 

same form was also used in the personal meetings that were held with certain 

landowners. In some cases we were unable to reach the landowner in person despite our 

initial letter and repeated phone calls. In those instances, a representative of the 

Companies left a comment form at the property, along with a self-addressed stamped 

envelope and a business card, in a weather-protected bag. Again, all comments received 

from landowners were reviewed with the Companies' transmission department, which 

then took those comments into consideration and assisted with formulating responses to 

landowner comments. As the transmission department considered the landowner 
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comments, the Companies sent written responses to the landowners who had provided the 

comments. That process is also ongoing as we continue to receive and consider 

comments. 

Why did the Companies choose the above-described method for communicating 

with landowners in this proceeding? 

In choosing the method used in this case, the Companies were mindful of the 

Commission's directive to all jurisdictional utilities, in its Order of October 31, 2005 in 

Case No. 2005-00207, that they should attempt to identify and address specific 

landowner concerns "at least initially, before the application [for a CCN] is filed" in order 

to minimize the need for any post-CCN adjustments to the line's design and placement. 

And, as explained in the testimony of Mark S. Johnson filed herein, the Companies also 

had a need to seek the Commission's approval for this project with as much owner input 

as possible on a timeline that would allow the needed facilities to be in place on schedule. 

The Companies chose to contact each landowner individually because we believed this 

method would accomplish our goal of seeking input about specific landowner concerns to 

see whether anything could be done to resolve the issue more thoroughly and more 

efficiently than other methods of communication, such as holding an open house. 

However, it is important to recognize that this specific method of communication, which 

involved a number of personal visits with landowners, was very time-intensive and 

unprecedented in comparison to the communications efforts on other public use projects 

in the Commonwealth. In addition, we discovered that the number of individuals who 

were interested in a personal meeting with representatives of the Companies was no 

greater than the number of attendees at the open house or local public hearing held in 
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Case No. 2005-00142. The Companies will assess their communications process on an 

ongoing basis and may well utilize different methods of communications, where 

practicable, in future proceedings, including those where time is less of the essence. 

You mentioned an open house being one method of communication with 

landowners. Will an open house be held for the alternative proposed project that is 

the subject of this proceeding? 

No, for two reasons. First, an open house was held for a similar proposed transmission 

line in Case No. 2005-00142, and many of the landowners affected by this project 

attended that meeting. Second, and most importantly, the communications process the 

Companies utilized this time was such that it provided an opportunity for each landowner 

to obtain at least the same level of information as did the open-house format. For those 

reasons, the Companies determined that an open house was not needed in this instance. 

Why was the communications process different depending upon whether or not new 

right of way was required on the landowner's property? 

As noted earlier, one of the key goals of the communications process was to comply with 

the Commission's directive to seek landowner comments as early in the process as 

feasible to try and minimize the need for any post-CCN adjustments to the line's design 

and placement. The Companies recognize the importance of public communication in 

this regard, because there may be some information about certain properties that does not 

appear in any of the maps or records available to the Companies, and the Companies 

want to understand landowner concerns about their specific properties. Those portions of 

the proposed line designed to utilize existing right of way are less susceptible to change 

because the line would be located in an existing utility comdor. For that reason, the 
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Companies sought written comments from landowners for that portion of the line. The 

Companies sought personal meetings with landowners on that portion of the line 

designed to be located in new right of way because those segments of the line lend 

themselves to the possibility of more significant design or placement changes to 

accommodate landowner requests, and the Companies wanted to try and address those 

issues as early in the process as possible. 

Please further describe the Companies’ efforts to respond to landowner comments. 

As noted above, landowner comments were shared with the Companies’ transmission 

department, which then made the decision on whether any of those comments impacted 

the line’s design or placement. Most of the comments received were either general (such 

as not wanting the line on their property in any circumstances) in nature, or sought 

information (such as regarding right of way clearing, easement acquisition or property 

valuation). As discussed above, the Companies wrote a response addressing the specific 

comments as best we could. Those response letters also included contact information if 

the landowner still had questions or concerns. In a limited number of instances, however, 

specific questions were raised by landowners that either directly requested a change in 

line location on the landowner’s property, or which discussed a specific feature of the 

landowner’s property which warranted further inquiry. In both of those instances, the 

Companies’ transmission department investigated the matter further, as discussed in the 

testimony of Mark S. Johnson in this proceeding. It is important to note, though, that 

the Companies view the landowner communications process as one that will continue 

through the time that the proposed line is actually constructed. 

