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IVEt cost3 000} 3 3TI8 ¢ Ie12i 8 40914 C§ 42,8200 § 43814 % (44,845
VOM per MWh s 2611 002759 ¢ 3282 § 3307 0§ 3433 83504
Num gtarls(} ¢ 295 00289 299 000306 3R o318
Start Fuel used{GBty) : 279 283 281 s dag 253
Start cost(3000) s 12,350 % 12815 8 12646 § 10,754 § 11364 % 11962

Op Cost per Mivh

Tolal Operating Cost (3008) |

§ o
#DIv/0

Y3 317,152 % 360,164
U3 7531 § 205

$ 407,500 5 434861 3 317,686
§ 3234 % 3408 § 2482

10/7/20083:18 PM
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Production Report

Production Cost Model - 9-B-08 - BREC Update.xis.xls
[Entiylame FOIE] T 2616] 7017) 2018} FOI6E - 2020] 7021] - 205] 2623
Capatity(MW} 317 . 447 - 417 T A | R TS I TV I T a7
paity(MW) 325 0003/ 35 328 325 328 325 ... 328 K}
Generation(GWh) 38 03200 0 2985 U 30eq 3216 .- 03385 3273 L3409 331
snnial Cap. Fac BE09% . 9259%  BLih [0 0263%  BB.O4% . S241%  BA24% .. 93.32% O7EG%
Fuel usad{GBIL) 35301 37,206 32550 © U37,130 35285 . 37151 3 BTAG 35220
Coaf{Tons) 05 5,617,640 1415201 . 1,514,347 153116 1615270 1.5 1,626,718 1.531.301
JreatRrate 10970 10010876 10977 10.973 10872 10975 / 18976 . 10.970
Nruel costisoom 5. 61070 o4 (6B198 § 60319 § 69,545 § 66,794 § FLOI 68460 § 73,260  § 69.771
" JFuel Cost per MmaTL 5 1815 §.0LBII- 3 1BSI § ULB73 0§ 1893 4 L¢3 5 1935 § 1958 % 1301
JVEM cost(3000) i3 10488 0§ 11§ 10079 0% 33095 § 12800 4 (13845 5 13538 5 14493 § 14223
VCM per Mwh ‘4 3570 % ..3670. % 377G 0§ B0 & 3I6B0 5. 4.080 4200 %4310 4 4930
Num starts!) : 14 L S | I S 5
Start Fuel used(GBty) 77 45 55 53 ) e ER g
fstart coni(s060) H 5 4740 8 2877 -4 3EA7 % 3,532 4 3375 4 360 3,903
Tolal Gperating Cost {$000) | %, 7 1% 6 § 85517 § B3 % 35447 % 85383 '§ 9L564 § L7686
Op Cost per Mwh 5 ©3 2871 § 93527 ¢ 2585 § 3633 § 2649 4 G 2686 § 27.38
[EniyRame . 2017 . 2018] 00 au] 2021] —76a3 7023
HMPL 1 tax Capaciy(MW) 152 . o152 162 - . 182 153 ... -.182 152
in Capacity(W) 140 140 140 140 o Mp. M T 60 140
L BI3E 1124 4,224 1461 S E27 1158 a7 1122
) B5.22%  B426% 1 0-9NB0%  J950% . °H4.9%  B6ET% [ UBL05% B.17%
£ used(GBtu) 12,298 . CUaaed s azgar) UUILASE 012,194 12537 0000132890 1208
Coal{Tons) 534.695 SumBYE ARG 499477 U B3GAB4 ;545086 0 577,791 528,166
Heat Rate 10638 - C1ee24 10826 108220 10829 10828 10823
Fuel cost(§000) 22406 $ 24653, 5 21620 0§ 23,082: § 24020 '§ 2586105 23910
[Fue) Cost per MMBTY B2 % CLBBL- $ 1882 '$ L9OLC§ 193 04 1846 % 1869
00} 5 -7795____5 B0 § iYL 3 B003 § O B714 5 B8]
per MWh § $ BS540 0§ 0670 ¢ 6910 7100 % 7200
Hum starts() : : 21 i 15 ke R
Start Fuel used{GBIU} N T 38 0026 28 L6 ]
Jstar cost(s000) $ $o16B.8 2463 § 173§ 1820 1807 5 1,067
Total Operating Cost ($000)  $ ). $:34075 5 31,024 0§ (32,486 % 34043 % I63Mr. § 33967
|0a Cost per 3 4784 % 29.34 § 2881 g 2939 §° 2064 § 307
[EntiyNamE 2017 T3G14) Z018[ " 2020] 7021]
HMPLZ M 158 - 0E58 158 358 (158
i (:apacny(lviw) SRR 1 10 140 140 -
_____ Genzration{GWE) Lol3ss o RIGS L286 i 071 1,255
Annual Cap, Fat : 0 9087% - B4IB%  9D66% . 7R06%
Fuel used(GBLY) 1o 1365 12645 13,619 .00 011,606 Al
Fcoai(Tens) - . 33,241 549,785 592,100 504500 . 50L7OB ' 862,886  582.997
' ) o ¢ 0840 001040 ) Soliem8r 10840 10639 10839
Fuel cosi{$806) $ - 2% 5 25031 $-135% % J§ 220620 % 26,184 $025181. % 26,302
Fuel Cost per MMBTu Y S I St s 1E4Z U§ L LBGL % $0ULB0L.§ 1924 0% UL946 %
VOM cost($000) BRETEL $ 7B $07A31:§ 457,196 % BG5S % UBATE . $
VOM per MyWh (R Y (% G0 § 63§ BT 5 6910 100 %
Npum stansiy 13 17 1 BUSR 17
|start Fuel used{GBu) 25 .3 33 L 4. L
Start cost{$000) s P40 4T 2043 8 026 £ 2147 S $ -3066 § 2076 % 2598 ¢
“|iotal Gperating Cost ($600) : s 33670 .4 32,680 % 39963 § 33,033 5 36019 % AAIS % 37,136 05360555 376N
Op Cost per Mwih i 2657 4 prS04 9nF8 §° 2838 § 2067 s' 30,19 3 7958 % 3020 § 3058
ErtyName P REPTIT | T 2018] F01G) - 2020] FIE] MRIATT Y 2024
Coteman 1 {Max Capactyliivh) T I U N R v P =T 149 - 145 - 549 . TS |
Min Capatity(MW} 70 /1 70 70 . 70 78 m o
Generation{GWh} 1,213 1,200 L0V 001,204 1212 70,044 188 U E189 1136
Annuat Cap, Fat B3G5 0 0L6B%  79.79% | Cl92.21%  9284% - 6743%  9181% . 0L8S%  BYO%
[Fuel used(GBL) 13,080 42,630 11238 - 012,989 13078 U128 12932 . 12,943 12,253
Coal(Tons) 560,113 0563044 . 488,625 564718 | 568,613 | BIGEIS . 562255 . 562,727 532,750
veat Rote Co07e a9 Cleg9r M2 10781 10791 0791 19788
Fuel cost{3000) L% 25001 -5 024994 % 57 5 (25639 5 26,117 4 24819 5 26420 -5 26753 § 2568
Fuel Cost per MMEBTU g 1910 §UAEI00S 1982 4 1974 $ 1997 § 2DIB § 2093 § . 2067.% 208k
VOM cost(5000) Yy ULEEE S 11603 15N § 1BL7 5 1678 § 16190 § 1953 0§ 2015 5 1965
$ 138D .4 :71430 $ 1470 $ 1510 5 1550 § 580 § 1630 § LGBD § 1730
15 s 20 15 15 s [ L i3
L8323 E 3 23 28 23 M 25
Start cost{$000) § 553 g4 557 ¢ 767 & CG05 § G4 $ 659 8§ 653 § - BH3 §  7i4
Totol Operating Cost ($660) % 27,240 % 27275:5 24236 % T80T $ 2B 5 27398 § 29026 § 2045i $ 28313
Op Cost per MWh § 2245 $ 727378 2327 § 2331 5 6E § 2394 5 .21 § 2455 § 2404

10/7720083:19 P
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Production Report
Production Cost Model - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xls.xis

Coal(Tons)

[Erttiame I 7015] F016] FITT) P 7019 70767 021 2023 3043
& T [ Gopacyien . 138 13 T IORSEEE TR & SRR 1.8 13
i Cappaitgawy Mo SR I SRER O N N 7
Generation(GWn) i 7 ees pa1s o nns e oz L2 08 1115
Annual Cap, Fa 0188% . 79.69%  9227% . 92,10%  B5.66% G- OZIB%  919%% .. 87.3%% 92.23%
Fuel used(GBiu) D336 Chaner | i3and 13308 12480 13445 13378 U710 136

505,289 B83.783 O USB2,528 | 541799 - SB4586  5BLEG3

) ; ; ‘552,592 583,318
12031 | 12033 0012084, 12033 12033

RS VAX 1Y 12,633

053000 22430 % 26185 § 26448 3 24803 $ 27133 % C26,201 5 28,067
el Costper MMBTY (5 1910 8 19300 § 1952 (% LG74 . § $.0208 2067 . § 2082
VOMcosS000) s LST7 0§ T1A4100 % 1672 RIS § $onem %1817 5 | 1873
Ve per MW % BAZ0 $ 01460 $ 1500 § ULB40 1580 § 1630 Sy 7o
CpHum stansy 15 RN M1l 15 .00 1E R on
Start Fuel used{GBtu) e B L I IR < N IRy 25 .18
EStart cost(s000} ¢ EEE g 774 TS 486 § 00629 8 GBS 4 GAL P02:% 5k
Tolsl Operating Cost (3000) : § 27,606 -§ 24,614 § §ABTYLC S INEIS S0 28,585 5 290872 528790 3 30,559
Op Cost per MWh § 2383 ‘g -2548 % $ 2586 § 2629 (% 92649 3 2666 4 2738 3 XAl
[Entityiame I 7007 Z018] 2019) - 2000] J021] 2022 3023
Colemand [Max Lapacity(MW) e 154 -0 e 154 B e 4 CAsA A
Min Capacity{Mw) A 1D UL £ ) 1 110
Generation(GWh) i 1188 1227 L6 1212 100,222 L2 1,233
leanualcap. Fac i BEsaw 9098% " :: B6.13% B +150,30% BLI0%  91.43%
“|Fuel used(GBty) P i2Em 13,288 12,579 13126 043,225 S013,308 0 1338
Coal{Tans} is3ET L EABS05 . 570,700 00574991 ; 502839 (. 578,646 580,686
Heat Rate 0827 U Tange 10827 UUR0M26 10827 U10.826 10820 7010828
Fusi cost($000) CT§ 253120y 25835 1248310 8 26213 0% 26,688 § 23628 . (27509
FugiCostper MMBTY 8 1910 '§ “1830. § 1852 0§ 01874 § 1807 (§.2018 8 2043 0§ 2067
05 TeW §TUTER s LBAE R L7895 1816 50019915 L7AY U4 U2
VoM per MWh § 1470 0§ 014607 % 1500 % LS540 % $UUR630 8 16706 % URTI0
" Fium starts() o 16 : I - JERRAAVRS ¥ FEOREE v I | BERSo sty - B
J5tart Fuel usediGBu) S+ DS TCRAE - S I SRR L RN R
|5tart cosl(s00m) (§ B35 40 EGLT§ 562 ¢ BB S Bl § - BEY § 801 4 638
|Total Operating Cost ($00D) : § 26,053 % 427,248 % 28,771 ($:19,337 0 % 126,304 '§ 030,261 %
Op Cost per MWh § 2256 8 42345 ' 2373 42402 % 2463 %2462
{EnbiyName - T L R | 007 Z0ig] FITG) MY, | 202 207 7023
Retd 5T [Max Capacily{tiv) : S0 BB 0 e TE . B
{in Capacity(Mw) Ao b e con D, bl
Generalion{GWh) i 22 . 19 22
Annuat Cap. Fac 537% 5.02% 4255 1 BSSY  5.00%
Fuel used(GBtu) LR SO7i 97
CoaliTons) R e - SR : i
13537 . #DIV/O! 13533 07 13548 113852 13 555

jEuel cost(30f 268908 2808 f oio g 2774 % 5009. § 3085
“FFuel Cost per MMBTu 8115 ¢ 831 APV 8 “9.296. % 10.434
VOM cost($000) - R R el .
VOM par MWl s - Dol cs SUE -
humstans() : SB e a2 2
fetart Fuel used(GBtu) 1 2 5o i vd e L2
Start c0st{3000) 4 103 SRR 8 25 % - g ‘113§ 115 575 121
|rotat Operating Cost ($B0B)  § 1,576 §: 2790 8 3024 § - g CA8B7 0% 2531 15584 % 3,217
% 12365 312350 5 13570 . #DIVOL - § 13106 § 13615 '3 14930 3 14608
{EntyName T O] 2036] 2017 Z018] FIIL LT | 2001 FirF) FIE]
fleld GT Max Capacity{tWw) : 65 iin BB 65 U 6E 0 85 T BE B oo 65 65
Hin Capatity(Mw) R - . S AR v .
Generation{GWh} AR 1) g 8
Annual Cap, Fac 1.84% 121,578 . 159%
125 106
fest Ra CU1L90L . 11.935 11789
Fuel cost(5000) § 127 So1053 ¢ L085
 Pruel Cost par MMBTu .04 9,896 % 10158
_fvor cost(s00) § - el s .
VOM par MWl § AR S
Num starts() +3) e 173. 155
_{5tart Fyel used(GBL) = : LR - EI .
Start cast{s000) $ - 3 -3 - 5 -3 -5 .
Total Operating Cost (500B) § 902 ¢ . 86Y § 1454 § LIZ7 0§ 951 § 952 5 L0200 5 L0535 1085
Gp Cost per Mwh $ 10233 $ (10299 $ 10508 $ 10764 § 10863 £ 11168 5 11348 $ 11810 § 119.87
50/7/20082:18 PM Production Cost Model - 8-B-08 - BREC Update xis xis  Production Report
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Enmyname I 3016] 7617} 2038} 7019] Z020] 7021] - 2024] pIivE]
Green 1 JMax Capacity{Mw) 231 23 23l 231 .o 230 ELH 231 231
rin Capacity(MW) 180 80 01800 380 1RO 180 " 180 166

Generalior{ GWh) 4,782 L0 1797 L1835 Cllnen L1847 o 1635 1538

annual Cap, Fac 67.82%  9585% - BBBISH  9651% . BO.78%  96.21% o BOFE%  9576%

Fuel used(GBlY) 19586 213 18,754 20497 07020,022 | 21408 17969 21301

Coal{Tons) P 1756%7 U ar6276 1066246 U8B0 LOTABS 1,001,121 1070296 - BSBAE1 1065074

Heat Rate L 10887 410891 10594 . 110.882 10996 010991 . 10685 10.563 10.903
Fuelcost(5000). 4 38893 % (34,8210 3 39451 § ‘36840 § 40429 § 38243 § 41386 5 35130 4 4213

~ JFuel Cost per MMBTY $ T1B2 s ca7e3c s 1850 0§ LAV0 5 1890 4 I19I0 4 1832 % 86557% 1078

|vOM cost(sbooy § 1307L 0§ 12,224 % 13675 % 1,009 § Y4564 § 13936 . ¢ 15303 § 13,207 § 16083

VOM per MWh R $:6BED § 7050 § 17350 3 7450 §° 7650 § 7860 .y . 8080 % @300

Num starts(} s B 13 13 15 LERERIERET Y S SR |

Slart Fuel used(GBtY) ) 20030 WU R R |

|5tart cosi$008) 4 $2034% 1364 % CULBS7:$ 1274 §- 2,251 ¢ E468 § 3403 § 1636

Total Operating Cost ($0003 . 3. 53,220 ‘9 43,80 . § 54090 o 51,826 § 56468 .4 50420 - 5 58137 o§ ~5L,740° & 55,831

Op Cost per HMwh U870 402760 s B0 428048 2888 § 2088 § 2986 ¢ ' 3165 § 9

Eﬁymme T F015] - -2016] T017] - Z018] 2018] - 2020) 2021 2002] 7023
Groan 2 (Maxeaoachvnwy 423 @23 23 a2 RO EE I - B 1
Min Capstity(MW) 1T JRERRRE . DU 11 I 180 B0 B e i)
Generation(GWh) ST yyas 87 112 1561 0018730 LS9 16D L74B

Ariusal Cap, Fac B950% - 0530% B 16% G 0063%  75.40% 0 0559%  90.02% - 9522% B9 AE%

. |Fuel used{GBty) 19425 120,750, 19355 0019675 17340 208160 18543 - 20,674 19,423
_JCoaliTens} LL97L248 a037522 0 B6RTIR i 867,178 . 1040808 . 977140 01,033,688 - 573204

..... o . Sonsc o 1l S It R b0 R T L i S L L0 s
Fuel cost($000) U UISTSH C$036998 ¢ 35808 5 3BTRS 32779 439759 § 37757 440475 3621

Fuci Costper MMBTY  is 18123717830 ¢ 1850 4 U870 § 1850 § U LGiD 5 1932 40016565 1978

VO cost{3000) U M1679 40128070 § 12279 4 12835 % 11827 [§ (1432505 13823 % 115029. 5 14508

VOM per MW 5 66B0 4. GBED: §  7.050 (4 -7.250 . % 709G :§ 707650 % 7860 §.BOSD- 5 8300

: I S I N - SRS EUNIERTERES F U 14 v 15

R L A2 AR [ IR F RN ARty SO

3 40760 2,294 4 2,008 $ 346D % 013510 ¢ 2266 5 14760 5 2,674

¢ a0g19 ¢ inoser 4 E300 § SL7260% U866 1§ 554350 % 5346 % 568270 % 55603

¢ 3B04 $ig7asc % 3BBE s 92 ¢ 3067 0§ 20.60° 5 3062 4 --30.60 5 3181

T 20i5] - 2016] 2017] - 2018] 2019 “Z020] 2021 2022 2023

Total Max Capacity(MW) 1737 1,737 - .37 . L,737 1737 . 1,737 1737 o LJar 1737
Min Capacity(Mw) 1,255 004255 £255 (001,285 . 1255 00L255 . 1285 0101255 1.255
Jeenerationicwh) 32,863 0 3286 0128310 13541 LURQ7R1. 14,749 112,856 12.771

U ReZBY% COBe31%  B2AD% . BA.BIS  B376% 0 BAA7%  BIMIW

) [ X TRi41,804 0 IAFAL0 141,542 0 138338 01345208 140695 0 141,863 140,931

Cozi(Tors) i 6407813 6,410,364 ¢ 6220910 . 6405725 6,246,787 . 6383439 6,360,643 . GISIIE 6375999

Heat Rate PUUi1e33 Ctaneds 11041 L1631 11028 73V1L080° 11036 731035 11035

JFus! cost{$00D) 4282013 1§ 264,175 § 261.135 5 260,508 § 268360 § 276,781 § 270,705 '§ 285,449 . § 206,468

I 5 1852 §0U.B630 g 198D § UASBA S EG42 g 960 % 1961 302019 % 2033

VOM £ost U ssabn 4 bgeae 3 56,048 ¢ nos08 s BO.BVE 4 62806 § 1930 3 66065 % GB35

e per 1w 5 4308 4. a426:% 4876 $004636. 5 4751 0§ CAER7 0§ B0M § 5134 5333

Anium santa(y Iy o aeg 3 L o, s L0304 269

{start Fuel used(GBiy) : 73 78 G245 283 o3850 253 U265 249

Start cost{$000) § 11,080 S5 3,050 & UPA67 8 14642 ¢ 13,983 ¢ 13640 '§ 15283 3 14587

Total Operating Cost ($000) . § 328,343 $ 332,034 § 332,133 § 341,483 § 343,080 $ 353,271 % 357,200 . § 367.803 § 369,181

Op Cost per Mih s 2550 4 25ER 5 2650 § 26618 D736 4 2782 4 2803 $ 2861 % 2BOL

$0/7/20083:15 PM
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Fuel Report
Production Cost Made! - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xis.xls

Enutyl\lame ¥ 2008 2005] 2010] 20113 7014] FISE] I
D B Wiison 1 |Generation(GWh) e e 3,019 - 3433 3141 3317 3,161 - . 3,380
" |Fuel usediGBiu) SR 33,953 038,601 35542 37,044 34679 37,008

ST 4,476,213 01,678,323 . 1,545,319 5,610,606 1,507,766 1,612,949

APV T 1R247 11245

Fugl used({GBtu}

i3 ge7 voiaagar.

