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Executive Director
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Frankfort, KY 40602
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Dear Ms. O'Donnell:

Please find enclosed for filing with the Commission in the above-referenced case an ‘
original and five copies of the responses of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc., to
the Commission Staff Data Requests in this case dated February 15, 2006.

Very truly yours,

[t L

Charles A. Lile
Senior Corporate Counsel
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION RE@EEVE@

FEB 2 3 2008

& SERVICE
PR RssION

In the Matter of:

APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY )
POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR AN )
ORDER DECLARING THE PENDLETON )
COUNTY LANDFILL GAS TO ENERGY ) CASE NO. 2006-00033
PROJECT TO BE AN ORDINARY )
EXTENSION OF EXISTING SYSTEMS )
IN THE USUAL COURSE OF BUSINESS )

COMMISSION STAFF’S FIRST DATA REQUEST .
TO EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.

Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Commission Staff requests that East Kentucky
Power Cooperative, Inc. ("East Kentucky”) file the original and & copies of the following
information with the Commission on or before February 28, 2006, with a copy to all
parties of record. When a number of sheets are required for an item, each sheet should
be appropriately indexed, for example, ltem 1(a), Sheet 2 of 6. Include with each
response the name of the witness who will be responsible for responding to questions
relating to the information provided. Careful attention should be given fo copied
material to ensure its legibility. When the requested information has been previously
provided in this proceeding in the requested format, reference may be made to the
specific location of that information in responding to this request.

1. In response to ltem 5 of the Commission’s December 27, 2005 Order in

Case No. 2005-00495," East Kentucky provided outage reports for its generating units,

' Case No. 2005-00495, An Examination of the Fuel Adjustment Clause of East
Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. From May 1, 2005 Through October 31, 2005.



including its landfill generating units. For the 6 months ended October 31, 2005, Green
Valiley Landfill Unit One experienced over 1,325 hours of forced outages due to lack of
fuel. Green Valley Landfill Units Two and Three also experienced prolonged outages
due to lack of fuel. Provide a detailed description of East Kentucky’'s experience
regarding pre-construction forecasts of fuel availability versus actual operational fuel
availability at its existing landfill gas generation units. [n the explanation, state whether
East Kentucky has revised its pre-construction estimate of available fuel supply at the
Green Valley Landfill or revised its estimate of the useful lifespan of the Green Valley
site.

2. Refer to Exhibit 1-3.0 of East Kentucky’s January 23, 2006 application.
The cost of the Pendleton County Landfill Gas To Energy Project’s electrical energy is
projected to be less than $35 per MWh, based on a 95 percent availability factor.
Provide all calculations performed to arrive at the projected energy cost. Include with

the calculation an explanation of any assumptions made in arriving at the projected

e

Beth O'Donnell

Executive Director

Public Service Commission
P. 0. Box 615

Frankfort, KY 40602

energy cost.

DATED: February 15, 2006

cc: Parties of Record

Case No. 2006-00033
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC,

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00033

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION DATA REQUEST DATED
FEBRUARY 15, 2006
REQUEST NO. 1

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: RALPH TYREE

Request 1.

In response to Item 5 of the Commission’s December 27, 2005 Order in Case No.
2005-00495, East Kentucky provided outage reports for its generating units, including its
landfill generating units. For the 6 months ended October 31, 2005, Green Valley
Landfill Unit One experienced over 1,325 hours of forced outages due to lack of fuel.
Green Valley Landfill Units Two and Three also experienced prolonged outages due to
lack of fuel. Provide a detailed description of East Kentucky’s experience regarding pre-
construction forecasts of fuel availability versus actual operational fuel availability at its
existing landfill gas generation plants. In the explanation, state whether East Kentucky
has revised its pre-construction estimate of available fuel supply at the Green Valley

landfill or revised its estimate of the useful lifespan of the Green Valley site.
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Response 1.

East Kentucky ufilizes SCS Engineers (“SCS”) as its consultant for providing
long-term fuel forecasts for each potential landfill gas to electric generation project. SCS
is an environmental engineering firm, with extensive experience in landfill gas design,
collection system installation and landfill gas modeling. SCS is widely recognized
nationwide for its expertise and has assisted in more than 2,000 landfill gas projects,
many with gas fo energy components.

SCS’s first task in landfill gas modeling is to meet with representatives of the
landfill and obtain background information about the landfill and the gas collection
system (if existing). This information primarily consists of the landfill’s opening year of
operation, remaining landfill air space, annual waste receipts, estimated future waste
receipts, as-built information of the collection system design (if existing) or collection
system design for a new system, any proposed expansion information, compaction rates
and annual rainfall. SCS then develops a gas collection curve for the landfill. The curve is
derived from the standard modeling process used by SCS Engineers, taking into
consideration the site-specific information.

EKPC’s confidence in SCS’s ability to forecast the amount of landfill gas

produced at a specific site remains very high. The issue at the Green Valley site is one of
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not how much gas is being produced, but how much gas is being collected by the landfill
and delivered to the Green Valley landfill gas to electric generating plant.