Do you have a recommendation for the Commission? 
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1 A. Yes.  It is my recommendation that the Commission grant the Companies the relief 

2 requested in this proceeding and that, in doing so, the Commission recognize the 

3 Companies’ positive efforts to communicate with affected landowners and to respond to 

4 their concerns about this project. 

5 Q. Does this conclude your testimony? 

6 A. Y e s  itdoes. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 
) ss: 

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON 1 
The undersigned, Kathleen A. Slay, being duly sworn, deposes and says she is Director of 

Operating Services for E.ON US. Services Inc., that she has personal knowledge of the matters 
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Kathleen A. Slay 

Director of Operating Services 
E.ON Services Services Inc. 
820 W. Broadway 
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Education: 

University of Rhode Island BA 
Graduate Studies at Providence College and University of Louisville 

Previous Positions with LG&E Enerw Corn.: 

Manager, Red Estate & Right of Way 
Account Executive, Economic Development 

Prior Emplovment 

Assistant Director, Louisville Jefferson County Office for Economic Development 
35 years in the land use and development profession 

Professional Memberships: 

International Right of Way Association- Past Member 
Kentucky Industrial Development Association- Past Member 
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Route 2 New 
Adkins Thomas Cornelia CMR 449 Box 1074, APOAE 09031 
Campbell, Jr Raymond Anna 291 Gray Ln Cecilia KY 42724 

Fred Nannie 48 1 Meredith Rd Rineyviile KY 40162 D o h  
550 St Andrews Dr VineGrove KY 40175 William, eta1 

KY 42724 
Gossett 

614 Gray Ln Cecilia 
Charley Karen Post Office Box 243 Rineyviile KY 40162-0243 House 
James E Georgia Post Office Box 86 Rineyville KY 40162-0086 House 

Jenkins Hildred Marlene A 7936 Hardinsburg Rd Cecilia KY 42734 
Moms Lillian 410 Sun Valley Terrace Hazard KY 41701 

612 Cherrywood Dr Elizabethtown KY 42701 Moms Loetta Glenn 
Pile Hansel1 G Frances 12045 St John Rd Cecilia KY 42724 

Saylor Robert T Yvonne 1196 Nowevalley Rd Cecilia KY 42124 

~~ ~~~~ 

Harper, et.al ROY 

Sampson Harold J Lana 493 Gray Ln Cecilia KY 42724 F 
z g  
n u 1  
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Exhibit KAS-2 
2005-00472 

November 30,2005 

[property owner (per PVA)J 
[owner’s address (per PVA)] 

RE: 

Dear Mr./Ms. [property owner (per PVA)]: 

Kentucky Utilities Company (“KU”) plans on constructing a 345 kV electric transmission line 
from the Mill Creek generating station in Jefferson County to our Hardin County substation. 
One possible route of the line would include an upgrade of an existing transmission line crossing 
your property in an existing easement. We want to learn about any concerns you have regarding 
the possible route of the planned line and any unique features of your property. KU will then 
take your comments into consideration before finalizing its plans for this line. Please assist us by 
completing the enclosed form and returning it in the enclosed self-addressed stamped envelope. 
We ask that you return the form by December 16,2005. 

If you have any questions regarding the enclosed form or would like to discuss your concerns by 
telephone, please call Jeff Kuriger at 502-627-4522. 

We recognize that your time is valuable. We would greatly appreciate you taking the time to 
complete and return the enclosed form. This is also the opportunity for you to advise KU of any 
concerns before line plans are finalized and regulatory approval for the planned line is sought. 
After this stage in the process it will be more difficult to make any changes to the planned line. 
Thank you in advance for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Request for Your Comments Regarding Planned Electric Transmission Line 

Mark S. Johnson 
Director - Transmission 



Exhibit U S - 3  
2005-00472 

November 30,2005 

[property owner (per PVA)] 
[owner's address (per PVA)] 

RE: Request for Meeting Regarding PIanned Electric Transmission Line 

Dear [Mr.iMs. 1: 

Kentucky Utilities Company ("KU") plans to construct a 345 kV electric transmission line from 
the Mill Creek generating station in Jefferson County to our Hardin County substation. As 
presently planned, one possible route for the line would cross your property. As representatives 
of KU, we want to discuss any concerns you may have regarding the possible route of the 
planned line and learn more about any unique features of your property. KU will then take your 
comments into consideration before finalizing its plans for this line. In that regard, we would 
like to arrange an in person meeting between you and a KU representative where such 
information could be shared. 