11317 .0 11,166 10570 10975

$ 0 s GD097 4 65622 § 62,098 $ 90,758 ¢ 89,124 4 (65776

OB s 1770 ¢ 1700 §  L7SD § 2450 § 2570 § 1,800

EntityName “Z008] Za0a] ~5010] 2011] 2612] 003] - 2014
HMPLE  |Generation(GW) T LigB .. L2017 . LOS5 .. 194 1,054 .. 1,215
Fue! used(GBtu) ST 2304 a3d67 L 1L417 00012528 12,481 013,156

Coal(Tons) S sdg soy (572,467 496400 562005 543,003 . 571,894

Heat Rate Coaono 10822 00823 10821 70108230 (0824 - 10.826
‘FueiwstﬁDDO) ) §iEn s 23,187 $ 33,180 § 29,114 $ 134,260 $ 375 23,549

Fuel Cost per MMBTy Tapiviol s Legb $ 252 s 2550 670 26500 & 2780 & 1790

[EntiyName | IR 2000] - - 2010] Z611] 7012 2013] o 2014
HMPLZ __|Generation(GWn) e LI Loo,IR4 1252 . oL08s . L2485 v 1,182

711,968 13,508 712,809

|Coai{Tons) fie U 598,547 557,704 . 1515088 1 BBG,9BE 556,934

Heat Rale #pw.rm 10835 0835 c10.840 0 1080 010,838
IFuelcost($BUD) : 1§ 26,157 $32,35 % ‘$ 31,448 % 37,532 /% 122,920

Fruel Cost per MMBTu : #BEWE! S 1000 4 2520 & 550§ 2.650 § 2780 § 1790

EntityName | T | 2000] -~ g0to) 2011 - 2012 pTE! IR
eneration(Gwh) ‘ 5108 oo L,183 0 LIG2 e R302 0 1,207 o 1144

used{GBtu) 12,853 “12,800° 11,884 o1 12,8670 13,028 012348

(Tons) 558,821 556,517 516,684 563,766 566453 . - 536,879

{HeatRate #mwo o w727 0728 10785 10789 ¢ 1791 L0791

Fuel cost(3000) § $ I0B47 4 3,744 5 30304 % 360475 37,013 '3 23,388

Fuel Cost per MMBTy #DIWD! 2400 4 2480 . % 2550 $ 2780 ¢ 2610 4 1894

[EntityName [ z508] 2008] - 2030] Y] IR TS | pIiNE] I Tt |
Coleman 2 |Generation{GWh) Rt LA e 0400 L1000 1080 1038 1,093
Fugl used{GBIu} P 13,369 12,50B 0 13,237 CUM3,1151 | 12,483 013,144

Coai(Tans) NI 581,246 0593816 1 575508 . US70236 | B43,197 1571467

fHeat Rate #Dzwm 12033 7120320 12028 12030 12032 --12029

Fuel cos(soony : s_ 32,085 $ 3,018 5 33,753 436461 % 36,355 % 24,895

Fuel Cost per HMBTuU #niwm $ 2400 §-024B0 & 5550 4 UU2780 § 2010 %1894

[ErtifyRame | IR T | 20052010 FOELE - 2019) 2013 2014)
Cotemman 3 |Generation{GWh) RS 1125 L5 L2385 0n L0800 1,237 1,229
Fuet used{GBiu) 12076 - 13,2480 13,288 0000113710 13,398 13,3{38

Coal(Tons) 529400 576,047 . 576,428 464,301 582,521 578,556

Heat Rate #uan_ : 13,817 10823 10,826 . 10830 . 10.826

ruel cost(s000) 3 $ 32,6858 $ 33808 $.3L,611: % 3B,98B $_ 25,205

Fuel Cost per MMBTy #wans 2480 4 2850 ¢ 2780 ¢ 2910 § 1804

EntityNama [ Zuos] 2009] . 2010] ] "S013] 2003] o 2014
Reid ST |Generation{GWh) e 7 RO - 32 2% 13 29
Fual used(GBI) 50 - 165 437 o 3RY o178 3%

Coal{Tons) Bt e i T e AT

Heat Rate #DIV/OL LS 13564 - 13.571: 13545 1 UU13.556 13572 [ 13.547

Fuel cosi(3000) % 8 792§ 455108 3776 $0-3518 $ 1,683 §.3,300

Fuel Cost per MMBTy HDV/DI C§ 8785 ¢ D420 ¢ BE46 § 0.08t. 4 5451 § B3I

[EntityName | 2008] 2008] ——ze1n) 2011] —2012] 2013 2014
|Reld 6T |Generation(Gwh) RS 4 4 7 LAl 15 25 .08
|Fuel used{GBtu) N ] R 7 80 “433. 195 sl

... |EeaitTans) B T T Lt
|Heatnate #DIVO) 0 12046 0 E1931 11.905 - 10785 11895 - 11947

Fuel cost{$000) T hewliog 418§ 448 5 698 % L132 & LATS 4 00031

Fuel Cost per MMBTu #0IV0L s 8733 4 CBEBI4 $ B675 $ 8522 s B4 § 8412

EntityName p - 2008 2000 2010} 201t 2013] 2614
Green1  |Generation(GWh) Tiioweis  LBSB .1,800 1,950 1,840 1,927 1,652
. [ruei useaicBin el 25,874 18,784 21,426 - 20,229 21,186 - 18,159

_ |coat(zons) Cniien 093,713 589,179 1,071,290 L,011426 1,059,279 . 507,561

Heat Rate #DIVfO © 113183 - 10.888 10888 10992 109%4 - 10592

Fue) cost{3000) § -8 36,749 % 40358 5 46022 $ 43491 5 52,964 § 32,632

Fuel Cost per MMBTu #DIV/0! s 1680 4 2040 § 2190 $ 2180 5 2500 § 1797

16/7/20083:19 PM
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date.xls.xls

ErltyName T 2008] 2008] - 2010] T 2012 Z013] - 2014

Greenz __[Generalion(Gwhny | ' I3 L LBIZ: 1G04 o 880 1763 1,868

Fuel used{GBtu) 9,358 20,800 17,626 020,557 19,594 720,731

Coal(Tons} CEESTITT 'gg7 BOD 171,040,003 1 016 1,027,860, 979,697 1,035,537,

|Heatrate C#DIVIOS - 11302 00 iLi08 11105 cdL1s: 11112 00T iL1

[Fuetcostiso0ny $ i0-s 32521 1§ 4243208 39,006 4 144,108 % 4B.5E5 '§. 37,053

Fusl Cost per MMET HPIVIOL - $ 1680 06720400 s RIGD 402,150 ¢ 2500 51797

e 200B] 2000 - - 2010] FATY| AR | o3[ 201

Total jGeneration(GWh) i 12,531 .. 12,000 12468 12,670 12762 - 12,199

T 36,691 1439507 138665 . 1am59%.  14D,722 1 E43,260,

6,336,497 6,514,057 6,262,389 /6,356,369 373,339

L SNt I o AL 147 11080 §1 122 01089 L1137

(Fustcostisoon) T gt i s J2079 4 311,537 $ 314,188 7$:352,926: § 379,743 0% 260,858

Fuel Cost per MMBTU - #DIVIO) L5498 1§ U264 ¢ 2266 8 25100 % 2600 4 U1BA7
10/7/20083:19 PM Production Cost Model - 9-8-08 - BREC Update xls xls  Fugl Report
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Fuel Report

Production Cost Model - 3-8-08 - BREC Update.xis.xis

EntityName ] 2015] "Z016] Z017] 2018] 2019] ~2070] 2021] 7022% 2023
D B Wilson 1 [Generation(GWh) 3,218 73380 2965 - -3,384 3216 - - 3,385, 3,423 ~3,409 3,214
~ IFugs used(GBi) P35,300 U37,208 32,580 . :37,130 35,285 37,151 35366 .- 37,416 35,220
Coai(Tons) ¢ 1,934,805 1,617,840 . 1415201 . 1,614,347 1,534,116 - 1,615,270 1,537.660 1,626,778 1,531,301

_______ HeatRate 10970 1109760 10977 10.973 10572 - 10875 10972 10876 10970

Fuel cost($000) ‘% 69,070 68,198 % 60314 4 69545 $ 66794 § 7070 $ 6BAGD § 73,260 § 69,771

Fue} Cost per MMBTu % 1835 $ 1B33 4 1BEI 4 1BY3 §  iB93 4 1913 & 1936 § 1958 § 1581
EntityName ] 2"615 Z016] 2017 - 2018] 2019] -~ 2020] 2021] pIiFE] 5073
IAMPLT Generation{GwWhy 1,136 -11,226 1,135 1,229 1,068 1,127 1158 - 4,270 Lizz
P 12,398 133,274 12,164 . 13,247 © 11,488 12,194 12537 013,289 12,148

[ 534,605 577,043 520,075 5755974 . 499,477 530,194 545066 577,791 528,166

. loB3a 10826, 10825 S0 010.824 - 10826 0 16822 10824 S 10828 10825

) S i 22,386 % 24086 § 22,406 $ 4653 ¢ 20,620 .¢ 23,082 % 24,120 4 25861 § 23910

Fuel Cost per MMBTU C % LD s 1820 s 1BA2 S 1861 % 1882 $ -1901C % 1928 4 1546 § 1,969
EntityName I FIEE] NSRRI | 2017 - 2018] BTV IR T FIFE] IRRRETEE | 2023
jHMPL 2 Generation(GWh) f... 268 i1 189 4209 L A67. 1256 9L L2550 e84 1237
Fuel used(GBtu) 13,741 '-'.'12,885 P13,695 S TIZ645 0 13619 000106060 13,608 12,9400 13409

) 5 597,448 .. 560,235 593241 549,785 582,109 . 504,596 59L708 562,596 582,997

|Bez nate lossl U038 10840 0108400 10839 SUU10.8370 10B4D 104839 10 839

Fuel cost(5000) iy 24789 $ L3477 5 25133 4 23,5320 25630 4 20621 $ 26,184 § 251810 § 26,402

Fuel Cost per MMBTY (% 1B04 4 ULB220§ 1842 $ U C1BAL S LARY o VLS0LT S 1524 4 1846 5 L969
EntityName { I R 1L 2007 o 2018] 2019] - 2020 2021) - 2022) 2073
{Generation{ Gwn) L2130 2000 3042 001204 1,212 1,144 1,198 01,195 1,136

_ §Fusl used{GBIu} 13090 0012980 15,238 012889 13,078 12,348 12,832 CLRR8430 12,253
JCou{Tons) 568,113 .7 663,044 1 48,625 1 564,718 568613 536870 562255 1562727 532750

JHent Rate 19792 2USU10792° 10760 1079 10752 CLaB7SLY 0 18791 10791 10788

Fuel cost{3000) P45 25,001 % 249940 5 21,937 % 25&39 §EG117 4 245190 4 26420 ¢ T26753.% 75,639

Fuel Cost per MMBT4 (& 1910 %1930 § 1952 o 1974 - $ 1547 § 72018 § 2043 42067 4 2002
[Entityriame { 2005 2016, 2017] . 'zﬁil 2613] - -~ 2040] 2021] —2022] 3043
Coleman 2 [Genarption(GWh) LGhELE noee 8860 LIRS .ot LAIS 0 1836 T g T 112 £,056 A5
. [Fuet used(GBiw) 363 041622 13414 013,368 0 12,460 13,4451 13,378 12,700 13,416
(Coai(Tons}  5BLEOI 583,233 582,528 541,745 584,586 581,663 Q552592 563,315

HeatRate i v 12033 Ci0UR0340 12033 00120330 12030 o 0012403%5 0 12033
Fugl cosi($600) CEUIREDY 47100430 % 26,085 % 264480 § 24,883 % 27133 4 27332 § V2L 5 8067
Fuel Cost per MMBTu C% 1510 §$:001930 8 1952 5 1ov4 1857 ‘5 2018 § 2043 4 2067 & 2.002
fEntityame | 2015] . 2016] 2017] . 2018] FISE) ISP TP | 2021] 2027] 2023]
Coleman 3 LSS N L7 A8 L2128 o oL22d 1,068 L5228 1,233
13,0150 33,288 12879 13,126 00013225 14,565 13,309 . 13,356
543,527 (.. 570,214 : 572,757 . -'BABSGS . 570,700 ..574,891 502839 578,646 . 580,686
Heat Rate . 10827 -UU10.826 0 (0827 0008260 1GR27 10826 10829 . '10.829 10 829
Fuel cost{soon) 5 23877 % 385312° % 75935 3 24,831 % 20,213 § 26688 5 23628 § 27,509 5 27,940
Fuel Cost per MMBTL $ 1040 % 01530 s 1852 5 Y1974 ¢ 1597 § 2018 § 2043 § 2067 & 2002
[Ertityiame T 2018 2016] 29:?] -2018) pIiET] ISR 1P ) 2021] - zum 2023]
Refd 5T Generation{Gwn) : 13 523 [ N B Y - TN U TR T 22
. |Fuel used(Gatu} 172 s 302 e 388 00298 252 B0 207

" ECoai{Tans) LI RS ATESTEPEET LTI
Heat Rate P 13510 00 p3560 13537 ADIVOY 13 531 13,548 13566 13,552 13 555
Fuel cosi(3000) ‘$ L4735 026894 2808 %00 2093 3 277§ 2418 '$ 5000 & 3,005
Fuel Cost per MMBTY $  BS576 4 BBI1. ¢ 9311 C#DIV/OL P s 6351 4 9296 5 9579 4 ‘9875 5 10.434
Entitylame i 2015 —-2016] S017] 20181 2019] "~ 2020] 2021 2022] 2023
Reid GT Generation(GWh) S8l ALecneede: 9 SR DR o9
Fuel used(GBtu) 104 .00 130 00U EIS 103 CS0Y 806 6 107

~ Jcoal(Tons) e S S S R B -
|Heat Rate COBVE31 TELF72 . LLBI9 L UIRSDY . H1B25 - U15916 1f 764 11935 11 786
Fuel cost{$000) %, 802 '$ U9s7i§ L,1%4 . % . LI2F-$ 0 951 % . 1952 & 1,020 % L,053 § 1,085
FuelCost;JerM?iETu $  BGSG % 8740 % 8890 $ 0044 -5 9704 5 9390 $ 0646 4 9BEG ¢ 10,168
EntityName } 2"515] 2616] 2017] 2019] 2615] 20203 2021] 20221 2023
Greeh 1 Generation{ GWh) 1957 1,782 1,940 1,787 1,955 . - 1,802 1,947 1635 L1938
Fuel used{GBLu} 21,520 49,586 21,325 - -19,75¢ 21,497 20,022 21,405 - 17,969 25,30
Coal(Tons) P LB75677 979,276 1066246 - 987,704 1,079,845 100,121 1,070,298 - B9S,461 1,065,074
|Hezt Rate 10957 10 10981 1099 10542 10 996 10.591 10 995 10.993 10 993
Fuel cost{$000) s 38,993 $ 34921 ¢ 39451 $ 36540 $ 40620 $ 38,243 § 41356 § 35130 § 42,134
Fuel Cost per MMBTu $ 1812 6§ 1783 ¢ iBSD % 1BY0 S 1.890 % 15910 $ 1932 § 1,955 % 1578

10f7/20683:1% PM Production Cost Mede! - $-8-08 - BREC Update xis XI5 Fuel Report
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Fuel Report
pProduction Cost Model - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xls.xis

EntityName 2015] .- 2016] 20i7L a0t Z01G] - J060F 2020 2022] 2003
Green 2 1,748 ... 1,867 4792 o TI0 1561 .. 1,873: 1,759 -...:1860. 1,748
19428 CL0a0750 0 19,355 019,675 GR0,856 0 19,543 020,600 19,424
971,248 [°1,002,522 567,733 i 983,764 . 1,040,808 977,149 1,033,688 971,204
11330 0855 11012 A ALIZ: 11133 oo dnusl 11142
_Jfuel cost($0C0) 108 536,908 $ 35,806 % 36,793 § 32778 -$°.39,758. % 37,757 1§:40417: ¢ 38,42
Fuel Cost per MMBTu B12 740°1,783 7% 5BSD <5 LEDT & 1BOD 4G50 $ 1932 (4019550 8 1978
| P IR G| 3017] T 2018] 2005] - 2020 200
Total Generation(GWh) i 12,826 ... 12,863 - 12,541 oA, 781 12,749 o.12,856.
Fuel usec{GBlu) 141,804 138,318 7i343,208. 140,695 ;7141863 .
Coa{Tons} 6,415,364 - 6,248,787 76,380,439 6,368,643 5,393,278
Heat Rale : 033 11029 P31 11029 11,040 11036 11035
Fuel cost($000) § 262013 5 264,170 269,508 ¢ 268,560 1§:276,7B1: § 278,705 ©$ 286,444, § 206,469
Fuel Cost per MMBTu i% 1852 U$ 71,863 CEpB04G $ 1942 S$001960° % 19BL C§T20180 % 2,033

10/7/20083:19 #M
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Emissions Report
Production Cost Model - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xIs

EntityHame |__ | 1 2008] 2008] 2010] PIETEN IS | 0134014
D B Wilsen 1 1502(ktons) cenienol 9032 -1L2%2 10397 10836 . 10144 0010852
502 Emit Rate T HDIVIOL - 0585 DSBS 0SBS 0.585 - 0585 - 0.585
502 cost{3000) S g 139D § -0L289 5 9,025 % 8514 $ 8876 % 09,22
HOx(ilons) 0384 .0 -0.406 1092 0 Larn 0958 .. r072
NOx Ernit Rate T CTp0a3 oo 0088 . 0.058 0058 0858
NOx cost(£000) S % MO9S S 978 8 2352 & 2123 8 1697 % 3,047
| Total Emissions Cost ($000) §UThRI s 2483 § 2200 4 11,376 % 11 637 $ 10773 ¢ 15,901
Emit Cost par MWh : CWDIV/OL s 02 3 066§ 362 4035108 341§ 0 333
EntityName H 2000] - 2010} T SR TTY 013] 2014
HMPL 1 S02({klons) 2014 o 2,443 1889 52033, 2081 oo 2471
SO2 EmitRate 0330 2000330 0330 500330 0390 00330
502 cost{s000) CM2 472008 1,638 4018730 % 1804 (41845
NOx{klons) D198 02010 D4BB 005420 0521 00U D5S2
|MOx Emit Rate 0032 5700310 DOBG UUDOBY D083 0 0.084
NOX cost(3000) 553§ 4898 LUS2 4 O LOP5: % 990 . § 1,083
Total Emissions Cost ($000) : R BE2 § 07340 % 2688 §-7204B 5 2,794 % 02,898
Esmit Cost per MW #DIV/BL . 8 676 % - 660 § 255 5024708 242 % 0339
Entitykame I [ 2008] 2005201 20;11 2012 LA 2014
HMPL 2 SQa(xions) ¢ T 2P gAY, 2238 . 2228 o 2.114
SO2 Emit Rale $330 U030 033 . © 0 p33c.i0330
SOZ cost($000) $ 3B § 24304 1943 40 $ 1949 0§ 1,797
NOx(ktons) 0207 D208 BB i D404 0863 534
NOx Emit Rate. : 0030 .5 0032 DORY 0063, 0.083 0,083
NOx cos{$000) Cg o mgl § U A96 0% 1,234 $0700BB 5 1,069 4 1019
TotalEmEssiensCast($090) ol ouy 73008 3067 402,700 & 3048 5 2,816,
EmltCOStperMWh CHDIVDE Y 0.5 D62 % 253 § 3474 242 4238
Enttyliame l £ O08F o010 zoul S| 20134 2017
Col o : 0733 .70 0,730 0677 00238 0743
0184 ;00014 D1 ._.='_:o.114_; 0114 -
_________ 504 cost($000) 103 -§00 840§ 588 40006490 § 65D
|roxtktonsy 0846 ;00858 1913 - 2082F 2087
|NOx Emit Rate B3z U0AIL 0 0332 ip3L 0320 0320
NOx cost{$000} JADB % 0206738 4,122 341340 % 3,865 § 3,772
Total Emissions Cost (sono) Uren s 510 300215108 4710 $ 0478318 4615 404370
Emit Cost per MWh #DIV/0L ¢ 200 % CL80C % 427 4 308 s 382 4 382
LEnmynarm-e I |-- zooa| 2009| 2010 FI3E) SR § 2013] 5614
Coleman 2 |502(klong) R 0762 . D713 0755 ... 0.748. 071z ;. 0.74%
502 Emit Rale #DIWDE D414 DA B114 00014 0.514 0014
502 cost(s000) § s 107 %825 BSE (4 U656 8 B23 U§ 67
NOx(ktons) ST DE73 0883 2134 2118, 2005 U 2LY
_|NOx Emit Rate R RT3 ) BRI T} 0322 --@3220 0 D3I 022
NOx ¢osi{3000) $ -t g 26487 % 2,126 S 4,588 ‘% 4,185 . §  3,8:0 $ 4,040
Tetal Emissions Cost ($008) §iUnsi0s 2,503 §002208. 8 5,254 o§ 48450 % 4433 & 4677
Emit Cost per Mk CHDIVIOL © ¢ 235 g D2 0§ AT % 444§ 427 5 0428
EnliyName 1 [~ 250] TG008 - 20100 Z011] . Za15] FTE] MR
Coterman 3 |SOZ{Klons) e 0654 . 0.755 . 0755 ... D46 0764 0,759
502 Emil Rate: ~UHDIV/OL 014 S000AHM - 0114 CUoDiM: 0114 0114
{502 cost{$000) B BN 97 4 2. B7s 656 § 0 56O 4 B6B § .0 645
EOx(ktans) ST gyae oo T08EE 0 2138 001749 2080 2038
NOx Emit Rate S @118 - 0431, 0323 500368, D305 0306
KOx cost($000) $ - s 1,59 % z,aas £ 4608 $ 3472 ¢ 3876 ¢ 3,885
Tolai Operating Cost {3000} §:00-000 s 31,079 s 34,895 $ 35958 $ 33719 & 43,125 4 27426
Op Cost per MWh *mwo& % 2760 4 02849 5 2035 § 3230 3 3324 § 223t
|Total Emissions Cost (3000) $- $ 2093 $ZE72 3 5264 $ 1404 3 4545 $ 4,529
Emit Cost per MWh : #mwoi s LB6 $ L77- % 430 § 3B5.5 367 % 368
EntifyName { | zoca[ 2039] Z010] 2001f 20121 2013 2014
Reld ST |502(kions) - 0004 - £.004 805 0,001 0.000 . - G.000
502 Emit Rate #DIVID' : 4500 - 4.500 6821 0004 popl 0,002
502 cost{$000) §.0m0 8 N S 4 % -1 s 050
NOx(klons) e 0007 - 0033 - 0029 6013 . D030
NOx Emit Rate #DIVfOt 0.150 - 0,152 6151 0.147 0.150
10/7/20083:19 PM Production Cost Modal - 9-8-08 - BREC Update x5 x5
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Emissions Report