Initially, gas delivery at this site was more than adequate to meet the full load
requirements of the plant. However, shortly thereafter, gas quantities began to lessen. At
first, dry weather conditions were suspected as the primary cause. Since then, it has been
discovered that many of the collection wells are either partially or completely full of
leachate, which reduces the efficiency of the collecting well and overall fuel delivery of
the system.

By mid summer of 2005, Allied Waste (“Allied”), the landfill owner, recognized
and agreed that changes were needed to the site’s gas collection system. Allied qontracted
with Shaw Emcon/OWT, Inc. to review the status of the landfill and provide an improved
system design and construction oversight. In the fall of 2005, contractors were mobilized
to add approximately eight (8) gas recovery wells and install two (2) leachate pumps.
During this time, about haif of the gas collection system was disconnected, which further
reduced gas deliveries to the Green Valley generation plant. Even though viewed as a
temporary setback compared to the overall life of the project, this had a large negative
effect on the operation of the plant during calendar year 2005.

At present, Allied is completing the well-field modifications at the site as
recommended by Shaw. In spite of the difficulties encountered in 2005, EKPC remains
optimistic about the project’s future and is confident in meeting initial expectations

regarding the 20 year levelized cost of electricity produced at the facility.
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At the Bavarian site, the amount gas being collected is sufficient to operate the
plant at full capacity, unless the collection system is in need of repairs. These repairs are
generally made in short order, once the problem area has been properly diagnosed. As a
result, our plant capacity factor through November 30, 2005 (December figures are not
available yet) is 95.38% as compared to our estimate of 95%.

Operationally, the Laurel Ridge site is somewhere between the Bavarian and
Green Valley siteé. Many of the gas collecting wells at this site have also begun to fill
with leachate. EKPC and Waste Management (“WM?”) performed a test in the summer of
2003, installing a temporary air compressor and pump, operating 24 hrs/day for about
two weeks to remove the leachate from the wells. The gas field respondéd favorably and
the plant was able to again operate at full capacity. Once the testing was discontinued,
the leachate levels again rose inside the wells. WM responded by installing eight
additional wells and plans to add approximately 20 leachate pumps to address this
problem. WM estimates tha{ these modifications will be completed by the end of
February 2006. The plant capacity factor at this site, though November 2005, is 82%
compared to our estimated 95% capacity factor. Similar to the Green Valley site, the
difference in the capacity factor is the result of deficiencies with the landfill gas
collection leachate removal system and not the amount of landfill gas being produced at
the site.

As such, we have not revised our pre-construction estimate of the fuel supply at

Green Valley or the estimate of the useful lifespan of the Green Valley site or any of our
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other sites. Instead, we are trying to work more diligently with the individual landfills to

address collection system operational issues as they arise. -
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.

PSC CASE NO. 2006-00033

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION DATA REQUEST DATED
FEBRUARY 15, 2006

REQUEST NO. 2

RESPONSIBLE PERSON: RALPH TYREE

Request 2,

Refer to Exhibit 1-3.0 of East Kentucky’s January 23, 2006 application. The cost
of the Pendleton County Landfill Gas to Energy Project’s electrical energy is projected to
be less that $35 per MWh, based upon a 95 percent availability factor. Provide
caicuiations performed to arrive at the projected energy cost. Include with the calculation
an explanation of any assumption made in arriving at the projected energy cost.
Response 2.

Enclosed herein, is the pro-forma (5-06-04) used to calculate the projected cost of
electrical energy from the Pendleton County Landfill Gas to Electric Energy Project. As
you will note, the initial plant was planned for commercial operation in 2006. Due to
lengthy contract negotiations with Rumpke, this has since changed to the current
schedule of beginning commercial operation in 2007, not 2006 as indicated on the

spreadsheet.
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Initially, the project plans called for the instaiiatioﬁ of four Caterpillar 3516LE
engine/gensets each rated at 800 kW. As you will note, a similar 5™ engine is planned for
commercial operation in 2011, This will raise the hourly plant capacity from 3200 kW to
4000 kW, as shown on the spreadsheet. The fifth engine’s cost, estimated at $450,000, is
not in the initial plant cost, but the interest, depreciation, fuel, operation and maintenance
costs were added to the calculations beginning in 2011, as well as the estimated
additional generation for that unit. A request for the approval of the 5™ engine will be
taken to the East Kentucky Board at the appropriate time.

The pro-forma calculations were also based upon a methane gas concentration of
500 Btu’s per cubic feet. Based upon our experience, this typically averages between
about 530 to 560 Btus per cubic feet. As clarification, the units will have the same
MMBtu requirements, but may have less gas flow (c¢fm) requirements than used in the
spreadsheet.