In the next few days a KU representative will telephone you to schedule a meeting at a time 
convenient for you. Hopefully, we can schedule a meeting time that falls within the next few 
weeks. We will gladly schedule the meeting at your home, office or other location convenient for 
you. 

We recognize that your time is valuable. We would greatly appreciate you taking the time to 
speak with our representative. Please bear in mind that the requested meeting also provides the 
opportunity for you to advise KU of any concerns before line plans are finalized and regulatory 
approval is sought. After this stage in the process it will be more difficult to make any changes 
to the planned line. 

Thank you in advance for meeting with us in order to discuss your concerns. We look forward to 
the opportunity to meet with you. Should you have any questions at this time please telephone 
Jeff Kuriger at 502-627-4522. 

Sincerely, 

Mark S. Johnson 
Director - Transmission 



FORM 2 

Exhibit U S - 4  
Page 1 of 1 

DATE 
KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 
Real Estate & Right of Way Department PROPERTY 

OWNER NAME 
(PRINT) 

PROPERTY OWNER COMMENTS 
ADDRESS 

Kentucky Utilities would appreciate the opportunity to obtain your input concerning the proposed 
transmission line project from Mill Creek power plant to Hardin County substation. 

Part I 

items that concern me about this project are: 

Part II 

Any specific features of your property we should know about? c] Yes c] No (Eyes, please describe below) 

WHITE COPY - AGENT YELLOW COPY - OFFICE PINK COPY - PROPERTY OWNER 



FORM 1 

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY 

Exhibit KAS-5 
Page 1 of 1 

AGENT INITIALS 

TIME 

DATE 

Real Estate & Right of Way Department PROPERTY 
OWNER NAME 

(PRINT) 

PROPERTY OWNER INTERVIEW 
ADDRESS 

Part I 
KENTUCKY UTILITIES WOULD APPRECIATE THE OPPORTUNITY TO OBTAIN YOUR INPUT CONCERNING THE PROPOSED 
TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT FROM MILL CREEK POWER PLANT TO HARDIN COUNN SUBSTATION. 

Did a representative do the following: (Please select all that apply) 

17 Call you 0 Visit your home Leave behind project information Other 

Did the representative show you a map showing the route across your property'? 
Did the representative explain the route approval prOCeSS? 

a , y e S  C7 No 
0 Yes U N o  

Part II 
'* -ms that concern me about this project are: 

. : .. I 

. ,  . . .  

Part 111 
Any specific features of your property we should know about? Yes No (Ifyes, please describe below) 

PINK COPY - PROPERTY OWNER 
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Please state your name, position, and business address. 

My name is Michael G. Toll. I am the Manager of Transmission Planning and 

Substations for E.ON U.S. Services Inc., providing service to Louisville Gas and Electric 

Company (“LG&E”) and Kentucky Utilities Company (“KU). My business address is 

220 West Main Street, Louisville, Kentucky 40202. 

Have you previously testified before this Commission? 

Yes. I testified before this Commission in Case No. 2005-000142, In the Matter of: 

Joint Application of Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky Utilities 

Coinpany for a Certi@cate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Construction of 

Transmission Facilities in Jefferson, Bullitt, Meade and Hardin Counties, Kentucky and 

in Case No. 2005-00154, In the Matter ofi Application of Kentucky Utilities CompaPry 

for a Certijkate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Construction of 

Transmission Facilities in Franklin, Woodford and Anderson Counties, Kentucky. 

What is the purpose of your testimony? 

My testimony addresses the need for additional 345 kV transmission facilities between 

LG&E’s Mill Creek Generating Station in Jefferson County and KU’s Hardin County 

Substation in Hardin County (the “Alternative Mill Creek to Hardin County Line”). My 

testimony does not address the specific routing of the facilities between those two points. 