Production Cost Model -

9-8-08 - BREC Update.xis

ROX Cost{$0DD} § -8 0 % - g 71 5 BB % 25§ - 56
Tolzl Emissions Cost ($000) . gy s 1 I SRR | B 75 § .59 § 25 % 057

Emit Cost per #1wh CADIVIOE S § 381 $° 003 ¢ 233 § 205 § 190 %195

EntityName 2008] 2009| AT | 201s| RN 2013| 2014
Reid GT S02{ktons) IR L - TN 11 R
502 Emit Rate ] #DEW{}! . R _ T 0001 et

502 cost(3000) B R T ‘% ‘el o s _' SRR - T | I JEE T |

NOx(Ktons) cER T 0004 L0004 0006 0,009 o011 00,007

NOx Emit Rale e SR 3L 0150 UL U0.150 0150 70,150

§NOx cost($00D) §oiieln g : : 130597 8 22§14

Jro S ney LI SRR R N> it Eouiies T

Ernit Cost per MWh 4DIV/OL ¢ 257 C$N0200°8 193 % LG4 § 148§ U148

EntityName 2009 2010 201E] - 2017] 2013] 2017
Green 1 S02(ons) SN 2133 1.829 . 2088 o0 172 2066 .'--1-7?1
{502 EmitRate 185 . : 210,195

. J504 cost(£000) 5505

NOx(ktons) 572,482

HOX Emit Rate 0273,

NOx cost{5000) .4,738

lons Cost ($000) | CsLinenog 3383 00868 8,232 050 7,240 8 7,359 4016244

Emit Cost per Mivh CHDIVIDNT S 163 421t s 432 030938 3B 4378

EnlityName: |_ 2008] 2006] 77 2010] 2011| 2012 2013] - 20|
Green2  I50Z(ktons) 1886 2,028 1738 :000i2004: 1011 0002021
502 Emit Rate 0,395 0,195 G195 7001950 0,495 1100195

0o) 264 % 0V2330 % LEOB 5 L7E0 8 R brs 1)

0950 1708750 2428 0 R2B12E R X<

| Emil Rate 0102 0054 0,273 00274 0274

AOX cost{$600) 2018 §.:2348:§ 52331 $.° 5387 5 (35,418

| votal Emissions Cost ($000) | | $ 2581 5 6,74l % -'7341 S % 8753 1§:17,136

Emit Cost per MWn 138§ 420 §-387-§ 383 .§h-3.43

znagl :2sz| T8i1] 2012) 2013] - 2014

Total §02(kicns) T 20A30 - 2L.740: 20538 .ooo200400 20628 o ZLIAD
502 £Emit Rale 5293 _' 0,302 8296 00000299, 0293 0,295

502 cosi(3000) 2860 42500 § 12,827 ($ U1BA73  § 18,049 o $.17,965

NCx{ktors) 824B niUS120 0 13779 00136720 13832 13642

NOx Emit Rale 0075 007 0199 0494 D497 (00493,

NOx £0st(50003 14,886 s"lz 5575 $ 20603 427,138 ¢ 26,281 '8 26042

gl g 17,746 ;5-'_15 057 C$ A5 % .45 sxz: $ 44330 % 44,012

Emit Cost per Mwh ,,mwor $ 142 $700116 0 381 4 360 5 347 -sr 344

|02 Atiowances (000 Tons) ; 52.487 52487 .'52.487 ;. 5aap7 _--'__'_52.48_7 . 52487 O 52.437.

{502 Aliowanca Price per Ton gl A54l 8 140 U80S g 434 4000043804 438 47425

" {502 Aliowance Value (000} CE(23,828). § (7,348} §. (6,036} § §{23,042) 4 (22,963} §1(22,307)

_ {HOx Aliowances (000 Yons) | CTA798 4798 .0 A798 8 18398 11398 00011308

|#i0x Allowance Price per Ton | §TE37I 8 700 $ 650 4 2,120 '$ L55EC 4 1,009 08 2570

KO Allowance Value {$000) SHDIVIDL S (3,256) $ {3.924) $ (23465) $ (21,573) § (21,108) s (25 415}

Net Emissions Costs sowion < (5EE) 4 '(2,986) § g8 $ o408 208§ 1930

10/7/20083:15 PM
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Production Cast Model -

Emissions Report

9-8-08 - BREC Update.xls

IEnuwName 2015% ~I016] 2017] 2018] 2019] 20200 2ir3 | IR 2L | 2023

b B Wilson 1]502(ktons) 10326 - 10,883 ' 9522 - 10.861 10328 - 10867 10395 010545 10303

SO2EmkRate 05B5 L 0,565 £585 - 0.SB5 . DGB5 DSBS 0585 D585 0585

502 cost(5000) | $ B6DA -5 BS79: S 7,208 4 7,668 § 5790 % 4488 $% 3621 -s 23,305 & 287

NOu(ktons) 1815 001073 D934 - L0740 1016 L7 1017 01083 1014

NOx Emit Rate _..0058 5000058 DO57 - 0.B5B 0058 . 0.058 Q057 0058 0058

KOx cost($000) $ 1,898 '$ 1,876 ¢ 1517 $ 1685 ¢ 1,534 % 1,636 ¢ 1,548 § 1651 &  1,54B

Total Emisslons Cost ($000) % 310,592 § 10,855:% 8725 '$:8,353 % 7324 4 SGAM-§ 5160 § 4957 % 442

Emit Cost per MWh § 328 $:320°8 294 $°CNRY6 % 28 4018108 160 401455 138

[Ertityiiame ] 2018] - 2016} 2017F - 2018] 2019] - 2020] 2021| 2022] 2023

HMPLT  [SO2(ktons) - 1896 - .:_2.012' 2069 .- 2193 2 005

|5D2 Emit rate ¢330 00330 0330 400336, 0330

{502 cost(3006) 1064 400UBIEC§ Y24 §UULUB62 ¢ 559

" JuDx(ktons} 0475 08100 0824 U055 0505

H0x Emi Rate G003 i 0084 0084 :::20,084° 0083

NOX cost(3000) 724 §775° ¢ 798 s pA7Z % 71

Total Emissions Cost (§000) s 2,669 ‘% D L7874 L6060 % § 13m

Emit Cost per Mwh 3 166 143 5 2314 1.19

[Eniityleame 2019| 020 2021] - - 2027] 2023

HMPL 2 S02{klons) 2247 1915 2213

502 Emit Rate L0330 030 0310

502 cost{5000), . 1,261 400700 4 5 6l7

NOx(ktons) 0569 [iiDAB4! 0550

. {NOx Emit Rate 0083 (V0083 0.084

§NOx cost($600) 858 & U736 % $  B55

Total Emisslons Cost ($000) 1 $ 2119 $NREI 8 LG5 -_$ 14667 8 1,473

JEmit Cost per MWh 169 6 143§ L3F 4712308 L9

Entityrlame 2098] 200 2021202 2043

Colemian 1 |SO2(klons). 079 . . 0704. 0737 .- D738 0658

507 £mit Rate G114 “hrgal4t 0114 SUDid] 0144

502 cost(5000) 418 /§ 70028 5 cadis 1S

nOxidtons) 2002 ooagpe: 2071 Soizome 1968

NOx Emit Rate 0320 Sp320 @320 oo 83200 @3

NOX cost{$000) 3,150 $°°3,005°s 3154 403,162 % 3,006

Totat Emissions Cost {$000) | & ZH $ 3,433 C$UUIVBS S J5W 403,29 8 3412 _'__$ 33850 8 3,201

Emit Cost per MWwh g . $ 329 £99334 3 295 § UZBS $  2B5 § 282 ¢ 282

[EntityRizme F015] 2016 FLiTE] Rt | FISEE ISP | TOBLY o 0ea] T053

Coleman 2 |502(Kioas) : 0762 0.662 0765 . 07 0710 .- 0.766 . Q763 ... 0724 0765

02 Emit Rate : 0114 0.114 6114 50840 D114 SOG40 0114 Uliadw: 0114

JS02 cost{3000) S B4l C$UUIB47 4 S1g g R $ 398300731704 267 02908 213

“riDx(xtons} 2 147 LRIV 2148 1002, 1998 02,156 2182 2041 2 146

NOx Emit Rate 0321 D323 6326 03 0321 S 032 6322 3w 0320

WOx cost(5000) $ 4012 73280 % 3451 ‘% 33704 3018 503,280 % 3,078 % °U3,113 5 3277

Total Endissions Cost ($008) % 4,654 '§ 3,827 5 4,060 $. 3808 § 3416 § UIE%6 . § 3,545 . % 0333 % 3,400

Emil Cost per MWh $ 419 §U396:§ 365 403510 % 330 §°--332- 8 319 03158 313

[Entityame 1 2015] - 2016] 2017] 2018} 2819] 2020] 2021F - 2022] 2023

Coleman 3 [SD2(xlons) T 073 .. 0.748 : D717 - 0748 - 0754 0659 - 0.59. 0761

|50z Emit Rate N D114 V01140 0.114 018 U044 0114 CCIDEMT 01

~ |502 cost{3000) f§ 60D 0BT 7 CLUB0B: S 420 $ 0 3i.s 231 000229 % 212

NOx{ktons) 18907 2008 2030 - TE922 2007 22,023 1773 50202 . 2089

Nox Emit rate ‘ 0305 - 0306 0306 5 0,306 G 306 0.306 0307 0,308 6305

NOx cost(3B0G) $ 3564 83504 5 3099 8 "'-3 016 5 3,831 :. L3077 5 2700 5 3093 8 3113

_|rotat Gperating Cost {$000) . $ 26,053 .'§ 27,531' 5 28,342 -$ 27,248 5 28771 s 29,337 . 5 26,304 ‘¢ 30,261 § 30,837

|©p Cost ger Mwh '$ 225 % 02281 % 2309 $.2345° 5§ 2373 $ . 2402 6§ 2463 § 2482 § 2500

Total Emissions Cost ($000) © $ 4,169 $ 41210 % 3872 $ 3522 s 3,450 -4 - 3308 5 2931 %3322 % 334

Emit Cost per MWh ¢ 361 § 340 $ 315 & 303 § 285 § 277 0§ 2F ¢ 27§ L0

{Entityliame [ 251s| 2016} znn'i 2016] 2015] ~2020) P2 L7 7023

Reld ST o8O0 0000 Boel . Te . DOOG - D.060 0000 - D.OGZ . DOOG

T 0go3 '-_-_n.nps - poos - -#wam - 7 'ppd3 - b0B3  00D3 0006 DOO3

502 cost{5000) k] ¢ § 08 OB $nite s B 40008 00§00 8 o

NOx{ktons) 0813 -1 0.023 0023 - 0024 - ;0022 0019 ©:°0.038 0022

NOx Emit Rate 0.153 0.150 0.153  #DIV/O) 0.150 -0.150 0.451 " p.154 0.150
10/7/20G083:19 PH Proguction Cost Mode! - 5-8-08 - BREC Update xls xls  Emissions Report
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Emissions Report

Production Cost Model - 9-8-08B - BREC Update.xis

T Cost(5000; 3 7§ 40 % 57§ e 8 36 % 31§ 7 E 60 % L)

| from mssons Cost (50005 $ 255 a00s 3 s -8 3§38 s E s M

Emit Cost per MWh $ 195 § TL79 8 470 4DIV/D S 3 154 4 155 s 055§ 160 5 155

iﬁnuwb&ame ' I P IR T | zn17| B 2”51a| 1T ISR TP i) | LYY ISR TiF ¥ | iFx]
Rek: - E° i R s D S R R

0y o s ey o 0s00y ST

_ 2007 BOOS “0.008 T ooy 0.007 . ) 0407

* |Nox Emit Rave L, OES L Couso DS Go0asDl 0180 0asD 50, D150

NOx cost{$000) 5 13§13 8 14 41308 (0 %1 8 11§ 11

Vol Erissions Cost (4060) 7§ 1R 43 s  TPIRRT R SRR TR S TR Ty

Esnit Cost per Mwh £ 145 4013508 4238 a7 4L 6 1B $ UL $ 119

ErtiyName I_ | 2018] zmgl Z020] 2021[ 2023] 2003

Green®. . [S02(kons) o 1525 : L

SG2 Emif Rate | 0.195° © Uhass

502 cost($000) s 1,360 806 5 § 570

 |poxtkonsy 27007 785 2754 293

" NOx Exnit Rate o 0273005 ieas )

A0x cost($000) 3 4736 5 4482 87 4,180 4 § 4482

vt emissions ost sbons % 63l % 559 5 563 3 49 (§ 501

Emit Cost par MWh % 327 0% 0033108 288 % 28 S 261

EntityName 810] S020] FLEE pliFE)

Green 2 S02(ktons) 1691 - : 1894

Cfsozemitmate V0198 0185 o

g0z costisony T s 94 FERT

e T2dpR _ | 2662

g2 . T oava

4§ 3576 45743310 % 4,068 3043775 4,065

Total Emissions Cost (§000) . . 6,561 $..6625. 5 5723 % 5504 § 4521 % 5168 5 4735 %, 4936 5 4,504

Emit Cost per MWh € U375 glTaEE S 339 634608 280 U276 s 269 626514 263

I 20150 - 2016 To17] . J0LB] 2019 . - 2020] 2o 0] 2623

[Fotal SCa(kons) | 20836 . 2182 19930 ;. 21.199: 20456 . Z0812 .o 2; 263 20716

502 Emit Rate Um0 Eie3000 02500000300 0286 B i3 0204

502 cost($000) ¢ 17,544 $UA7S57. % 15072 1§D 149670 % 11,476 © s 7 s ‘Ga21 )

NOx{klons) 13880 000136800 134603 . Ua37M4: 0 13515 Ci37a6 1366613859

NOx Ermit Rale O 08 sUI0493 ) 0.158 000494 0185 oy U oaes cvnasa] o197

NOx cost(5008} $ 35041 673,912 8 22,108 § ‘21,5171 § 20,407 - § 20,035 % 20,840 % F1167

“|Fatet Emissions Cost ($000) % 341460 % 37,178 % 36484 5 A8 820746 § 20219 § 2262 ¢ 26992

|EmA Cost per MWh $ : 322 § 200 ‘g RB4C g P84 6002331 s DDF g 2.:2 $  2.1%

""" $02 Allowances (000 Tons) 52487 | ‘52487 .f CUEiaEy o isaasy. U Ssass s2amr T s3dE 52 a7 "B2.487

1507 adowance Price per Ton - $ 204§ 288§ 265 % v 247 4 196 0§ o l4d 6 122 % UUi060 % 98

1502 Aowanca Value ($600) | § (15,452) $:(15,140) § (13,893) § (12,957) $ (10,206} % ' (7.579) § (6423) $ (5542} 5 (5,120)

NDx Allowances (000 Tons) | 9285 :9285° 8832 ... B.G3B.  B494 B89 BOS4 L0 7832, | 7760

NOx Alipwance Pricaper Ton i § 3,071 0§ 2863 °$ 2,764 4 2,665 % 2564 § 2574 5 2518 % C25810 % 2,584

10« Allowance Value ($008) : § (27,468) '$ {25,606) § (23,470) ‘% (22.112) § (0900 3 (0458) 5 (19884) § (19,335) § (19.172)

it Emissions Costs 8 16,335 4 15,13 S 14,478 § 15,644 § 14156 § 15542 $ 15,637 § ‘16,030 § 16,522

10/7/200B3:19 PM

Production Cost Model -

9-8-08 - BREC Updata xis xls

Emissions Report

Page 18



Outage Report
Production Cost Mode! - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xis.xls

Eriityfiame | R | 2009] - 2510] 2011F - 2G17] 2003] 2014
D B Witsan 1 [Max Capacity{MW) R S 437 LAL7 eeAyg Ay Ay
. |Min Capacity{Mw) L 328 335 3R 325 0
_|cererationicwny 3433 | 334r 003317, 3,161
Planned Outage Hours SR IR 7/ RN | I 672
... [Forced Qutage Hours 3500 350 381 350
Jror- % 4.0% 40% - A.0% 40%
Num starts(} e 13 9 -
Start Fuel used(GB) w SRy > S Y AN o BB iiil5g
Smrtcust($0€}0) b 232 o8 3870 3,656 3 2857 5 5,160 4 3,062
;. 101.08%: © 99 80%  6733%  9654%: 57 9/% 98 35%
EntityName 4’ 1 [ ] 2008] o 2010] 2013] 70 2u 20130750014
HMPL 1 Max Capacily(MW) i 155 ;o nnAs2y 152 o 152 IO e .7
: M0 U400 18D 140 0F 140
1,128 L7 1,055 1,154
744 el 1,176 : 504
|Forced Qutage He &13 613 613 613 =
JFor-% 7 0% A% 7O% 7.0%: 001 7.0%
|Hum stars() (16 g .. 15 IR
. |otart Fuel used(GRtu) G 30 28 i NI b i
Start cosi($000) ‘§ 1,580 41539 § 1 53E ‘g UUpa3E & 3457 $ SoL617
W%, BN 9945%)  9635%. | 9520%|  9801%
[EntityRame + 1B ] Z005] - Z010] TS LY | zmsl 2009
HMPL2 [Max Capacity(MW) : ' S - NI L Iy
 [Min Capaciy(Mwy i R
_{Generation(GWE)
. JPleaned Outage Howrs .
Forced Outage Howrs
FOR-%
Aram starts()
Start Fuel used(Gatw) CAa s B . SRR
Stact cost{s000) 1,859 g 2007 $ LEIE 424778 1,882 © $ 1,969
G976%.  99US% 68 17%, 0G5/t 7 60%, 98 6A%
[EntityRame. 2009] - -2010] zou| 207 2003 20;-5
Coleman 1 [Max Capacity{Mw) 40 D, 144 RS TR o lag
Wi Capacity{Mw) 70 ‘ 76 S70: 70
Gengration{GWhy L9 - 1,102 1,202 1,207 |
|Planned Outage Hours o 600 R
[Forced Qutage Hours 6313 - Bl3 815 613 :
|FoR - % % 0% 7.0% 70%:
Hum staris() AT 16 nini1s 15
Start Fuel uset(GBtu) % ) a5 e M
Start cost(3600) 567 H 572 % 0555 ° & 551 g
: 98.71%. 98 29%‘ 97.99%:  9903%. 995&_?;:__ 100 45%
EntityName ] T f 2009] 2015] 2011] - S8 20x3| 2014
jeoteman 2. JMax Capacity(Mw) 138 501380 138 s 138 138
Hin Capacity(Mw) L0 ey T T s g T
L1t :cone 08t o L1e1 o L,09% . 1,038
: ed Qutage Hours AR s -1t |1 DO RS BOD
. |Ferced cutage Hours 613 i UBI3S _613 SBAE 613
|FoR- % 0% 0 70% i 70% 7%
rum starts() 16 s s LR |
Start Fuel used(GBLu) LR 5 LI 25 R R
Start cost(300D) 545 & o501 & B4R 4 U861 s 567 4 LUUBRD
L_ [ .9682% " B9BI% 67 60% 66 99% 99 /0%, §7 10
EntityName + 2605/ - 2010] 2011 - 2012) 2013] --zox«il
Coleman 3 [Max Capacity(MW) 154 50154 154 1SR 154 7000184
_|Min Copacity(rawy RS L NURETESS b § [ ISt ¥\ S [ RSReRE
Generation(GWh) 1,26 U228 4295 UUUR080 1,237 400001,229
Plarined Cutage Hours &0 e UUVREMEC e vk
Forced Outage Hours J7BL bl El hiTaes T v T
fror- e 80% 0 B0% . 80% - BO% 80% 00 0.0%
. |num stars(y LIRSS £ 1 9 g 19 0000006
|5tart Fuel used(GBta} ‘ 25 oA 7 A 0 iz
Start cosi($000) g 551 % 568§ 619 4 732 g 467 % 524
P S 9759% BBESY%:  SBJO% - 891X - 99pB% 09 44%
10/7/20083:15 PM Production Cost Model - 9-8-08 - 8REC Update.xis s Cutage Report