In addition, interest was computed at 6%. As you will note in Exhibit 1-7.0,
BKPC is currently pursuing the option of interest free financing with Clean Renewable
Energy Bonds. This option did not exist when the pro-forma calculations were made for

the project.
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Rev: 050604 RT file: LFG Model Pendleton Co {(no expansion plan included)
4.0 MW Plant Desigm 3.2 MW initially 35,076 | EPC Amount : 32,196 | - Availibility; 25%:
GENERATION {(MWh) 2004 2065 2006 2067 2008 2009 2610 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 2520 2021 2022 2013 2024 2025
EKFC 100.0% Owrnershi g [ O 0 G 0 G 1} 0 0 0 0 0 0 o) 0 0 0 & [¢] Q 0
Partaership 0.0% 0 G 4] o Qi g 0 G 4] 0 a 0 0 Q Q 0 0 Q 2 Q G 0 0
# of 800 kw Gen G 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 § h] 5 5 5 5 5 5 3] 5 3 5 5 5
Annual Generation(MWH) G 4 26088, 26098, 26098 26058 260398 320227 33622 326221  33622] 32622 32622 32622 32622 326221 32622 32622 326221 326221 29564 25716
Kwihr 14 8 3200 3200 3200 3200 3206 4000 4000 400% 4000 4000 4000 4000 4600 40001 4060} 4060 4000 4009 3625 3644
{Fas Production {(cfm)used 0 4 ] 1066 1060 1068 1060 1066 1325 1325 1325; 1325 1325 1325 §325 1323 1325, 1325] 1325 1325 1325 1325 1375
Gas Production {cfin) zvailable* 3} 1030 1088 1143 1194 1242 1287 1329, 1578, 1479 1386 1299 1256 12681 1276 1289 1292' 1307] 1313 1323 1329 1334
OPERATING EXPENSES (x 1000} Poreatial ynits 4 4 4 4 4 5 3 3 5 4 4 4 4 4 a 4 4 B b 5|
Operation 3 0 - g 60.¢ 61.8 63.7 535.6 67.5 £9.6 716 73.8 76.0 783 80.6 831 85.5) 38.1 90.8] 93.5 98.3 $9.2 1021 163.2
Mais ¢ & Equipment Replace G - B 200,01 206.0 2122 268.5 276.6 724.9 343.2 3533 364.1 3747 924.7 397.2 405.3 42141 434.0) 997.0 460.1 4739 488.1 5027
Contract Maintenance Services ¢ - - - = - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Colleetion Systemn Incentive e - - - - - - - - - - - - . - - - . - - - B
o - . N - - - - . - N . - _ - . - . - - - - -
Fucl Exporse 0 170 136 141 141 102 25 38 50 93 96 99 102 105 108 Iil 114 118 121 125 1241
General & Administrative {EKPC) - 16 10,30 10.61 10.93 1126 11.59 11.94 12.30 12.67 13.05 13.44 13.84 14.26 14.69 £5.13 15.58 16.65 16.53 17.02 17.54
Tnsur {B&M/Buslnter/Liab} i - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - -
Property Taxes 0 - - 500 5.13 3.30 5.46 5.63 5.80 3.97 6.15 6.33 6,52 6.72 692 7.13 71.34 1.56 138 .02 8.26 8.51 8.77
] . - . . . B . - . . A N N - . N R . B N . .
Whecling mills/kwl 9 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - -
Total Operating Expenses 7 - G 445 420 433 492 463 357 320 536 552 568 11241 603 621 639 G539 1,135 602 £20 £39 658
Equity Share of Operating expenses 5 443 420 33 492 463 897 520 536 552 568 1124 €03 G21 639 6598 1,133 502 620 439 658
Fixed Costs
Intérest @ 6.0% - 273 248 221 193 163 145 127 91 57 181 « - - - - -
Depreciation 5.7% ] 338 338 338 338 338 368 348, 158 368 368 368 368 368 168 368 30 30 3 30 el
Total Fixed J 611 386 560 532 502 314 435 461 425 37 368 368 368 368 368 30 30 39 30 30
Toral Fixed and Operating 3 - 1,356 1,606 297 933 965 1,411 1,015 257 977 953 1,493 971 989 1,008 1,027 1,165 632 650 669 £88
Average (3/MWh) b3 40.48 38.33 34.39 35.75 36.93 43.24 3113 30.57 2995 29.29 45.76 29,97 30.32 36.89 31.48 35.73 19.37 19.93 2262 23.15
NPV Total Cost x 1000 11652 11064.74
NPV kWh % 1000 345016
Avg NPV cost S Wi R Ly
15t Syr Gas Purchases: 787.16 | i i |
{loan repayment} i | ! { |
Pendleton Co. Landfill (no Expansion}
Lapitat Cost Summary (x1060}
Fuel cost Simmbrue 0.23 EPC | ] 2196
Notes: Contingency | 200
i, Added top end OH costs @ $i2K ez Control RM /Shop Buildin 1200
annual O8:M @550K unit i Development Costs 3¢
2. Added complete GH costs @31 10K ¢a. Tools/Spares
5. Added 5th Engine in 2010 @ $450K*
* Not included & Initial Project cost( celt 13), bat added in Generation during Const® L)
interest & depreciation Iines beginning i 2011, 1Subtozal l 5076
Construction Enterest** -
Total Borrowed - Initial Cost 3076
450
Total Project Cap Cost 5526
EeC
3.2 MW cap, ne sales tax 1560
Cat ISO Swithegear 359
gas ck p Syster 260
Mce | i 40
Gas Chromatograph 40
4160 Tranx [