This proceeding involves the Companies’ Application for a CCN for an alternative 

route for the Mill Creek to Hardin County Line. Does the analysis of need for new 

transmission facilities change in any way based on whether the line is constructed as 

the preferred route sought in Case No. 2005-00467 or the alternative route which is 

the subject of this proceeding? 
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A. No. The studies discussed below identified a need for an additional 345 kV line between 

LG&E's Mill Creek Generating Station in Jefferson County and KU's Hardin County 

Substation in Hardin County. Both the preferred route in Case No. 2005-00467 and the 

alternative route in this proceeding involves 345 kV facilities between the Mill Creek 

Generating Station and the Hardin County Substation, and thus both meet the identified 

need in Jefferson, Bullitt, Meade and Hardin counties. 

Why are the Companies proposing to construct the Mill Creek to Hardin County 

Line? 

The Companies are proposing to construct this line because it is needed for them to be 

able to deliver reliable service to their growing native loads. In Case No. 2004-00507, 

the Commission granted the Companies a certificate of public convenience and necessity 

("CCN) to construct a 750 MW nominal net super-critical pulverized coal-fired base 

load generating unit at the Trimble County Generating Station ("TC2"). TC2 will be 

utilized to provide base load capacity to the Companies' native customers beginning in 

2010. The Mill Creek to Hdrdin County Line is necessary to accommodate the addition 

of TC2 to the Companies' generation fleet and to allow the Companies to continue 

providing reliable, low-cost power to their native customers. 

How was the need for the Mill Creek to Hardin County Line determined? 

The need for the line was determined through detailed studies performed by the Midwest 

Independent Transmission System Operator, Inc. ("MISO") at the Companies' request 

and with the Companies' input. Specifically, MISO performed a Transmission Service 

System Impact Study ("System Impact Study") to identify constraints on the transmission 

system that might limit the delivery of power from TC2, and to make recommendations 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

A. 
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to address system limitations. A copy of the System Impact Study was attached as 

Exhibit MSJ-1 in Case No. 2005-00142, and is incorporated herein by reference. MISO 

also performed a Generation Interconnection Evaluation Study ("Interconnection Study") 

to determine the impact of a TC2 interconnection on power system stability, short circuit 

interruption requirements and potential contingency cascading problems. A copy of the 

Interconnection Study was attached as Exhibit MSJ-2 in Case No. 2005-00142, and is 

incorporated herein by reference. In addition, MISO conducted a Facility Study Report 

for the options identified in the System Impact Study. A copy of that Report is attached 

as Exhibit MSJ-3 in Case No. 2005-00142, and is incorporated herein by reference. The 

Companies reviewed the MISO studies and concurred with the findings set forth therein. 

Indeed, the MISO studies were consistent with an earlier, high-level study the Companies 

performed to evaluate potential system needs to support the integration of TC2. That 

internal study was attached in response to PSC Data Request lO(1) in Case No. 2005- 

00142, and is incorporated herein by reference. 

What were the results o f  the MISO studies? 

The studies determined that additional transmission facilities would be needed to 

alleviate thermal issues and provide for continued system stability with the addition of 

TC2, and identified four different options to provide for those additional facilities. Each 

of those four options included the construction of several transmission lines in different 

areas of the Commonwealth. The Companies chose to pursue Option 4, which includes 

the construction of the Mill Creek to Hardin County Line. 

Did the MISO studies need to be updated in any way for this filing? 
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No. The studies evaluated the impact of the addition of TC2 on the existing transmission 

system, and identified a number of additional facilities that would be needed, including 

the Mill Creek to Hardin County Line, and there have been no changes to the 

transmission system since those studies which would change the need for the Mill Creek 

to Hardin County Line. Accordingly, there was no need to update or otherwise revisit the 

studies in any way. 

Do you have a recommendation for the Commission? 

Yes. It is my recommendation that the Commission affirm its previous finding in Case 

No. 2005-00142 that there is a need for the Mill Creek to Hardin County Line, and 

approve the relief requested in this proceeding. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes it does. 
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VERIFICATION 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 
) ss: 

The undersigned, Michael G. Toll, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is 
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