Outage Report

Production Cost Model - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xis.xls

[EntityRame | ] 2009] - 2010] 201:] 2089t FITE] IR TS
Reid ST [Max Capacity(Mw) ; PRI 80 Bl 50 L850 50 - 50
Min Capacily(MW) A0 AR 4D 140 10 140
Generation(GWh) 7 0 . A 13 29
JPlanned Quiage Hours - o804 e phdnand - L
d Oulage Hours .87 L. 876 BFS 878 B76 N 1)
) o 16 100%.  100% . 10.0% A0 U 10.0%
Hum starts( e 33 3L 39 - w3
Start Fuel used! GBtu) ‘. 3¢ 29 36 entiosl il
Start cost($000) o4 1,602 §$ 015480 & LBA7 ‘4 1B § oo 101
EnbityName I 2005] " —2010] FIEE] IR | Z013] o014
Reid GT Max Capacity(Mw) : R 65 B R - 65 :
Min Capacity(Mw) S : - ' :
Generalion(GWh) 7 15 L
Planned Qutage Hours '
Forced Outage Hours - L
FOR-% :
Num starts() A5 21
|5tart Fuel useciGBu) DI :
Start cost($000) 5 - -
[Entityriame | Z008] - 2010] 2000 20
Green 1 Max Capachy(MW) ; 231 a3l 231
Min Capaciy(MW) 180 TiIUa80. 180
Generallon(GWh) . (L9560 1,800 1,930 .
Planned Qutage Hours v ETIERR ST
JForced Dutage Hours 289 nivi2BE 289
Jror-w 33% - 3% _33%:
frumsans 7 B [ T E O B
Start Fuel used(GBIu) R Y A ssorerie| NI - Bttt SN S BT
Start cost($000) 5 918 ~$--3104 . % 979 (§01,719 % L3165 0§ 2466
: 95 56% 9994%  9B65%:  10001%;  9Bd48%| 9B 68%
Entayname | RN | 2000] - 2010] 2011 et 20132034
Green 2 Max Capacity(MW) : i : g dd3 A3
Min Capaciy(MW) g o Amo
Generation(GWh) 0. i7e3
Panned Qutage Hours 5t
Forced Qutage Hours 290
FOR- % 3
Num starts(} . Rty I : 137 .
Start Fuet used({GBlu) S - Bt - T R 124 ) i
Start cost{$00C} R 2,131‘1 300110708 1034 5012710 1,905 4 001,089
T 10002%, | 9912%;  SB6l% 9760  9925% 98 74%
| SRR | T000] . 2010] FT Y ISR | FIIFE] I ST
Total Max Capacity(MW) R 1,738 00,737, 1737 oo L7ar:  L737 oo0o1,737
_ |Min Capacity(Mw) 1,255 i85 ) 1,255 ounLassl 1288 o
Generation{GWh) 12,531 (0712,980 12,468 013679 12,762
Planned Cutage Hours 3,384 UoRM4Bl 3624 030240 2,280
Forced Qutage Hours 5046 . IB046 5046 O :B080°0 5046
FOR-% b.A% A% 64% 1 B4% 6%
Num starls() . 295 299 C0UUN3060 0 BER
JStart Fuel used{GBtu) 79 2 2Bl oiniaeR 246 0000253
Start cost($00D) cg 12,359 8 P2B15 4 E2645 § 1175474 11,304 4 11,082
10/7/20083:19 PM Production Cost Model - 9-8-08 - BREC tpdate xls s
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Outage Report
Praduction Cost Model - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xls.xls

EntityName | 2015] 2016] 2017 - 2018] 2818] - 2020] 2021] 2028 2023
D B Wilson 2 [Max Capacity(MW) : 417 oo 4L7 o 417 e 417 437 ALy a7 AN Aty
Min Capacity(MW) E 325 U325 325 i0Ns280 325 RS 325 _' 325 325
Generation(GWh) 3B 003,380 2,865 0033840 3216 C0UI3,385 . 3,223 3,400 3,211
Pianned Outage Hours 672 68 1,224 000168 672 SUUINI6R 672 ;168 672
_§Forced Outage Hours S 1- B |-+ R {1 IOERTUS: -1 RN - | RS ELI: 1} S - ' ‘350 0 350
qror-% A0% 1 A0% 40% . % I N 4:_0% N O% 4 0%
Jlum starts() . § il a8 0 10 : 9
Start Fuel used({GBtu) ) C B0 RIUORG L 97 U4 LI~ I 50 55
Startcosl($0f10) $ 2505 42996 s 4740 4T 2pyFc e 3547 & 353208 3,375 e 3619 s 3,803
5973%; 9865%  OBO8%;  OB46%  9967%.  §851%  9990% 99 18%  9950%
'mName 2015] -~ 2016] 20178 o 2018] 20;9] - 020 7021 . 2022 2023
RMPLY }?‘?ﬁ!.._CﬁD?}E!W._(N_W).. T T T e~ 1 152 ol L I 152 :oo0ed82: 182
Mi W B M0 U0 B L et T R & || B PR o[ 14
L34 1204 LOBL UIUAR7L 1,158 27 :

B2 i 1,176 D enR S 72
813 613 613 1MLeIs B3¢ 613
] B TO% I TA0%  70% 7.0% 70% 7 0%
o Jhum starts(y. PRt - DN L4 21 14! A8 i1
C|stert Fuet used(GBtey T em il T T N | 26
Start cost{$000) $_ L1651 "§ 1600 8 LESE 416050 ¢ 2461 4 17120 % 1920 o4 1807 5 1867
9767%, . 9801% 00 76% 98 70%  10002%;  9507% _ 8857%  SO08%  G8 64%
EntiyName I_ [ 2015] . 2016] 3007 2018] L] RS TVT | 2021] - 2022] 2604
HMPL2 Max Copoity(NW} 0158 TootiodSB. 158 cveien 1SR 158 i nin 158 A58 158
Min Capacity(MW) S 400 140 14l 140 o7 L
Generation{GWh) : 1,167, 1,256 (it 1,255 i 1,237

Planned Outage Hours BT : 176 s -
Ferced Oulage Hours i) g 701 701
FOR - % : B 0%: 8.0%
N staris() : A7 17
Start Fuel used{GBt) : 25 L RO PR e s L2 3 e DO
Start cost(5000) S 5449 20430 % 2,026 402,047 § 2,172 g (2276 423080 8 213
0543%;  99499%]  9872%  9982% 9B 54%: ga 37%.  98A7%.  99BB% 97 D3%
EntityName | 2015] - - - 20161 2017] -~ 20:5} 2018 2026] 00] T 2022] 2023
Coleman 1 |Mex Capachy(mw) ¢ 149 cooec 1490 149 o498 M8 i 1495 149 14 149
Min Capaciiy(W) iy B R ik 70 T 70 T 70
ipn(GWh) P00 1,042 01,2040 ;212 114-1 1,168 001,195 1,136
TCRSE 1275 _. Lo . i ‘ .. : . =04
613 i 613 y 613 U613 613
PO P08 70% . _' 7.0%; 7 0%
. 0 20 - 15 o 15 s B
Start Fuel used(GBlY) 23 noiin 30 B = I ; 23 i 235
Start cost{$000) 4 553 o H67 ¢ 767 $ UBO5 S 6E4 4 EE9 S 553 § o BA3 % 734
$992%:  98.87%  100.28%  9915%  89EI% 10051%  5873% - SBBI%.  9974%
[EntityName I_ | 2015] - -2016) L] I 2013| 2019] 2020 2025) 2022 2023
Coleman 2 |Max Capacity(MW) se138y 0 138 38 e h38 138 000000138 o138
IR0 78 S0 70 70 B B 70
A6 1,118 1113_ . L,036 R v 1056 1,115

_____ CRLA06 . Jeilio 60D S LEULLEDA T -
TGS 613 UUUBIA: 613 613 U613 B3
Chrbs 70w 70w 7 0% 70% .0 70% 7 0%
o 15 13 2ot 15 18 R 11
Start Foel used(GBtwy 24 lEmmt 20 24 L3 : 24 s 18
Start cost(3000) 3 SB6 -$ VM8 496 % 629 ¢ 655 8 g4 g 683 8702 8 524
U8 709 100.44% G99 16%, _ 0903%,  9943W,  G94l% OB O 100 16% . 69 17%
ErtityName ~ | 7015] . 2016] zmﬂ L | F01] o 2020] 2021] - - 2022] 3023
Coleman 3 [Max Capaciy(Mw) B s - D T T 7 N 1 o 1 I V- DR TEN 1- W V-7
Min Capacity(MW) ‘ 110 -00e ] I 1 130 0110 118 Ud10 . 10
|Generstion(Gwh) 1,55 L L 1237 182 L2 o220 14068 74,229 1,233

_IPlanned Qutage Hours GO0 e - D504 Lo e LA76 ol -
_ {Forced Outage Hours o705 703 Y L) DR R 1| S 701 0003 F01 oo 70l 701
FOR - % ) BO% 0% BO% U BA% BO% . B.0% 80% - BO% 80%
Hum starts() I - IRERCR R |- [T INESIErS v RS F AERSIRORELS v IS IEEIER S {1 o
Start Feel used(GBW) 22 ooieazd 2200 20 32 e 24
Start cosl$000) -5 536 § 558§ 562 & 628 % B43 $ 659 s 892 4 638§ 714

T IG051% G G3%h. . 9809% U9 B6W 97669  9BA45Us 100 75% 99029 . 99 38%|

10/7720083:19 PM Production Cost Model - §-8-08 - BREC Update xls xis  Outage Report



Outage Report

Production Cost Model - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xIs.xls

EntityName | 2015] - - 2016Y 2017] - 20k8f 20193 20201 2021] 20224 2023
Reld 5T jMax Capaciby(MW) 50 B0 56 .80 S0 B0 50 o0 50
Hin Capacity(MW) LA 40 A0 40 40 40 0040 40
Generalion{GWh) EETEAR <) R BRI 19 37 2z
{Pianned Outage Hours SR DLt TR LnLoTmEe
Forced Outage Hours 5 878 . B7e fiiiiEre. 876 o878 78 UUUB6. 876
JFOR-%h SIBG% 100% . 18.0% 0% 100%  100% 0 10.0% 10 0%
. 2o e B e 2 e 2 il 2
Start cost($000) 2 103 4 1020 % 215 4 inkiig 153§ 130§ 115 ' 5750 % 121
EnlityName H 2015] - 2016] 2017] - 2018] 20107030 EIEE] IR 2023
[Reld GT | Max Capacity(1w) T 6 R R o =
Min Capacity(MW) Bttt - O S : I .
Generation{Gwhy e 9. 8 9
Planned Qulage Hours .
Forced Outage Hours ok - - -
FOR - % AR - - -
Nemstarts() 173 199 228 . 155
Stert Fuel used(GBty) - S, :
Start cost($000) $ § ol g s - S
[Entitydame I_ | LS TG | 2017) 5 R0 86 20319f T 2020] 2021F 2022 2023
Green 1 Max Capacity(MW) 231 o 23l 231 : 231 723 231 231
Min Capacity(MW) 168G 001800 180 180 .. 180 ¢ 180
o 1,957 C17E20 1,540 1,955 ! 1,947 | 1,938
Planned Outage Howrs 504 - - : et .
Faorced Qutage Hours 2B% . 280 289 . 289 2 ..289 . : . 289
FOR » % C33% .003.3% 33 33% 50 33% 330%: 3.3% 33%
Num starts(} ; TR L 13 - 13 13 - 217 13
Start Fue! used(GBlu) B < ORI~ S i O et . I~ 4. ... 23
Start cost($000) $ LIS5 '§ 3034 5 1364 4 0BSTI§ 1274 §: 032510 ¢ 1468 4734035 1,636 |
G A00.00%,  9684% B0 i2%:  S76%% | G99i%: 88 9R%  9950%.  97.00%;  8503%
EntityName 1 2015] " 2616] 205 7f - 2018 2019] = A0 2021] CTI02 2023
Green 2 Max Capacity{Mw) 223 223 223 5223 223 223 o233 223
Min Capacity]MW) £80 i1B0. 180 U180 180 i 180 0180 180
Generalion(GWh} 4,748 . 1,867 1,742 1,770 1,568 1,759 °1,860 - 1,748
Flannet Owtege Hours 504 R e 504 0336 L,i76 i 504 SR 504
Forced Outage Hours 289 UL002900 B9 U 2R9 789 - 289 289 289
FOR-% 33% 33% . 33%: 3.3% 33% 33%: 13% 33%
Num starts!) ) 15 LIRS 15 T 21 14 AR 15
ctart Fuel used{GBtu) e 1N A2 ETIB8L 81 T 37 IR 42
Start cost{$000) 5 242 ¢ 10768 2,204 o5 208808 3460 .- 135108 2366 41476 % 2,674
L. B8At%  SBBA%.  S804% 975%% B3 54%: 99 i4%  989%%:  984A7%: 98 39%%
2 | 2055] - 2016] K] B Z016] Z019] - - 2020] 2021] . 2022] 2023
Total ~ #Max Capacity(MW) 1,737 - 1,937 1,737 0,787 1,737 0o A7 L737 1,737
{Min Capacity(MwW) 1,355 : 1,255 00,285 1,255 :0hii1ams 1,255 1,255
. {Generation(GWH) .. 12826 12,466 00 33,8300 12541 012,791 12,771
_ jFianned Outage Hours C3ETE 208 5624 3040 2,352
Farced Outage Hours 5096 0050880 5046 1 5,060 5,04
FOR-% BAY% UIUEAY% §4% 000 BAY) 6.4%
Num sters() 309 233 330 0000310 S/
Start Fuel used(GBu) L BN 278 245 283 285 253 U285 248
Start tost($000) $ 11080 $ 11,8340 % 14050 $ 12467 0§ 14,942 % 13983 % 13,649 § (15203 § 14,507
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Resource Report-Full
Preduction Cost Model - 9-B-08 - BREC Update.xIs.xls

ErityName I [ 3t08] Z009] - -20i0] T011] “F012] F013] - 2014 2615
D B Wilson 3 f+ax Capacity{MW) : Cnni 19 a57 ARy 417 iy 417 . 417 417
Min Capacity{MW) 1 L et v S . PR5. 3% 325 325
Genaration({GWh) CrnhinT T 3,019 V34330 3141 337 3181 0o a3en 3,218
_JAnnual Cap. Fac. CUUO00%  B264% 0 -93.98%  B5O7% -1i9057%  B654% . 92.53% 80.09%
Fuel used{GBIL) R 33,953 1038601 35,542 10037044 35,679 . 37,008 35,301
Coal : 1,476,213 1,678,323 1 1,545,319 1510,505 1,507,769 1,632,949 - 1,534,805
11247 Joi1n245 0 11317 AL166 10970 010975 10.870
S§LNIRTLS GG ($ 65,6220 & 62199 50758 % 89124 '§ G676 § 64,070
_Fuei Cost per MMBTY CU#DIVOLG S 1770 4 7000 § 1750 642450, % 2570 §.U1BOD.S  1BI5
” fvou cost(soony $UIYNTE 7382 4 BA4S4T s 10678 6 13,2645 10685 $.M1,729 5 114BB
VOM per Mwh #DIV/OI " 3 2435 '$'2463:§ 3400 (5 3.395:% 3380 . 034705 3570
Num starts() el 10,47 11 oo 1083 .. a6.08° 918 -'m 03 9.20
Stant Fuel used(GBl) o BB TR BT ISR 54 50
_{Start cost{$000) 3,542 0§ 0U3870°§ 3,656 % 2867 % $ . 2,905
. 1502(ktons) : 10397 o 10.836. 10144 10.326
502 Emit Rate 0.59 0580 0.59
502 cost(3000) . % AR s 1,390 $001,299 ¢ D025 B8 8,876 $.. 864
ns) S L L R : 1,015
_ SU00E 0.66
NOx rost(5000) 2,123 0§ $ 1,858
Total Operating {Zost{$000) $ N 104 sasf'_s 102,569
Op Cost per Mwh #i‘)i\h‘m : 316205 3257 4
[rotal Emissions Cost (<000} | ke C11,637° 8 16,773 %
Emit Cost per Hwh #D!Wﬂi : '.'._3.55' s 341
#91}9’/'.3!....... 24844 - 285,86 434
F.‘ntity!dame I‘ I 2009] 2010] Z0L1] - 2012 2013] 2014} 7615}
HMPL 1 Max Capacity(FW) 153 2182 152 & : T
_____ Min Capacity(tw) 140 1140 140 140
..... Generation(GWn) 1,128 00,207 /053 1,134 1,536
Anaual Cap. Fac BA30% 9L I8 79 13% 86.55% 6 85.22%
..|Fuel used(GB) L 12,204 UABIET. HLAAT A2t (—Tl )
|CoaifTons) 50,881 7267 g0 5a300% 571,894 534,695
Heat Rate 10.822 0010230 10828 10,824 S S 10824
{Fuel cost($000) 23,187 ¢ 133180 0§ E9,114 %003 34,725 % 23,186
. Fuel Cost per MMBTu 1800 § o500 2550 $ 2780 S5 1BM
_{VOM cost($00) 54312 $0U3em s 44T 5,170 . § 6,669
VOHM per MWh ©§ 3026 $°3269:% 424D . 4,480 1§ 5@
Num stants() C16a3 3513 13.80 Z 1508
Start Fuel used(GBty) L Ieittecs: RO B 26 C -
1599 8 1,578 1,457 $ 165t
2018 - 1,884 2,061 .
502 Emit Rate 033 035 7 0.33 7D N 33
502 cost(300C) 282 § % 1635 0%. $ 1,804 % 1845 5 1,708
NOxfkions) 0398 o488 .52 C0,552
HOx Emit Rate 003 LU B3 . 069 T
10 cost(£000) 580 § o484 § 1052 gL
Totat Operating Cost (3000) -1 § 28,198 0§ C3BEB7. § 35,112
Op Cost per #Wh i HDIVOLL: ¢ 2501 % 3LBG. § 0 3328
Total Emlssions Cost ($000) . LTS B82 U$ 707340 § 2,688
Emit Cost per MWh FDIV/OL 8 076 % U060 § 255
EntityName I 2009] - - - 2010] 2611 2012] FITE) IR 17 G 2015]
HMPL2 " Fhiax Capacity(MW) 158 Co1SK. 58 o158 IS8 cnoc o188 158
Hin Capacity(MW) C140 TRS1400 0 140 LCUU A 40 14D 140
_ |Genertion{GWi) 1,27t 001,184 1,052 V0,088 §,248 “LiB2° 5,268
_lannual Cap. Fac _91B0% - 85.43%  9032% U 7B.79%  89.B7% . BS528% 91 46%
[Fuet used(Gistw) 13,767 012,827 13,864 111,868 13,501 012,808 13,741
Coal(Tons) Sea,547 557,704 . 589,741 LUG15988°  SRG081 UUS56,934 . 597,448
Heat Rate : 16835 10,835 10857 5710840, 10.B4C 010,838 10,841
Jfuelcost(soy $500000 s 26,157 4 232,325 % 34580 5 231,440 § 37,532 0§ 229290 % 2478
Fuel Cost per MMBTy C#DIV/D T 5 1900 % '2520 5 2550 42650 5 2780 401790 % 1604
VO rasi(s000) GRColos 380§ 3952, % 5307 % 47740 % 5580 5 5437 % Vdab
VOM per MWh CCUDIV/DY LS 2982 % 033397 % 4240 4. 4360 4480 $ 4600 5 5870
|num stantsty Shnrmtol s AR28 U 18,58 1658 2274 1705 47050 1275
Start Fuel used(GBtu) 35 3T 33 044 K L I
Start cost{$000) 1,859 10200705  1E26 -% 24274  L,B82 § 01969 § 1449
i|s02(ktons) GENe 2272 0002487 2238 000855 0 2228 21140 2268
S02 Emit Rate CEDIVIDN 33 0 0as 0.33 0033 033 0083 e
502 cost{5000) Whhe 3IB§ U243 § 0 1043 $.001,7200 s 1949 % 17975 1,905
NOx(ktons) 0207 .- 0,206  ©568 . 0.494° 0563 0534 B572
NOx Emit Rate PERTREE N .03 . ROE 008 .- ;008 808 008 0.08
NOx cost{5000) § g 561 § a%6 $ 1,209 § 930' $ 1059 § 1019 $ 1,069
Total Qpereting Cost {5000) | SEel g ALBIT O § 38284 $ ALT22 S .39650 $ 44,993 % 30,334 5 33,679
Op Cost par MWh #aswm % 2804 % 323¢. s 3333 .% 03530, ¢ 3613 § 2567 § 2657
Total Emisslons Cost ($000) . g % 99 § 739 ¢ 3167 § 2700 3 3018 § 02818 $ 2,978
Emit Cost per MWh #DiWD' $ 072 % 062 § 251 § 247 & 24z % 238 § 235
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Entiyhams ] | 2008 Z2009] 2010] a0 2057 2013] 2n1-1; 7615
Coleman 1 [Max Capacity{MW) : R L N - IS T 145 . 149 - 149 149 149
Mins Capacity(MW) RV DR/ IESE Y | o I Y | 70 ko]
Generation{Gwh) R N B - EPER ;) 102 0 R202 1,267 1 14 1213
_____ Anmyal Cap. Fac ©UUD00%  BLEQ% ) 0141%  BAAZO ©9LE3% G2 50% . B7.67%  9292%
Fuel used(G8tu) S 12,853 - 12,800 0 11884 -U12,867 13,028 Sor12,348 13,090
Coai(Tons) Snuiitiel BEBB21 556,517 . 514,604 00 563,766 BG6AB3 i B3GE7R. 569,113
|Heat Rate CHDWOL 10727 107280 10785 00107890 10791 CMT9L: 0 10792
Fuel cost{$C00) CEUTLUE s 30,847 % 3L744 0§ 30304 % 360475 37913 0$.-23,388 5 25,001
JFuel Cost per #MBTU CHDIV/ON 5 2400 6 24800 % 2550 0§ 2780 2910 % U LBD4.$ 1910
VOM cost($00) $0NTs 1,390 o 143208 L3774 LS3B % 1594 5 15450 % 1686
VOM per MWh #DIVAE U5 1380 %200 § 13250 %1280 5 1320 $.01350: % 1390
rum starts() R ' B 16 1S 1§ g 15

" [Start Fuel used(GBIy) Dbt B ) B AR I BRI e . R 3
Start cost($000) It s g 567 °$ §72 4 0. 555:.§  BGi g N72: ¢ 553
“{502(ktons) 0.677 20707390 0793 00704 0746
503 Emit Rate : 011 DAL 0.1 AL 0,11

: § 5S8R g il 58 5 628

L . 1913 . L9786 2,099

NDxEmitRate ’ : 0322 . ~:0,320 0320
HOX cost(5000) : (s 4,122 SU3,072 05 3,913
" [Fetal operating Cost{suon)_‘ X BHpTE 3 573 § 32253 “25,564 75 27,240
~{Op Cast per MWh CEDIV/DL S 2738 0§ 028290 % 297 1222905 2246
Total Emissians Cost ($000) §IIOU e T DEID 6 2,150 8 4,710 437008 4541
Emit Cast per MWh CEDIVIOLS S 200 $0i1B0i s 4.7 k 1R N
EntityName I SRR 2611] 2012] 2003 201] 2615
Coleman 2 | Max Capacty(MW) : o : 13 o lae S 138 138
Min Capacity{Mw) Y IR 7

| Generation(Gwh} 5401 Li11
Annual Cap, Fac 91.04%. 7 91 A%
{Fuei used(GBtu) L 1dy o137 .. 13,363
Coal(¥ons) 581,216 543,816 575,501 i g BB1,001
Meat Rate 12033 V120320 52008 ST 1203t
Fuel cost{($0C0) 324085 ($31,019° % 33,753 $ 364 $: 25,523

. Fusl Cost per MMBTU 2460 §::0248D° % 2550 -2 ) % 1910
VOM cost{3060) . L2B9 c§U,247 % 1,376 50 §o 1,597

L YOM per MWh (1160 5 L § 20 g 1420
Nl sterts() I : 15 .18
Start Fuel useiGBtUY 25 BT BTN RRans L]
Start cost($000) 545 4. B 548 5L $ ]
{so2(ktons) 082 0755 i o762
S02 Emit Rale 01l ¢ 0.11 - BEE 0,14
502 costysoon) 07 % % eSS 8 ; [
ROx{ktons} COE73 08830 2134 ) AT 2147
NDx Emit Rate 0131 S000el 0322 : SRSt N > SR 1
NOx eost(5000) 2,487 4 U226 ¢ 4,598 .'s V4,189 8 3810 § 404008 4012

" |votat Operating cost(suu_o)g N CEUTNTS 33910 04 032,768 § 35,677 $03B4S0: $ 38,323 4269650 5 27.666
Cp Cost per HWh i CHDIV/G) T $ 30,53 %003L520$ 3242 $00A527: 5 3691 o% 4700 %5 1493
{Totat Emissions Cost {$009) - C$Uliy BB8T $ 220808 5254 6. U4B45 § 4433 § 467708 4654
Emit Cost per Hiwh ; SHDVMB LS 233 % ma2 s a4 EIL R R YY) $ 438l s 419
[EnttyName I 200H] 2009] 2010 Z011] 2012] PIFE] IR T | Z055|
tColeman 3 [Max Capacity(MW) oo ¥sa. 154 154 77154 154 - i5d 154
Min Capacity(MW) R S N § 110 EEPEL DU FTi IS EAIEES § 1 B 110
Generaticn{GWh) TSR n126 0 4,285 UlLesh 1,237 0,209 1158
 JAnnwal Cap. Fac. CUUo00e | B34d% iB0J9%  0B0% L 77.65% | 9170% - 8L12%  B555%
Fuel used(GBtu) R 176 13,249 13,258 10,3710 13,398 013,308 12,501
Coai(Tons} ey S2m,400 516,047 576,428 0494,391 582,521 578,596 543,527
Heat Rate CEDIVA 1017 0UC10.8170 10823 - UMRB26 . 10830 - 010.826 10,627
Fuel cost{$000) $o00et s 29,235 04032858 % 33800 $.3L681§ 30963 § 25205 5 23877
Fuel Cost per MMBTY. CHDIVIOL S 2400 0% 248D % 2550 0§ 2780. % 2910 $ °L8M 5 1910

. JvOM cost(s0a0) CREECTS L3064 014§ 153§ 0R3T6C§ LBI0 (0§ 168605 1640
_JvOM per MWh CRDIVDE S 1160 0§ TL200°8 1250 %310 § 1350 .5 03800 % 1490

. Jsum stants() R T B |- 15 24 24 15
|start Fuel used(GBIY) [P b L L AERATER. 7 200 i
Start cost{$000) §$00is 551 & I5BBT S BI9 . §. V320§ 467§ $ 5%
S02(ktons) | el 0,691 0,755 D755 -1 0648 0.764 o713
502 Emit ftate CEDRE G BaE el .11 LSS IRERE R+ t.11

|50z cost(soae) S RPTEE 8 % B7:%  6h6 % -.559 5  CGBB § .45 % 600
_[HOox{kions) e 0726 . 0.866 2138 . TLT48 2040 002035 1907
|NOx Emit Rate o U 91 BN B K 0323 . 0308 D305 0306 6.308
NOx cast{s000) $ LUs 1085 § “2,085. % 4808 & 3472 5 3876 & 13,885 § 3564
‘Totat Operating Cost (5000) L% Ueitis 31079 % 34895 % 35958 3 I3NG 0§ dL1iE § 27426 % 26053

~ op Cost per Mwh #DIV/OI S § 2761 % 2849 % 2935 § . 3210 5 3324 § 02231 § 2156
Totat Emissions Cost ($GD€)) $L s 2093 0§ ZETZ § 0 5,264 § U404 5 4514 $ 459 5 4,169
Emit Cost per MWh #OIV/OL S 186 § 477 s 430 % 385 s 367 § 368 $ 361
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Production Cost Model -
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F.?ﬁi'tyName I | L znns; Z010] 2011) PV, 2013] 2014{ 2015)
Reid ST~ Max Capacity(Hiw) : wenloS0E B 250 L. T T 0
_{Min Capacity{MW) PIE: | . A0 o 40 LAD 1
Generation{GWh) PR IRIEE ¥ P IRRNE < B 13
Annual Cap. Fac SR 000% 152% U RFT% 736%.0 - 651% 300% ¢ 06 290%
’ S ) L1865 437 0 3E 178 o 172
) ,,wam G 13564 13571 13845 ©-0 13556 . 13572 13,547 13 510
Foel costi$000) ] $ % 792 0§ onSel: s 3776 0835185 1683 §°.3300.%5 1473
Fuel Cost per MMBTe #Dw,rm ©$ B705 '$.°0420: 5 BBI6 F 9081 § 9451 '§ 6344:4 856
VOM cost{5000) $ c% M AR WINEE BATEE TS L 3 .
_[vOM per Mwh #thnl i R R IS S =k I BRI .
lium starts() e SNSRI ) S R #3 S-E o : 3
Start Fuel used{GBtu) R . 36 5 : 2
[start cost(3000) $.0 $ 1807 %0188 t§ 103
562{ktons) i 0.005 4,001 ; c.a0g
|s62 Emit Rate s 002 0.00 IS S o0
SO2 cost{5000) § LIS I St S E ; s [
NDx{xtons) e : 0.033 0.029 R To.pi3
NOx Emit Rate 5 815 05 i .. 8is
NDx cast{3080) R $ 78§ oER & 35 s iimg & 25
Toto: Gperating Cost (5900) 0§ 2384 703,009 % 5663 537060 5 1683 f ©% . 1576
Op Cost per MW ; DN/D! s 36030 $ 25547 ¢ 17564 §0 120,66 . 12827 (5. ‘5 12395
_ ToisiEmlsslansCost(snﬂl}} $' g 20 %00 s 75 0% .00:59.8 35 gUNNEPLS 25
Emit Cost per [iwh #mwm S 30F 40030 s 233§ 00205 8 180§ 195§ LSS
Entilylame [ "2ca8] 2000] 2011] 2014 2012 2013] - 2014 2015
Reld GT Max Capacity(w) BB B8 s : . 65
_[Min Capacity(MW} e O -
Gencration(GWh) ¢ B LI, IR . 9
|Annuat Cap. Fac C0.00% oT% 155%
Fuel used(GBtu) SRR 4B . 104
Coa{Tons) b .
Heat Rate #QWIGI“..... 2046 s 11831
 JFue! cost(5000) ¥ s A18 U $ 802
Fual Cost per MMBTY #D!WD!_- 5 B33
JYOM cost($0008} s § -
VOM per MWh #DIVIB! s -
_ Pum starts() o 159 .
Start Fuel ysed(GBty) -
7 |start cost($000) )
_{502(ktons) mmiend
502 Emit Rate - ADIVIOL -
502 cost($000) $
. NDx(ktons) . ) :
NOx Emit Rale . 015
NOX cost{3000) -5 13 .
Total Gperating Cost ($OGG} Y RRAEROR- 418 '§ U49B. 5 B9B 4R,
_|Op Cost per MWh CUHDIVAOL 15 16520 % 105 15 5 10327 (510043 %
rotal Emissiunanst(sﬂuﬂ) R - | I I - N & IS v
Emmit Cost par HWh CROIVAL - 8 257§ C 2&9 s 193 % 154 3%
EntityName I J - zo08 T008] - 20:0] 2011202k 2013 Z0ta] 2015
Green £ [Max Capacty(MwW) : S 230 FXTREEERRTEY 1) 231 23k : 231 231
Min Capacity(HW) 183 1BG U UBO 1BQ %1180 180 180
Generation(GWh) SRR 1,986 .00 ,800 ¢ 1,950 ULBAD . 1927 iin652 1,357
Annual Cap, Fac C000% 96 B6% .. BE.O7%  96.36% .. 90.69% SUUHLEA% 96 70%
[Fuel usediGaty) SONTUURLERA e84 2436 020,229 21,186 718,158 21,520
Coal(Tons) LRNLNN 093,713 089,178 0 1,071.290 - 1,011,426 | L059,27% .-907,961: 1,075,577
|Heat Rate #DIVOL 1 183 010988, (36988 0109820 10984 10892 10597
Euel cost(5000) §oUro0 8 36748 U5 ADISE 5 46,522 $.43,401; % 52964 $ 32632 3 36993
_[Fuel Cost per MMBTU #mwul ‘% 1680 5002040 %  JE9D 0% 2150:.% 2500 501797 % 1812
YOM cost(5000) s g 7,559 % & BE72 578594 ¢ 9350 % 8344 % 13071
______ VOM per MWh #ijm 1§ 3865 % $ 4530 $ 4670 % q800 $.-4930 § 668D
Num starts() 7o I AR 130018 13
Start Fuel uged(GBtu) 7 S SRR § S & SRERUASY. : 20
Start cost{$000) $ Ny § 978§ L7195 1,316 § 12466 § 1155
302(ktans) et 2133 2.08% o0 LATR 2086 1 2,098
502 Emit Rate LEDVOr-T 0 020 0020 020 R 020
502 ost($000) S g g % LBI3 % L7328 LBO7 b 01505 % 1,767
NOx(ktons) - 1.013 20979 027750 2519 02482 2955
NOx £mit Rate 0.03 I 0,27 D28 AT 6.27
NOx cost($000) $ . vig 2885 S 619 3 BE08 $ 558§ 4738 ¢ 5512
TntaleeraﬂngCosl(WDD} $ LU 45,227 $ 56,774 % 53,805 $ £3,530 % 43 242 _s_ 53,220
Op Cost per MWh #aswmh $ 1.1 $ 2902 0§ 2924 % 3297 4.0 2638, 5 2720
Total Emissions Cost ($GDG) $ B 3,183 $ B23% § 7B 5 T35 %6244 5 7289
£mit Cost per MWh #mwm s 163 $ 422 § C393 & 382 § 0 3I¥8 § 1AM
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Entityliame I [ 2008] 2008] - 2010] 7051] - 2014] 2013 - - 2014] 3015
Green 2 Max Capacity(iwy | T 2a3 223 ... a3, T8 A 283 o a8 i
_|ptin Capacity{nw) Lo oowreaen 180 w0 R 1RO 10 0 Uren: o ggb Uoase 18D
|GenerationtGWh) SATEL Ty Dvgret 480 1 TLeSe . 7R3 o0 1,865 1,748

Annual Cap. Fac 0.00%,  6768% - O585%  8212%. ) 9A42%  G026% . 954%%  BIS0%

Fuel used(GBLy) : ;%" 20,800 17,820 -7 26,857 19,504 0,731, 19,425

Coal(Tons) 867,850 1,040,003 BYLDI6 1,027,850 0 975,607 . L,036537. 971,248

Heat Rate #mwor'f 11302 41108 a1108 RIS 0112 DNinlM 1110

Fuzl cost{SEOD) ST Cie 325 4 An432 . ¢ 39,626 544,198 5 48085 § 37,253 § 35,198
Fuei Cost per MMBTG ) #DIWOI $ 16RO §-°2040 3 2190 '§ 21505 2500 4 k77§ 1BR2
VEM cost{$009) U T tgiiniii e gEGE C§ 7789 ¢ 7,209 §REI.S BARY $09185 5 11679
Tvorpertwn T T Sapliols 3859 ¢ 40605 4SS0 4 4670 5 ABOD § $  B6B0
Num starts() i N G il " 15
Start Fuel used(GBtu) Ty . T
Start cost(5060) g 54,034 50 $ s 74
|562(itans) _ e S _ 1694
lcozEmitRate AR R G20 ; .20
|E62 cost{scon) S RNEE S 5. 1508 =73 % LEes
NOx(ktons) 24728 : 2,657
{NOx Emit Rale S ap iTe0e 027 i _ 0.27
NOx cost(3000} Uy 3818 C§ 2348 s 5,233 3 $ L
Totzl Operating Cost {$000) f_ h U6 qgA04 §751,3280 § 47,339 454,078 59384 [ 4n019

: s 23533 27415 2950 4 20255 3366 5. 2804

5 50268105 874l §73LL S 6,753 T -

Emit Cost ger MWh s $U138 S 4.0 § 1397 5 343 s 37k
1 T 2008} 2008 .- 2010) F0LL] - 201} 2003 2014] 2015

Total . {iiax Capaciby(MW)._ ; T8 LI 4797 L7 L3 o 4,097 1737
_ _ 1,355 0001258 1,288 aasss 158
AGeneralioniGwhy iR RS T12,980 0 12,6790 12,799 12,826

Anpual Cap, Fac B5.28% Bl 52__%- IUg308% | 83 85% i BAI0% B4 28%

______ Fuel used{GBL) “U143,950 13B,665 1 MA0E99 . 190,722 348,260 141,514
_Coal(Tons) 6,514,057 | 6,262,389 _6_,3_56,359 5,368,971 - 6,373,339 6,407,813
“eat Rate 41080 31197 SCUL0088. 41087 SUUAL037: 11033

% 311,537 ¢ 814,188 (5 352,926 $ 379,743 . § 260,858 5 26
48 402,064 5 2266, %.UR2510: 5 2639 4718470 8
8 °%.35812. % 40814 43814 % aq,8a5 0§ 55,750
$iarsy s 3282 s 3433 Cein3s0e. 5 4308
289 s : (363 3150 e7
283 281 U Eae sl Tae)
§I2BI5 3 12846 C% 11304 10,9825 13,080
C2L74D: 20.538 | 20628 201400 20,836

Toa0 : 025 il 02

AT 8 B040 0§ 17,869 § 17,504

_ _ ey a9 13832 1362 13.880

" Jre6x Exwit Rale O Toers ey B0 REIN e SR 0.20
NOX cost($000) L% IABEG § 12557 § 29693 s 27,138 % 26,281 4 25042-5 25,941

Jrotal Operating Cost ($000) @ LT R8Ok 350,154. § 367,748 Y 4{}7 500" § a3E6L § 317,606 § 58,344
Op Cost per MW o eDiviDi S 25331 0§ 250§ 2950 '§ 3214 5 3408 6 248205 3560

Tota} Emissions Cost ($000) | g oiiis 19,746 0§ IBUST 5 47500 4456120 § 44330 § 44012 % 43485

Emit Cost per Mih a0l Y 142 %0 L1 § 381 $ 0360 % 347 § 344 08 3
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{EntityName 7016] 2017] 2018 Z010) .- 2020] 2021] 2023] 2023 -]
5B Wilson 1Max Capatity(HW) ToArg . 41F cclos A7 417 - 417 437 417 A17 oo
Min Capacity{MW) 17325 325 .7 0325 35 L33, 335 325 325
JGeneration{GWh} SUe3300: 2,965 - 0338 3,216 3,385 | 3223 0003409 0 3211
Annuai Cap, Fac '_'_j_gz.sq% BEi7% o o263% BB O9% - 02M% BB 4% -1 9332%  BVE¥H ..o
Fuel used(GBtu) 37,2060 32,550 34,130 35,285 37,0500 35366 37416 . 35220 -
Coai( Tons) : 1517.540 1,415,201 1,644,397 . 1534116 L615270 1,537,664 - 1626778 . 1,531,301
JHest Rate CU10976 0 IBST7 109730 §0972 10975 10.972 0010976 10970
Fuel cost(5000) L$68,195. ¢ £0,314 % 695457 § 66,799 s--?mwa $ GB460 573,260 ;¢ EB,77L o
__[Fugl Cast per MMBTU 418330 % 1853 0. LB73T S 1093 $ 1913 % 1936 §.1058.% 1981 -
_[VOM cost{$000) Gs12aa1s 1,179 0 $.13,085 . % 12800 § 13,8455 13,538 .§ (146933 14223 .-
[vOM per Mwh T$CAEI0C S 3770 0§ 387004 3980 % 74080 4200 o 431004 4430
N starts() 1008 1423 832 1003 20003 G930 5104 03 918
Start Fuel used(GBtu) RO £ AT Et | U - SR e~ S : 55
start costiz08) 4,740 5 2877 $ 3547 0§ 353208 3375 $ 3,803
S02(itons) 3522 -Ui0.86%) 10321 090,867 10.345 S 10303 .
|co2Emitrate _ 059 IRES: 058 0530 0S8 - 0.59 :
02 cost{s000) ¢ 7,208 0% 7,668 % 5790 § . 4486 5§ 3,621 - T 28
t 0934 o A074 1016 01076 0 1017 0 01083: 1014 oo
C o 0.06 .0 0.06 D06 U006 006 URAG. G0
NOx cost($000) g 1,517 ¢ 1,685 % 1534 % 163605 1,548 4 . 1651: 8 1,548
""{7otat Gperating Cost ($000) ' § /83,637 5 76,33 '§°85,517. § 83141 % -8B44V. s 85303 "5 OL564. % 87,856
{00 Cost per HWh L§NIET $ J§00°25270 % U585 5. 26030 § 2649 [ 26860 § 2738
_JTotal Endsslons Cost ($000) '$ 710,855 % %:0353 0 ¢ 7,324 % 612§ 5,062 % 4SS § 4422 o
EmltCostperMWh $.0320 5 294§ 296 § 228 % ¢ LBl g LBO $UL45 8 138 e
i I 299,04 . 434,00 . 34564 35375 35320 . 36674 360.06 425.37
EntilyName -2016] 2617] - F0i6] F010] - --2028] 20210 T 2023) o 1
HMPL 1 Max Capacity(MW) T TR 7 I 7 182 iR 1820 ~152. 152 e
_|#in Capacity2w) 140 340D 140 0 L [
Generalion(GWh) R 17 1S N W v RO oL 1061 54,3270 LIsB 1122
Annwal Cap, Fac So172% B4 26% 00 0L80%  79.50% .00 B4.29%.  B687% .. B4 17% .
Fue] used(GBlu) 13,2740 12,184 C0E3,247 0 11488 0 UIR084 12,537 S 1,148
Coal(Tons) iisy7,a43 ERBEFS 575,974, 489,477 5IDA94 . BAS066 177791 528,166
Heat Rate CA10.8260 10825 007108240 10826 ;10822 10824 -CUHEAB. 1085 ol
Fuel cost{§000) T§U4,386 5 22,406 5 246530 § 21,620 $ 231820 % 24170 % G861 5 23,918 o
Fuel Cost per MBTy G022 1B42 $UULEGLY § 1882 % 190L: s 1824 30019460 % 1963
) 5t($000) e384l s BS67 C$ U765 6940 4057208 BO03 5 B7M: s BIBL -
VOM per MWh --s ©6.030: % 6200 % 1.6370: % BS540 % 67200 % 6910 $: AM00: % 7200
Hum starts() 15,04 1376 0013960 2135 001378 1504 0013800 1389
_ |start Fuel used(Gat) SRR IS eE 28 3B o L8
C% L5385 % U165 % LaL7320% 1,920 8 LBET
o 2007 U186 Sia012- 2069 2005
502 Emit Rate : 0.33 B3 ol 0.33_ R 1 . I
502 cast(3000) 5. 1519 % 1543 8 B3LY§ §.. mE8 s
Cpbp7? 0555 n 510 X 0,585
IO EmiL Ra L., b0B o008 .08 BB BO8 L
NOx cost($000} P8 823 & 870§ 7?5 H $ % TG
“Fotal Operating Cost ($000) . '$ 733,269 5 30,059 °§ 34,075 % 31,029 3 '32,455 '$ 34043 436,382 § 33,967
Op Cost per MWh Vs 73S FUEE $0027.840% 2924 4 BBLUS 7939 8 296415 307
Totat Emissions Cost {($000) -$°/2,779 . § 2342 ' 024136 1,787 . § CLE06. & L522 $ L5035 1331
Emlthstpe:NWh §oam s bR s 187 ¢ 168 $ U143 % L33 s 123 5 119
[EntiyName l_ 016 017 2018] BI0]20z0] 2021] 2022] FIYE] R |
HMPL 2  [Max Capacity(MwW) i 158 T 158 158 158 0.0 .158 158 70158 BRI R
Jrin Capacity(MW) SR L RS ] 140 M0 M0 D 140 140 i
. |Generation{GWh) CUULIBRE1,28G CTULAET . 1,256 11,071 1255 1,194 £237 0L
Jannuat cap. Fac i peS5%,  O082% .U B4.AB% b0 GG . T 77.05% G0.60% 1 B6ld%  BI%
Fuel used({GBtu) Criiagest ] UESBAE 126950 13,619 . U1L605. 13,609 112,940 13,405
Coal{Torns) i 580,235 593,241 /549,785 362,100 504,590 591,708 . 562,596 582097
{HeatRale CUi0838 10840 (S 10.840°  1DBIS SC10.837 0 10840 10839 . 10839
Fuel cost($00D) $0234¥70 % 25133 0§ 23532 5 25630 % 22062 8 26,184 § 25181 % 26402
 JFuel Cost per Mgty $:70LB22: ¢ 1847 § U LEBL S 1802 5 11001 % 1904 5 ULM6 s 1969
VOM cost{$000) s 7,069 % 7804 04 74318 BILF 0§ 7196 8 BEIS 5 8476- 5 9019
VOM per tWh $ 603005 6.200 483705 B5AD $ 67200 %  6HI0 § 7100 5 7.290
feum staris{) CIUA785c 1705 01705 1705 024,19 17.05 1705 0 17.05
Start Fuet used{GBiL) : B 33 g 34 o oAB C3 3 3
|5t cost(5000) § 202 .% ZM7$ 2172 4 3086.% 23276 % 2398 § 2413
i 0|s02(ktans) J 2126 2252 - 2087 2247 -0 11815 0 2246 2135 2,213 -
S02 Emit Rate UMD 043 033 633 -1 033 0833 0033 0.33
SO2 cost($000) “$01754: 5 L704 $ 114735 L6L § 0791 s 786 3 DB & I
-D{NOx(ktons) S 05370 0569 05260 0569 . 0484 0568 0539 0560
{NOx Emit Rate 40,08 0.08 . 00.08 008 -.008 0 0.08 008 (IR B
NOx cost{5000) § 03B § 95 § @25 $  B5B $ 738 § 865 4 - Bl 8 @55
"|fotal Operating Cost (5000) - $ 32,689 -'§ 34963 § ‘33,110 § 36019 $ 32325 § 37,136 °§ 35055 $ 37814
Op Cost per MWh $ 500§ 278§ 02838 § 2867 § 03019 5 29058 5 [30.20 % 3058
Tolal Emissions Cost (SD00) $ 2,693 05 2629 § 2,299 § 2119 $ 4,527 5 L651 § L466 §  LA473
Emit Cost per Mh ¢ 22 § 208 4 187 $ 169 § 143 < 131 5 123 5 119
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Resource Report-Full
Production Cost Model - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xis.xls

Entityliame | B zmsl Z017) 2018] 2015] 2020] 2621 R | 2023
Coleman 1 |Max Capacily(MW) B 148 149 148 o149 ANV | 148 0
Min Capacity(MW) F{ BN i1 w70 76T 70 -
[Generation{GWH) 1,042 0 R 1,212 CL44 1,198 1,199 1136
Annual Cap. Fac gaygw cle221%  G2B4% . EZ43% 91B1% CUoOLAG%  B702%
Fuel used(G8Ly) 13,238 --.°12,988 13078 12,348 . 12,937 12,943 12.253 -
[Conl(Tons) 488,625 © 564718 568,613 o-53GE79 562255 .. 562,727 532750
Heat Rate U780 100791 10792 0107 10.791 230788 10788
{Fuel costiscoo) § 21,537 % 256398 26,117 .4 24,919 % 26420 '§ 25753 . % 25601 .
Fuel Cost per MMBTu s 1oS2 $ 0 1974 % 1867 % 020185 2843 § 206705 2092
|vor eost(s000) 8T UEEEl $0LB17 s LE7B S5 LB19 - § 1953 §5 0 2015°§ 1965
VOM per MWh $ 1470 % 1510°5 1550 %1500 $ 18630 5 16805 1730
Num starls() [T [ TS ALY - R | ISRt 15 o 15 15
" |start Fuel used(GBru) : 30 s = BRI P BSER-. | 25
Start cost{$000) A% 787 §$-UB0S % Gl4 % UBS9. % 6B § . BB § 734 oo
3so2(ktens) S 0648 074D 0746 1 0U0704 0 0737 0738 0.658 1
502 Emit Rate g SRS | S R 1 B BESETERE 8 0.11 SR 0.41 0
|502 costis0o0) T8 aBS §o0523i s B %029E0 s 258 0§22 % 195
NOx(ktans) : 1868 7 0n2.079. 2092 0 0L976 2071 -:ia0va 1968
" |nOx Emit Rate i B3z 000320 0370 203 D320 00320 0.321
NOx cost(5000) 8 U8 3538 4 03,2638 3,359 4 3005 5 3154 -s' 3,162 8 3,006
| Total Qperating Cost (5000) :s C27,296 % 24,236 % 280621 % 28,609 $7°27,398: § 29,026 5 29,451 $ 28,333
|9p Cost per Wi $UU2730 8 23,27 4002332°¢ 2361 40523940 % 2422 512455 5 MB4 oo
““[Yotal Emissions Cost (5000) ,:$:.4,29i° 8 3423 ¢ '3,785:% 3577 (§ 3296 % 3412 $ 7338508 3201 000
Emit Cost per MWh Ueuiizgyig 43§ 4314’4 295 6 288§ 285 6282 8§ DB
[EntityHame I [ 2056] FOL7] - -2018] 2019] 2020] ] - 2022] 7023]
Col 2 |Max Capacity(W) 2 13§ 138 138 o138 138 138 138
tin Capacity(MW} [ IR K i |+ T Y | SR
| Generation{GWh) 4118 LA 1,036 o iLAE7 1,112 1056 L115
Annual Cap. Fac $22% 0 8200%  BS.6G% - 9208%  §199% A 235
[Fuel used(GBty) CUI341a SU013398 0 12460 013,445 13,378 0,700 13416 T
Coal(Tons) 583,233 ' 5B2,528 ;. 541,749 504,586  5BLGR3 552,592 58335 0
‘|Heat Rate 12033 012034 12033 00420330 12030 081N §
Fuel cost{$000} 26,165 '$ 26,448 & 24883 '§ 27,133 § 27,332 '§ 26,2710
|Fuet Cost per MMBTY. 1952 %1074 s 1997 5 0R01B. S 2043 % 2067 §
) 0 1,672 ' 0147150 % 1B3R 0§ 1821 § 1857 (& LB17.
_fvor per MWh, 1500 '§ 154D % L5EQ 0§ $ 1870 %57
13 s 15 - .15
TEo e 25 L L IR )
496§ 629§ 655§ § 683 [§:0.702
0785 0764 BTG 0766 0.763 U 0TM
i 0.11 RS 041 0000 DaE a0
502 cost{3000) 539§ 39B U $ 03171 § 267 o508 § 213
Inox{kions) 148 1998 2386, 2152 Do Z04L
NOx Emit Rate 0,324 0321 032 0322 D32
NOX cost(3080) 3,491 % 3304 3018 g 3zau-s 3,278 -§ 3,113
Tolai Operating Cost ($000) '$ 24,614 § 28,353 .§ 28,791 § 27,175 .s 29 595_ % 29,873 .$°20,750 0 % 30,564
J0p Cost per ¥Wh $°2548: % 2643 '$.°2586 % I 42649 $ 2686 .4 127350 % 2741
rotal Emissions Cost (5008) % 3,827 § 4,069 '§ --3,809:§ 3416 % 3,586 5 3,545 § 333105 3480
Exmit Cost per MWh §TUI386- 6 365 400351046 330 $003323 ¢ 305 4 315§ 313
Entityfiame 2017] - 2018 2019] -~ 2020 202i] - 3024) 2023
Coteman 3 IMax Capacity(MW) LA e 154 JA5d Ling 154 -
 |rEn copacity(zw) 0 e Rl B 3 (i STERS 1 R 5 [
|Generationteiny L2000 La27 01,882 L212 oy 1468 071,228 1133 Loihon
JAnnuat Cap. Fac TGpeg U8G.A3% | B9B7% . 9030%  7R06% . 0L10%  9143% U
Fuet used{GBtu) 13,288 12,579 13,126 @ 013,205 11,565 . °.°13,309 . 13,356 °
..... _|Coai(Tons) (577,757 . 546,805 570,700 .. 574991% 502,839 [ 578,646 580,685
HeatRate 10.627 010,826 10.827 .0 10826 0623 10.823 10829
Jruel cost(s000) 25939 0§ .24831 % 26213 $. 26,688 % 23,628 -$ -2150% § 27,990 .-
Fuel Cost per MMBTu 1552 50197408 1997 § 2088 § 2043 0§ 26675 2092 .
VOM cost{$000) L8415 L7895 1916 - §. 1,991 % 1783 $ CRiM 5 2183
VO per tWh 1500 ¢ %540 § 1580 5. LG3D.§ 1670 -§ 1720 § E7VD
Jtium starts{) 16 R 17 27 4 16 o
Stort Fued usec{GBiL) 22 i 2 SRR Y. * SRR 24
.. |5tat cost(5000) U582 . .B2 % 693 5 165D . B9Z 5 63 5 714
{502(ktons) 0.757 017 0.748 . 0,754 0.459 0759 0761
_J502 £mit Rale ol oen U T 0.1t LD gl
502 cost($000) 573 05 0506 5 420§ 00311 0% 23§ 29 0§ 207
HOx{ktons) 2030 . L922 2007 2023 1773 1002028 2039
NOx Emit Rate s 0306 - 0.306 0305 - 0306 0307 - - 4305 0305
NOx cost{$060) . 3,799 4§ 3016 5 30631 $ 3,077 .8 2700 ¢ 3,093 § 3113
| Totat Operating Cost ($600) 3 27,631 § 28342 $5 2248 5 28771 § 25,337 . % 26301 § 30,261 § 30837
Op Cost per HWh $U22B10 % 2309 . 2345 % 2373 0§ 2402 % 2463 § 2462 § 2500
Tolal Ermistlons Cost ($00B) -§ 4,021 § 3870 § (3522 $ 3450 ¢ 3,388 % 293t $ 332 § 3325
Emit Cost per HWh ' 340 ¢ 315 § 3063 $ 285 § 2778 274 % 270 % 270
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Production Cost Modet - 9-8-08 - BREC Update.xls.x!s

[EntiyRame I 2016 007 20in] 7009 2020] 2021] 7022] 2023}
Reki ST iMax Capactly{l'iW) FREE- 500 sh BB 50 B0 El
1irs Capacity(MW) R 40 40 0 .40 40 - 40 &b
..... Generation{GWh) RETE I A L) 2. 18 37 L2
Annuai Cap, Fac LS 509% 0 B00%  537% 0 5.00% 4725% . B.55% 5 (0%
Fuel used{GBI) RN A02 e (3B o n 208 252 s07 297 .
Coai{Tons) RS R R
tgat Rate CoTUIR5E0 13RI C#DIVOL G 13531 13548 13566 0335520 13555
Fuel cost($000) 40268908 2B08 § e s 2943 0% 27§ 7§ 3,005
Fuel Cost per M TlsiEBILiS 9310 CRDIV/OI T $ 9351 5019296 % 3 10434
VO cost{$00D} E L% BT HREREREE I R TN %
V3M per MWh I s CLHDIVOL 8 $ s g .
Truns starts() LR SR e S : 2
Start Fuel used(GBiu) i RN : i 2z
..... Start cost{$000) 2 $ (5 1)
502{(kaons) L 0,00 RSN 0000 G
{502 Emit fate F 040 Lieep! 060
502 cost{$000) E i B R B (5.0
. |HOx(ktons) R U 0.023 e - IRRE - R 0,022
NOx Emit Rate ey b 415 - #DIV/D! 015 IS 015
NOX cast{$000) $00040 - § 37§ e 36 50348 % 34
Jrotat Operating Cost {s000) % 27907 % 3,024 $7ooe 0§ 3,055 28875 253 4.0 5584 5 3217
Op Cost per MWn [ $032399 75 13570 #DIVOL § 12998 5 T131.06: % 336,15 §:190.09° % 14608
Total Emissions Cost {$000) '§ 040§ 3@ % oneii s 36§ 0340 s 29 60l s 34
Emit Cost per Mwh €199 s L0 C#DIVDL S 154 % o 1B5C S 156 5 UL60: § 1.55
EnGtyame T | 7017 —2018] 7019 2026] 2021 - 202¢] 2623
[Reid GT Fiax Capachy (W) B8 TBS 65 I 5
Min Capadty{MW) s
[Generation(GWh) 3
Annual Cap. Fac SrEN
Fuel used(GBty) B
_[Coul(Tons) :
Heat Rate e
{Fuel cost{s000) RS
tuel Cost per MMBTu § § ¢
_____ VOM cost($000} %
VOM per MWh E
_{hum starts() S
Start Fuel used{GBLw} i
Start cost{3000) L
[so2(ktons) :
502 Emit Rate ; IR
S02 cost($000) 0os 9 IR
 |wox(kions) - 0.009. 007
NOx Emit Rate 0 13 .15 " 5 015 :
NOx cost{3060) H 14 13 1 -5 11 -
fotal Operating Cost ($000) $ 9675 1154 §a,127. % 951 ¢ 000820 § 1,020 & 10537 % LO85 o
“{Gp Cost per Mwh §.10208. 8 10508 § . 107.64 . % 10883 $11LE9 . $ 11348 % 118,10 & 11987 |
Totat Emlissions Cost ($000) ©$ 17713 | § M8 38 TIIRE SEEREP [ TS § SR SEE ¥ I SO § SR
Emit Cost per MWhH 07135 ¢ 26 % 123 8 LI7 § U LIBI s LB $°0118 5 139 -
[ErtityName I' | 2016] T0I7) - 2018] 2019] - 2020] 20a1] - 2024) 2023)
Gregn 1 {Max Capacily(MW) 23 231 T R 23k 231 oA B3
Min Capacity(MW) TINIB0D 480 U180 180 o186 . 180 hiienc 180
|Generation{Gwh) L7820 184D LI9F: 1958 01,822 1,947 001635 1938 -
Annual Cap. Far. g7 95B5% o BBAI%  9661% . UB9UB%  9621% - BO.78% 95 7V6%
Fuel usec{GBiu) 019,586 21,325 19,754 0 21,497 020,022 0 21,406 L 17,569 24,301
Coal{Tons)y 978,276 1,666,236 967,704 . 1074.645 -1,00L121 ° 070,298 . :B9BA6L 1085075 .
" |Heat Rate CUOTa0891. 0 10.994 0 m0892 0 10996 00 oABRL. 10995 10993 16.993 .
{Fuet cost(s000) Te:349207 % 39451 5 369405 40,628 0§ 3B243 5 41306 -5 3513005 42,134 .
Fuel Costper MMBTS  ~§ °1.783:§ 1BS0 6 [ L670 § 1890 '§.4.910's 1932 '§ -°1855: % 878 “:.
VM costis000) §712,224 % 13675 $ 13,029 5 14564 $ 13,836 § 15303 % 013,207 4 15083 -
VOH par MWh %6860 § 7050 % 72505 7450 -§ 7.650.§ 7860 58080 % B3OC
Num stests() RTINS 1 13 .00 13 s 13 e 13
Start Fuel used{GBtu) 34 27 cithmn R0 3422 48 x|
Start cost{5000} $.72034 % 1364 & LT § 1274 $ 2,251 % 1,468 % 03403 % 1,636 o
SO2(kipns) TLe0 2073 1826 2088 11952 2087 1 0L752 200
" }s02 £mit Rate U0 0.20 10,20 020 D20 0.26 020 G20 1
502 cost($000) An5r6 s 15M $L360.§ LI7E $ 0 BOS § 731 § 528 5 579
|HOxstons) CUTaE95 0 293 L R00 2855 002954 2944 . 2a6r 2835
NOX Emit Rate S0 026 o027 027 0 0.28 0.28 ‘027 0,28
NOX cost{$00a) 471l § 4767 % A6 & 4,462 s 4,139 $ 484 s 3755 5 1:482 )
Totsf Operating Cost {5000) % 49,180 § 54,480 § 51,826 § 5646B § 54425 § 5812 's ‘51,740 __s 59,854
Op Cost per MWh $2760 ¢ 2800 § 2884 $ 2886 5:.25.88 § 2986 5 3L65 5 0.8% .
Tots] Esmissions Cost (5000) § 6,286 % 6341 § (5506 % 5637 § 4905 § 5215 § 4284 § 5061
it Cost per Mwh $ 353 s 337 ¢ 31l 5 288 § 274 § 268 & 262§  26F
19/7/20083:19 PN production Cost Model - 5-8-08 - BREC Updale xis  Resource Report-Full xis
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EnbityHame | IR | 2017] - 2018] 2018) - 2020] 2021) 2022] 2023]
Green 2 |Max Capacity(MW} SERRFZE 223 223 283 e 28 223 . 25 b
Min Capatity{}W) 180 U180 18O o0 180 18D 1 R80 180
Generation(GwWh) : 4742 TR0 1,368 U L,E73 1,755 CLBsh . 18 L
Annual Cag, Fac 95.30%  B9.16% . 00.63%. | 79.89% 1. 9550%  B0.02% 0 9521%  B94B%
_ JFuel usediGBiL) 19,355 10,675 . 17,344 20,816 19,543 . -20,674 18434 T
______ |coai(Tons) 1 §67.733 983,764 867,178 1,040,808 977,149 1,033,688 . 971204
Heat Rate FRAEES 4 11142 CUAREA . 11183 SO ILN 0 15113 LIS 11412 o
Fuet cost($000) '$°36,998 4 35806 $ 36,7930 § 327U9 1§ 3979 $ 3INIS $ALANT. § 3g4al o
Ful Cost per MMBTu C$CL7E3C S 1850 0§ LE7D 6 1890 % L0 $ 1932 §:1855- % 1976 ..
VO cost{$0DD) C$012,807.0 % 12,279 0§ 012835 % 11,627 § 143250 § 13,823 5 150093 14508
__IvOM per Bwh CsieBe0: § 7050 $:7EBD 0§ 7450 § . F.ES0:$  VBED §. B.083: s B3GD
[ium stars() o 11 15 03 FIRTEERES v S a : 15 00
Start Fuel used(Gity) RO * R it |: EUNE -+ JURATASECTS-> SR SRR B 42 :i
(% 2,294 °%.2008: % 3460 '$ 01351 § 2,268 C8REM
] 1887 UR5H9 0 1681 2,030 L506 189
L0920 20 020 8260 020 I
. EE I % $. 949 '§ 0B § BET 5. 5B o
NOx{kions) P 2613 2368 L8470 2671 X
NOx Emit Rate RERER | b RS ¥ SRS ./ 0,27 5000027 0.27 a7
HOX cost(5000% $U4555: % 4,254 § 74,230 % 3576 's 4331 $ 4,068 5 4,065
| 7okl Operating Cost (5068} © 50,8817 § 50,380 % 54,726 § 47866 $ 55,-135 5 53,846 0% U56,922: 5 55603
Op Cost par MWh_ $.°2225: % 2852 0§ 029220 % 3067 % 2960 5 30.62 103060 § 3LEL -
_|Total Ermissions Cost (% S§ 66250 § 5723 U§ V5504 % 4524 /55,163 § 4,735 '$504,9360 5 4594 o0
Emit Cost per MWh 4003558 328 $UBI60 8 28D § U 2¥Bis 260 6 265t 263 o
| R | 2017] - 2018] 2619 . 200] 2021] - 222 2023|
Tatsl Max Capacity(MW) 137 1,737 1,937 4,737 1737 L7837 con b3 LT
‘4,255° 1,255 _._".'_;.'1,255_ CUNgss oln85 0 1,258 O UURLASE LSS o
‘128630 12,438 07128310 12540 .00012,7910 13,799 12,355 oan s
LUpa2m%h BLTA%. B3I B40% 0 63.81% 8376%_-__ B4.47%: B3 91% ..
Ti141,B04 0 137,810 (o454 138,318 141,208 0 F40E65 41,863 . 140,931
5410364 5,220,010 : 6405725 6,248,787 16,388,435 . 6,360,643 5,393,276 6,375,499 .
Can024; 11041 11031 11029 .o 1LOAD 1183 0 1L035 11035 oo
4 264,171 1 § 261,135 ';s'zse,sna_ § 268,560 :%276,785 . § 27B,705 |§ 286,444 § 286,469
CUgi1@el s 1900 50005040 % 1542 $719600 8 1881 §2089: s 2033
"$56,9290 5 56048 $ 55,5081 § 59,578 $ 62,506 § 64,936 '§.66065:§ 68135
. §17A42605 4576 § 4GB § 4751 (5 4BE7C§ SOH 5 i § 51
Num starts . 1286 309 :0.nn 233 LE( RRTERA | SRR -
Start Fuel user{GBw) 24 8 4B 383 055 _o2s3 o ]
$UALB3AL S 14050 512467 5 14940 of 13,5038 13,649 1§ %
©UN212820 19980 021199 30.456 002001 20852 ]
[SO2EmitRate Soso030: 029 L0300 030 S oa30 030 nin :
562 cost($000) L$UE75ST 8 15,072 14,867 8 11476 (% B6M .S 7289 s
O INOadons) 13680 13600 . 13,7140 13,835 000138540 13746 [ :
N0 Emit ftate. R 0.20 o018 020 06,20 020 a9
HOx cost{3000) $ -'73,912'5 22,305 ‘¢ 2L517: 5 20,407 § 21,002 % 20,935 § 20,840 $ 21,162
Totsi Operating Cost {5000) '$ 332,934 © $ 332,133 s 34: 453 '_5 343,080 - 353,271 § 357,250 - § 367,803 . $ 369,191
{Op Cost per MWh C§Y258B . % 2669 $ 026410 % 2736 § 727620 % 2803 J§ 28610 § 2891
"Yrotal Emissions Cost (3000) /% .4;,459. s 37,178 -% 36404 s 31,803 '§ 29,746 § 28,219 § 27,262 5 26,992 o
Emnit Cost per #Wh %0322, 209 $-0284 %5 254 57233 5 32l 24208 il -
1047/20083:19 P11 Production Cost Modet - 9-8-98 - BREC Updite xds  Resource Report-Full xls
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. 2007 30081 . 20091 20101 2013 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2623

BREC_TA QF Peak

On Peak
BREC_TA Fulal B S $ S $ $ $ B 5 5 $ $ $ $ $
<y Off Peak

On Peak
KY Tolal $-$-S-S>S-$‘$-$-S:$-S~$-S-S-5‘
W-ECAR tMmﬁelOﬂ'Peak S 4583 |5 S0O7|S 5135|35 5273 § 5430 & 4462 § 45.28 § 9593 § 4615 $ 4719 5 4799 5 4746 5 4981 5 4842 5 5031

Modei On Peak s 633715 7Be4ls 7210 5 7637 & 7757 5 V36 $ 73.86 § 7457 5 7585 4 76.82 ¢ 7978 ¢ 6041 £ 8338 5 8471 § 8667
W-ECAR Total - This Run Model 7x24 S 50415 6342]5 6121|8 6396 65405 50.18] 5 508515 50535 60.25]S 61.26]|F 6308% €311]5 65.76]% 6594]5 67.58




Data

Generation{GWwh)

Trans Reey Engy{GWh)
Sum of Import egy(GWh}
Total load({Gwh)

Trans Defv Engy{GWh)
Sum of Export egy{GWh}

Total Sources
Gen

SEPA

Market Purchases
Totat Sources

Yol Uses

Nabive Load

Smeller Load

Gty of Henderson Load
Sates Load

Mkt Sales

tosses

Totat Uses

Hand Share adj far fosses
Hend share at 100% CF
Hend Est Energy Use
BREC use of HMPL Share

Cost 1o BREC of Excess Hend use

SEPA Price

2007 oo Z008
o Ty

2002

2303

12,831
363
240

13,075

3,501
7.287
527

1,548
102
13,075

0.90%

95.85
839.7
6324
26731

$ 518 5

s 22440 §

9%6.0530925 95.8530925 95.85303252 9$5.85309252 100.897592L I0G.B979921 100.8979921

S et
TR

g

T 2010 ¢

12,980
EliE]
159

13,494

3,584
7,297
€27

1,833
103
1344

0.90%

95.85
83,7
5324
207.31

518 5

2240 §

2261 2012 J013 2014 2015 2036 2017 2018 019 24z 2021 2022 223
12,619 12,762 12,798 12,825 12,863 2,446 1284 12,541 1270 12,748 12,556 1277
303 255 257 267 267 268 266 266 265 258 269 268
224 300 265 300 324 822 400 536 423 528 488 667
11,845 11.91% 12,007 12,100 $2,214 12,288 12381 12,477 12,565 1267 12,767 12.862
1,350 1,409 1.324 1294 1.246 1.648 1,115 865 8BS 873 848 783
12,968 12,619 12,762 12,793 12,826 12,863 12,436 12,831 12,541 12,731 12,749 12,856 12,778
ags 303 266 piT) o7 57 268 266 266 265 268 249 268
308 224 El o 65 300 324 822 400 536 a3 528 483 &07
£3,081 13,206 13,328 13,33 13,3% 13,454 13,336 13,497 13,34 13,479 13,545 13,614 13.646
3151 3,760 3,852 3,939 4,032 4,122 4,212 4308 4404 4,495 4,536 4,691 4,786
7.257 7,317 7,297 7297 7,237 7.317 7,287 7.287 7.297 37 7.257 7,297 7,297
627 580 2] 660 &60 66D 660 BEG 560 £60 660G 560 £60
1379 1,360 1,409 1,324 1,234 1,240 1, HB LIS 866 8BS 873 846 783
1 e 113 112 111 115 M 117 186 118 1i8 120 118
13,08 13,206 13,328 13,331 13,394 $3.454 13,33 13,497 13,394 13,473 13,545 13,814 13,646
0.50% 0.93% 0.93% 4.94%: 0.92% 0.85% (.94% 0.95% 0.94% 0.95% G.54% 0.95% 0.93%
95.85 160.90 30090 106.50 103,50 100.9G 100.80 10050 160.90 10650 190,50 160.99 100.96
833.7 8853 883.9 8839 £83.9 £B6.3 8839 8839 8833 886.3 88319 £839 2839
6324 665.6 665.6 665.6 £65.6 656 &65.6 £65.5 665.6 5656 665.6 £665.6 5635.6
207.31 22G.64 218.22 238.22 21822 27064 218.22 218.22 21822 22064 218.22 218.22 218.22
518 s 2 s 56 ¢ 546§ e $ 552§ 56 % 56 s 6§ 552 s 596 5 546 s 546
22490 5§ B3I S MAN0 5 9750 § 29750 s 29750 $ 29750 5 36500 s 129G 5 31240 § 31290 & 31240 5 324000
100.8979921  100.8979921 100.8979%21 10G0.5979921 100.857992F 1008979921 100.8579521 100.89793%%



Entityiama Data 2007 o F00E 2012 2613 2014 018 2016 2087 2015 2619 2026 2073 2322 2003
2B VWlson 1 Ganesalion{GWh) - : 3317 3.161 3380 3215 3388 2,065 3,384 3216 3,385 3,223 3409 3.211
Fusl usec!CBiu) 37,044 34579 37.098 35,301 37,205 32,550 37.136 35,285 37,151 38,388 37.416 35,220
Fust cost{$000} 50,158 £9,124 56,776 54070 68,198 60,314 69,545 56,754 71070 6B,465 73,260 89,771
VOM o360 11.264 10,685 11,729 11,488 12,451 11,179 13,085 12,800 13,845 13,538 14,693 14,223
Num stans{) ] g 10 ] 10 14 § 30 10 3 e 9
Start Fuel used{GBtu) 52 56 54 0 50 T &6 55 53 59 52 55
Start cost{s000) 2,867 3,160 3,082 2,905 2999 4,740 2,877 3,547 3,532 3,378 3610 3,203
302(kons} 1 10 M 1 1 10 3 0 11 10 1 10
$02 cost($006) 9.514 8575 0224 8694 B879 7,208 1,660 5,790 4,458 3521 2305 2874
NOx(kions) i t 1 i i i H 1 [ H 1 1
NDx costfs000} 2.123 1897 2,047 1.888 1.876 1.517 1,665 1,534 1538 1548 1,651 1,548
HMPSL Siation 1 Goneration{GVh) 1,194 1,154 1,245 1,135 1,226 1124 1,224 1,061 1127 1,158 1.227 1122
Fuel used{GBW) 12,928 12,494 13,156 12,298 13274 12,184 13,287 11,488 12,194 12,537 13,289 12,148
Fuel cost{S000) 34,760 34,725 73548 22,186 24,186 22,405 24553 21,620 73.182 24,120 25,861 23,919
VOM cost{S000% 5,208 5170 5590 B5.569 7.394 6967 7.786 6,946 7.572 8,003 8714 5,191
Hum starts{) 14 4 15 15 15 14 14 21 12 15 14 14
Start Fugl used{G8iu) % 6 28 28 % 28 26 38 25 28 25 26
Start cost{5000) 1435 1457 1617 1,651 1,689 1.585 1,625 2,463 1712 1.920 1807 1,867
S0Xkiens) z 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
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SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
ROBERT S. MUDGE

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name.

My name is Robert S. Mudge.

Are you the same Robert S. Mudge who previously submitted direct

testimony in this proceeding?

Yes, I am.

What is the purpose of your supplemental direct testimony in this

proceeding?

The purpose of my supplemental testimony is to present the updated Unwind
Financial Model depicting the transaction (the “Unwind Transaction”) under
which Big Rivers has proposed to terminate its 1998 power purchase and
lease transaction with E.ON US, LLC (“E.ON") (the “L.ease Transaction”),
and the financial impact of operations thereafter, through the period of the

existing arrangements which terminate in 2023. Specifically, I discuss the
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material changes in the Unwind Financial Model since the most recently filed
version of June 2008, including the financial resolution of the Ambac
Assurance Company (“Ambac”) credit downgrade resulting in the expected
termination of the lease transaction with Phillip Morris Capital Corporation
(“PMCC(C’) and its subsidiary, Bluegrass Leasing, (the “PMCC Buyout”), as
well as other changes to the Unwind Financial Model due to changes in cost
inputs and assumptions. I also present comparisons of revenue requirements,
Member rates, and balance sheet and credit metrics produced by the updated
Unwind Financial Model as compared to the June 2008 version of the

Unwind Financial Model.

DESCRIPTION OF CHANGES TO THE UNWIND FINANCIAL

MODEL FROM THE JUNE 2008 UNWIND FINANCIAT MODEL

Would you please list the material changes in the Unwind Financial

Model since the most recently filed version of June 2008.

The Unwind Financial Model has been updated in a number of important
respects since the version presented to the Kentucky Public Service
Commission in June 2008. The updated model is attached as Exhibit 79.

Many of these changes in inputs to the Unwind Financial Model, including
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the reasons for the changes, are explained in the Third Supplemental Direct

Testimony of C. William Blackburn (Exhibit 78).

First, the projected closing date of the Unwind Transaction to be used in the
Unwind Financial Model has been changed from April 30, 2008, as reflected

in the original December 2007 application, to December 31, 2008.

Second, financial statements prior to the new December 31, 2008 closing date
have been updated to reflect actual results for 2007, which were not available
for the original December 2007 filing. Big Rivers’ 2008 financial statements

have been projected based on actual results through July 2008 and using Big

Rivers' budgets for the balance of the year.

Third, compensation from E.ON has been revised to reflect the new December
31, 2008 closing date. This change primarily concerns more accurate
estimates of the value of fuel and other inventory at closing, an updated

estimate of contributed SOz allowances, as well as other adjustments.

Have there been other material changes to the Unwind Financial

Model?

Exhibit 98
Page 4 of 15



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Yes. Fourth, the Unwind Financial Model has been updated to reflect the
results of the September 8, 2008 run of the updated Big Rivers Production
Cost Model prepared by ACES Power Marketing at the direction of Big Rivers
(attached as Exhibit 97). The results of the updated Production Cost Model
change the anticipated plant dispatch used in the Unwind Financial Model
resulting from changes in market electricity prices, projected fuel costs,

projected variable Q&M costs and related items.

Fifth, the Unwind Financial Model has been updated to reflect changed labor
costs based in part on an updated workplan provided by Western Kentucky
Energy Corp. (“"WKEC”) (lixhibit 105) and in part on estimates by Big Rivers

of projected payroll and overhead items.

Sixth, the Unwind Financial Model has been updated to incorporate changes
to non-labor fixed costs and capital expenditures. These non-labor fixed costs
and projected capital expenditures have been revised based on the updated
workplan provided by WKEC (Exhibit 105) and estimates made by Big Rivers.
These changes are made in four major categories: fixed production O&M,

administrative and general costs, marketing fees, and capital expenditures.
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Does the Unwind Financial Model also change to reflect the terms
and financial effects of the PMCC Buyout and the termination of the

leases with Bank of America Leasing (the “BoA Buyout”)?

Yes. The Unwind Financial Model has been revised to model the financial
effects of the PMCC Buyout and the actual terms of the BoA Buyout (which

had been reflected on a pro forma basis in the June 2008 model).

How are the costs of the PMCC Buyout and the BoA Buyouts

modeled?

The costs of buying out these leveraged lease transaction are recognized in
mcome on the cloging date of the Unwind Transaction (now projected to be
December 31, 2008). With offsets from recognizing the unamortized gain
generated by the original lease transactions (that of both PMCC and BoA),
the net expense is approximately $16.1 million. Mr. Blackburn explains Big

Rivers’ request for this proposed accounting treatment in his testimony

(Exhibit 78).

For purposes of the Unwind Financial Model, Big Rivers’ cash outlay
associated with the PMCC Buyout is modeled as a net $60.9 million once the

WEKEC contribution of $60.9 million is received at closing of the Unwind
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Transaction. This net amount reflects full repayment of the $12.38 million
loan from PMCC undertaken at the time of the PMCC Buyout. The Unwind
Financial Model treats this net amount as financed using funds that would
otherwise have been used to prepay the RUS New Note on the date of closing
of the Unwind Transaction. The balance of the RUS prepayment is then
deferred to 2012. Big Rivers’ cash net inflow associated with the BoA Buyout

is modeled as $1.2 million.

How does the reduction in the amount to be prepaid under the RUS

New Note change Big Rivers’ expected financings?

In order to cover cash requirements, including capital expenditures and RUS
payments, the Unwind Financial Model assumes additional borrowings in the
capital markets will occur in 2011 and 2018 (both at year end). Moreover, the
Unwind Financial Model retains the assumption of a $200 million borrowing
in 2015 (year end), which is already included in the June 2008 Unwind

Financial Model.

What other assumptions in the Unwind Financial Model are changed

in the updated version?
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The new Unwind Financial Model no longer incorporates the Member
Discount Adjustment, which expired in August 2008, as explained by Mr.
Blackburn in his testimony (Exhibit 78). In addition, as Mr. Blackburn also
explains, the new Unwind Financial Model no longer incorporates a 2%
Member rate increase, which was originally modeled for 2010 as established
in the original Section 4.7.5(a) of the Smelter Agreements. Also, in order to
reflect the terms of the new Smelter Agreements discussed in M.
Blackburn’s testimony (Exhibit 78), the Unwind Financial Model reduces the
Smelter Surcharge by $200,000 per month for the first 96 months following
closing and converts the Smelter Economic Reserve of $7 million included in
the June 2008 Financial Model into an equivalent cash payment by Big

Rivers to the Smelters on the date of closing of the Unwind Transaction.

Further, the Unwind Financial Model reflects Big Rivers’ change to the
Member Rate Stability Mechanism (“MRSM”) to incorporate a feathering of
the Fuel Adjustment Clause (“"FAC”) and Environmental Surcharge expenses
flowed through to the Non-Smelter Rates. For 2009, the MRSM provides full
crediting of all FAC and Environmental Surcharge expenses not otherwise
offset. In 2010, the amount of the MRSM crediting of FAC and
Environmental Surcharges expenses not otherwise offset is reduced by an
amount equivalent to $2.00/MWh multiplied by the load. In 2011, the

amount of the MRSM crediting of FAC and Environmental Surcharge
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expenses not otherwise offset is reduced by an amount equivalent to
$4.00/MWh multiplied by the load. And during 2012, the amount of the
MRSM crediting of FAC and Environmental Surcharges not otherwise offset

is reduced by an amount equivalent to $6.00/MWh multiplied by the load.

A Kentucky coal tax credit also has been incorporated into the new Unwind

Financial Model, serving to offset fuel costs to a modest degree in 2010 and

2011.

Finally, the Unwind Financial Model has been updated to change the

assumed interest earnings rate applied to cash balances from 4.28% to 4.00%.

COMPARISON OF KEY RESULTS BETWEEN THE JUNE 2008
UNWIND FINANCIAL MODEL AND THE UPDATED UNWIND

FINANCIAL MODEL

Have you prepared any comparisons between the results of the
Updated Unwind Financial Model and the previously-supplied June

2008 Unwind Financial Model?

Yes. In my testimony below I provide comparisons of these two versions of

the Unwind Financial Model across a number of dimensions.
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A. Changes to Overall Revenue Requirements

What is the effect on the overall revenue requirements of Big Rivers
between the updated Unwind Financial Model and the June 2008

version of the Unwind Financial Model?

Below I provide the changes in the overall revenue requirements over the

period 2009 — 2023:
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1 Overall Revenue Requirements:

Analysis of Change in Total Revenue Reguirement ($M; 2009 - 2023}

1 Filed Model (6/08)

2 increases from Operalions

3 Fuel Costs

4 Non-Fue! Variable Production O&M

5 A&G

6 Fixed Production O&M

7 (Gain on Sale of Emissions Allowances
8 Marketing Fees

9 Smelter Economic Reserve

10 Transmission O&M

11 interest Earnings

12 Subtotal - Increases

13

14 Reductions from Operations

15 Offsystem Sales

16 SEPA & Other Purchases

17 Depreciation & Amortization

18 Member Economic Reserve

19 Income Tax

20 RUS Note & PCB Restructuring Charge
21 Subtotal - Reductions

22

23 Lease Buyout

24 Discontinuation of Net Lease Income
25 Discontinuation of CoBank Patronage
26 RBoA Lease Gain not Amortized

27 Subtotal - Lease Buyout

28

29 Interest Expense (incl. Financing Fees)
30

31 Net Margin

32

33 Rebate Realized

34 Total

35 December Close/ $60.9m Buyout

36

37 Percent Change

2

3 Q. Could you explain the reason for the estimated cost increases shown?

4
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The estimated cost increases result from a combination of factors, including:
1) the results of the updated Production Cost Model to refiect current market
conditions and commodity price escalations; 2) changes in other operating
cost assumptions revised in consultation with WKEC through changes to the
workplan and otherwise; 3) certain reductions in income accompanying the
PMCC Buyout and the BoA Buyout; and 4) changes in financing and interest

charges.

Have you assessed the potential effect on revenue requirements and

rates produced solely from the PMCC Buyout and the BoA Buyout?

Yes. I separately provide the revenue requirements and rate impacts of the

PMCC Buyout and the BoA Buyout alone as Exhibit RSM.-3.

B. Changes to Member Rates

What is the effect on Member Rates of the various changes to the
updated Unwind Financial Model as compared to the June 2008

Unwind Financial Model?
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A, The increase in revenue requirements equates to a weighted average increase

of $1.38/MWh to the Non-Smelter Members over the period from 2009 to 2023.

I present these results in the

Non-Smelter Member Rates:

Rate Impact Analysis (3/ MWh)

1. Non-Smelter Members

table below:

1 Filed Model (6/08)

2 Discontinued MRDA

3 GRA

4 Regulatory Account

5

6 FAC

7 Environmental Surcharge
8 Surcharge Credit

2] Rebate Realized

10 Economic Reserve/ MRSM
11 Net

12

13 Overall Change

14

C. Changes to Smelter Rates

Q. What is the effect on Smelter Rates of the various changes to the

updated Unwind Financial Model as compared to the June 2008

Unwind Financial Model?

A. The increase In revenue requirements equates to a weighted average increase

of $1.49/MWh to the Smelter

December Close/ $60.9m Buyout

Members over the 2009 to 2023 period. 1

present these results in the table below:
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Rate Impact Analysis ($/ MWh)

Smelter Member Rates:

2. Smelters

[Colio o o - IS N SN FP I L I

10

Filed Model (6/08)
Discontinued MRDA

GRA

TIER Adjustment

FAC

Smelter Economic Reserve
Environmental Surcharge
Power Purchases
Surcharge

TIER Related Rebate

Overall Change
December Close/ $60.9m Buyout

D. Changes to Balance Sheet and Credit Metrics

Have you estimated the effect of the changes to the Unwind
Financial Model between June 2008 and October 2008 as they relate

to Big Rivers’ equity?

Yes. The June 2008 version of the Unwind Financial Model indicated Big
Rivers would have a minimum 24% positive equity. The updated Unwind
Financial Model submitted herein shows a minimum positive 26% equity

level.
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Have you estimated the effect of the changes to the Unwind
Financial Model between June 2008 and October 2008 as they relate

to TIER?

Yes. The June 2008 version of the Unwind Financial Model indicated Big
Rivers would have a minimum 1.22 TIER. The updated Unwind Financial

Model submitted herein shows a minimum 1.27 TIER.

And have you estimated the effect of the changes to the Unwind
Financial Model between June 2008 and October 2008 as they relate

to ending cash balances?

I have. When expressed in terms of unrestricted cash on hand and the funds
being held in the Transition Reserve Account, and excluding all funds
available under lines of credit, the June 2008 version of the Unwind
Financial Model indicated $74 million cash on hand, and the updated

Unwind Financial Model shows $73.1 million cash on hand.

Does this conclude your testimony at this time?

Yes.
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Combined Impact of BofA and PMCC Lease Buyouts in Isolation [10/04/08]:

Analysis of Change in Total Revenue Requirement (SM; 2009 - 2023)

December Close/ $60.9m PMCC Buyout 8,573.9
2 Increases from Operations

3 Fuel Costs -
4 Non-Fuet Variable Production O&M -
5 A&G -
6
7
8
g

—

Fixed Production O&M -
(ain on Sale of Emissions Allowances -

Marketing Fees -

Smeiter Economic Reserve “
10 Transmission O&M e

1 interest Earmings 4.2
12 Subtotal - Increases 4.2
13 -

14 Reductions from Operations

15 Offsystem Sales -
16 SEPA & Other Purchases -
17 Depreciation & Amortization -

18 Member Economic Reserve 01
19 Income Tax T
20 RUS Note & PCB Restructuring Charge D4
21 Subtotal - Reductions 08
22 o
23  Lease Buyout S
24 Continuation of Net Lease Income - (36.2)
25 Continuation of CoBank Patronage {13.0)
28 Subtotal - Lease Buyout {49.2)
27 S
28  |Interest Expense (incl. Financing Fees} {58.9)
29
30  Net Margin 492
31
32  Rebate Realized -
33 _ Total (654.2)
34  December Close/ No BofA or PMCC Buyout 8,519.7
35
36  Percent Change 1%
Exhibit RSM-3
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Non-Smelter Member Rates [10/04/08]:

Rate Impact Analysis ($/ MWh)

1. Non-Smeiter Members

1 December Close/ $60.9m PMCC Buyout - 47.49
2 MRDA Continued +(0.89)
3 GRA 0.47
4 Regulatory Account -

5§

6 FAC

7 Environmental Surcharge -
8  Surcharge Credit -

9 Rebate Realized 0.02
10 Economic Reserve/ MRSM 0.00
11 Net 002
12 , o
13 Overall Change - (0.39)
14  December Close/ No BofA or PMCC Buyout 47.09

Smelter Rates [10/04/08]:

Rate Impact Analysis ($/ MWh)

2. Smelters

1 December Close/ $60.9m PMCC Buyout 5142

2 MRDA Continued - (0.71)
3 GRA -10.36

4  TIER Adjustment .0.05
5 FAC T

6 Smelter Economic Reserve -

7 Environmental Surcharge -

8  Power Purchases -

9 Surcharge -

10  TIER Related Rebate 0.02

1 Overall Change {0.27)
12  December Close/ No BofA or PMCC Buyout 51.15
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SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
DAVID A. SPAINHOWARD

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name, address and position with Big Rivers

Eleetric Corporation (“Big Rivers”).

My name is David A. Spainhoward. My business address is 201 Third Street,
Henderson, Kentucky, 42420. I am Vice President External Relations &

Interim Chief Production Officer at Big Rivers.

Are you the same David A. Spainhoward who previously submitted

direct testimony in this proceeding?

Yes, I am.

Please summarize the purpose of your supplemental direct

testimony in this proceeding.

The purpose of my supplemental testimony is to address certain
developments that have occurred with respect to the proposed unwind

(“Unwind Transaction”) of the 1998 transactions between Big Rivers and
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Page 2 of 30



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

E.ON U.S. LLC (“E.ON") (formerly LG&E Energy Corp.) and certain E.ON
affiliates approved by the Kentucky Public Service Commaission

(“Commission”) in Case Nos. 97-204 and 98-265 (“1998 Transactions”).

First, I describe several agreements that Big Rivers proposes to enter into
relating to the resumption by Big Rivers of the rights and responsibilities
under pre-1998 contracts (“Station Two Contracts”) between Big Rivers, the
City of Henderson, Kentucky (the “City”) and the City of Henderson Utility
Commission doing business as Henderson Municipal Power & Light
(“HMP&L”) (collectively, “Henderson”) concerning the City’s Station Two
generating facility (“Station Two”). For each of these agreements, all of
which are attached at FExhibit 87, 1 briefly describe the purpose of the
agreement, whether Big Rivers is seeking Commission approval for the
agreement or is merely filing the agreement for informational purposes, and
for those agreements for which Big Rivers is seeking Commission approval,
why such approval is necessary. In addition, to the extent that there is an
exchange of consideration under any of these agreements, I explain why the

consideration involved is reasonable.

I then briefly summarize changes to the Big Rivers tariff for which Big Rivers
seeks approval in this proceeding, and also describe revisions to Big Rivers’

open access transmission tariff (“OATT”) that is being filed with the
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II1.

Commission and that will be filed with the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission (“FERC”) (attached hereto as Exhibit 85).

Next, to support Big Rivers’ ongoing conduct of due diligence with respect to
its proposed resumption of the responsibility for operating and maintaining
the generating facilities currently leased to E.ON, I sponsor a list of due
diligence closing conditions and discuss Big Rivers’ understanding of how

those conditions are expected to be satisfied.

Finally, I address the effect on Big Rivers of the United States Court of
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit's (*D.C. Circuit”) recent decision
in State of North Carolina v. EPA, in which the court struck down the Clean
Air Interstate Rule (“CAIR”) promulgated by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (‘“EPA”). 1 describe the CAIR and the
court’s basis for striking the rule down. I then explain how I believe the
court’s ruling is likely to impact Big Rivers and how Big Rivers is responding

to this development.

HENDERSON STATION TWO AGREEMENTS

A, INTRODUCTION
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What is the purpose of the agreements relating to Station Two that

Big Rivers is filing with the Commission?

The purpose of the agreements is to restore Big Rivers and Henderson to the
relationship thatprevailed among the parties with respect to Station Two
prior to the 1998 Transactions. As the Commission is aware, in 1970 Big
Rivers and Henderson entered into a series of contracts concerning Station
Two (“Station Two Contracts”), including a Power Sales Contract, a Power
Plan Construction and Operation Agreement, and a Joint Facilities
Agreement. As part of the 1998 Transactions, E.ON, acting through a
subsidiary, assumed certain of Big Rivers’ operational responsibilities with
respect to Station Two pursuant to a series of agreements entered into by and
among Big Rivers, E.ON, the City of Henderson, Kentucky, and the City of
Henderson Utility Commission, including the Agreement and Amendments to
Agreements by and among the City, the City of Henderson Utility
Commission, Big Rivers Electric Corporation, WKE Station Two Inc., LG&E
Energy Marketing Inc. (“I.EM”), and Western Kentucky Energy Corp.
(“WKEC”) dated July 15, 1998 (“Station Two Agreement”). The new
agreements are meant to act in concert fo eliminate the role of E.ON ag the
entity responsible for operating Station Two, and to permit Big Rivers to
resume that role. The agreements further restore to Big Rivers other rights

and responsibilities that were assigned to E.ON in 1998.
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Have these agreements been executed by the relevant parties?

No. Certain of these agreements require execution by the City and the City
of Henderson Utility Commission. Although the agreements have been
briefly discussed with those entities, they have not yet agreed to the terms
proposed or to execute the agreements. The other agreements, although not
requiring execution by the City and the City of Henderson Utility
Commission, are dependent for their effectiveness on agreement by those
entities to the terms Big Rivers proposes for the resumption by Big Rivers of
its rights and responsibilities with respect to Station Two. Unless the City
and the City of Henderson Utility Commission agree to and execute these
agreements, the remaining agreements will have no force and effect, and

therefore have not been executed by the parties thereto.

What is Big Rivers asking the Commission to do with respect to these

unexecuted agreements?

The agreements Big Rivers is filing herewith fall into two categories:
agreements that require Commission approval and for which Big Rivers is
seeking Commission approval, and agreements that do not require

Commission approval, but which Big Rivers is filing with the Commission for
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mformational purposes. In my testimony below, I specifically identify those
agreements for which Big Rivers requires and is seeking Commission
approval. With respect to those agreements, Big Rivers requests that the
Commission approve the agreements as filed, with the understanding that it
is reasonable to anticipate that at least some of those agreements may be

amended prior to execution.

If one or more of the agreements at issue are amended subsequent to
Commission approval, will Big Rivers seek Commission approval of

the amended agreements?

In the event that any of the agreements for which Big Rivers is seeking
Commission approval is amended in a material way, Big Rivers will resubmit

the amended agreement(s) for Commission approval.

B. DESCRIPTION OF AGREEMENTS RELATING TO STATION
TWO

Please identify the Station Two-related agreements that Big Rivers

is submitting to the Commission.
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A There are five agreements that Big Rivers is submitting to the Commission

with respect to the Station Two transaction:

1. Amendment to Contract Among City of Henderson, Kentucky,
the City of Henderson Utility Commission and Big Rivers
Electric Corporation;

2. Second Amendatory Agreement (between Big Rivers, WKEC, the
City, and the City of Henderson Utility Commission);

3. Station Two Termination and Release Agreement (between Big
Rivers and E.ON);

4. Station Two G&A Allocation Agreement (between Big Rivers
and HMP&IL); and

5. Agreement for Assignment of Responsibility for Complying with
Reliability Standards Between Henderson Municipal Power &

Light and Big Rivers Electric Corporation.

These agreements are included in Exhibit 87.

Q. What is the purpose of the Amendment to Contract Among City of

Henderson, Kentucky, the City of Henderson Utility Commission and

Big Rivers Electric Corporation?
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Under Section 3.8 of the 1970 Station Two Power Sales Contract, Big Rivers
is permitted or obligated to purchase certain energy generated from Station
Two. Specifically, Big Rivers may purchase all or any portion of such energy
associated with HMP&L'’s reserved capacity which is not scheduled or taken
by HMP&L (“Excess Henderson Energy”). Further, if Station Two generates
Capacity in excess of the Total Capacity determined according to Section 3.6
of the Station Two Power Sales Contract (“Excess Henderson Capacity”), Big
Rivers is obligated to take and utilize all Energy associated with such Excess
Henderson Capacity. (The capitalized terms are defined in the Station Twao

Power Sales Contract.)

Section 3.8(c) of the Station Two Power Sales Contract provides that the price
for Excess Henderson Energy or Energy associated with Excess Henderson
Capacity shall be $1.50 per MWh. The amendment revises Section 3.8 by
increasing the price to be paid by Big Rivers for Excess Henderson Energy or
Energy associated with Excess Henderson Capacity to $2.50 per MWh. This
increase will take effect on a prospective basis following the effective date of
the amendment. Big Rivers requests that the Commission approve this

amendment.

Additionally, to resolve any questions about how much energy Big Rivers is

purchasing, Big Rivers proposes to amend the contract to make it clear it will
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take and pay for all energy associated with HMP&I’s reserved capacity not
used by HMP&L to serve its (HMP&L’s) own needs or those of its native load
customers. This ensures that HMP&L will have a buyer for all of its excess

energy.

Why is Big Rivers agreeing to this increase in the price for Excess
Henderson Energy and Energy associated with Excess Henderson

Capacity?

Big Rivers is agreeing to this increase as an incentive to secure agreement of
the City and the City of Henderson Utility Commission to the early
termination of E.ON’s assumption of Big Rivers’ rights and responsibilities
with respect to Station Two, which agreement is a condition to closing the
Unwind Transaction. Big Rivers is also agreeing to this increase and
contract changes to eliminate future questions about the amount of energy
Big Rivers must pay for under Section 3.8 of the Power Sales Agreement. Big
Rivers is obligating itself to take and pay for all unused energy as described
above. Accordingly, Big Rivers requests that the Commission approve this

amendment as fair, just and reasonable.

Please describe the Second Amendatory Agreement.
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The Second Amendatory Agreement, between Big Rivers, LEM, WKEC, the
City, and the City of Henderson Utility Commission provides for acceleration
of the expiration date of the Station Two Agreement, while preserving for the
City any contractual rights in its favor that, by the terms of the Station Two
Agreement itself, are intended to survive the expiration thereof. This
contract sets the stage for the termination of LEM’s and WKEC’s assumption
of Big Rivers’ rights and responsibilities with respect to Station Two. It
provides for WKEC to pay an as yet undetermined expiration fee to HMP&L
and incorporates various releases, including the termination and release of
certain deeds and assignments of easements and rights of way. Big Rivers
requests that the Commission approve this agreement in order to permit the

parties to implement the Unwind Transaction.

What does the Station Two Termination and Release Agreement

accomplish?

This agreement, between Big Rivers and E.ON, provides for the termination
of obligations as between Big Rivers and E.ON with respect to the Station
Two Agreement and related agreements, letter agreements, guaranties,
easements, implementing letters, directives, and other instruments and
documents. It further provides for mutual releases by Big Rivers and E.ON

of potential claims against one another. Big Rivers requests that the
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Commission approve this agreement in order to permit the parties to

implement the Unwind Transaction.

What is the purpose of the Station Two G&A Allocation Agreement?

This agreement between Big Rivers and HMP&L provides for the allocation
of general and administrative (“G&A”) expenses (i.e., labor, office expenses,
etc.) associated with the operation and maintenance of Station Two. Big

Rivers requests that the Commission approve this agreement.

Please explain the purpose of the Agreement for Assignment of
Responsibility for Complying with Reliability Standards Between
Henderson Municipal Power & Light and Big Rivers Electric

Corporation.

This agreement is designed to allocate responsibility as between Big Rivers
and HMP&L for complying with North American Electric Reliability
Corporation electric reliability standards with respect to Station Two and
HMP&L's operation of its transmission system. Big Rivers requests that the

Commission approve this agreement.
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TARIFF CHANGES

Please identify the areas of Big Rivers’ Tariff which Big Rivers is

proposing to change.

First, Big Rivers is filing a new Tariff superseding its Tariff filed on
December 28, 2007, attached hereto as Exhibit 83 (clean) and Exhibit 84
(redlined), to remove references to the Member Discount Adjustment (“MDA"™),
which expired as described by C. William Blackburn in his Third
Supplemental Direct Testimony, Exhibit 78. Second, there have been a
number of changes in the Big Rivers’ Large Industrial Customer Expansion
Rate to comply with the Commission’s Order in Case No. 2007-00164, dated
February 1, 2008. Third, Big Rivers is making a small clarifying change to
the Environmental Surcharge consistent with the Commission’s Order in
Case No. 2007-00460, dated June 25, 2008. And fourth, Big Rivers is
updating the Member Rate Stability Mechanism included in the Tariff to
reflect both an updated Economic Reserve Account amount and to include
“feathering” of the use of the Economic Reserve, as described in Mr.

Blackburn's testimony.

What tariff changes did Big Rivers make to remove references to the

MDA?
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Big Rivers has deleted the Member Discount Adjustment Rider (“MDA").
That rider expired by its own terms on August 31, 2008. In addition, Big
Rivers has eliminated references to the MDA in: (1) the Rural Delivery Point
Tariff; (2) the Big Rivers Large Industrial Customer Tariff; and (3) the

Renewable Resource Energy Service Tariff Rider.

Please describe the tariff changes made to the Large Industrial

Customer Expansion Rate.

In Case No. 2007-00164, the Commission ordered changes to the Large
Industrial Customer Expansion Rate. The changes Big Rivers now makes
implement the Commission’s Order, as well ag modifications Big Rivers

proposed in its original application in this case.

Please explain the clarifying change to the Environmental

Surcharge.

On Original Sheet No. 72 of the Environmental Surcharge, definition (5) has

heen deleted to implement the Commission’s Order in Case No. 2007-00460.

Please describe the change to the Member Rate Stability Mechanism.
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The Member Rate Stability Mechanism, incorporated at Original Sheet No.
76 to the Tariff, originally referenced the establishment of an Economic
Reserve of $75 million. Due to the changes to the compensation between Big
Rivers and E.ON relating to fuel costs reported in the June 2008 update, Big
Rivers will be establishing an Economic Reserve of $157 million, and Original
Sheet No. 76 reflects this updated amount. In addition, the Member Rate
Stability Mechanism is revised to incorporate the feathering of the use of the
Economic Reserve as briefly described in Mr. Blackburn’s Third
Supplemental Direct Testimony, Exhibit 78, and described in detail in the
Supplemental Direct Testimony of William Steven Seelye, Exhibit 103, at
pages 3 through 10. Specifically, the revisions incorporate the Expense
Mitigation Adjustment to regulate the rate at which the Member Rate

Stability Mechanism uses up the Economic Reserve.

OPEN ACCESS TRANSMISSION TARIFF FILING

What changes does Big Rivers now propose with respect to its Open

Access Transmission Tariff?

Big Rivers in December 2007 filed a newly restated OATT (filed as Exhibit 33

to the Application) to replace in its entirety the OATT previously filed with
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and approved by the Commission (filed as Exhibit 32 to the Application).
Because the revised OATT in this filing is based on the FERC’s new
transmission tariff requirements set forth in Order No. 830, Preventing
Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission Service, 72 ¥R 12,266
(March 15, 2007), FERC Stats. & Regs. ¥ 31,241 (2007), and because the
current OATT is based on the E.ON generation lease transaction in which
Big Rivers owned the transmission and E.ON supplied generation-based
services from the leased assets, Big Rivers recognized that it would not be
practical to attempt to present the changes to the new OATT as a revision to
the currently approved OATT. Instead, Big Rivers submitted a new and
restated First Revised Big Rivers QATT as part of the December 2007

Application (Exhibit 33).

Soon after Big Riverg’ filing of its new QATT in December 2007, the FERC on
January 16, 2008 issued its order on rehearing of its Order No. 890,
Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference in Transmission Service,
Order No. 890-A, FERC Stats. & Regs. § 31,261 (2008). Order No. 890-A
changed a variety of the required terms and conditions of FERC’s pro forma
OATT. On January 30, 2008, Big Rivers submitted a replacement First
Revised OATT to the Commission to reflect these FERC changes (Exhibit A

to Big Rivers’ January 30, 2008 Motion to Amend Application).
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Subsequently, on June 23, 2008, FERC issued an order on rehearing of Order
No. 890-A, Order No. 890-B, Preventing Undue Discrimination and Preference
in Transmission Service, 123 FERC Y 61,299 (2008). Once again FERC
changed certain of the terms and conditions of its pro forma OATT on which
Big Rivers filed OATT in these proceedings is based. Moreover, FERC
precedent interpreting other utilities’ submitted OATTs has continued to
cause Big Rivers to modify certain terms included in the February 2008
version of the First Restated Big Rivers OATT. Big Rivers now believes that
it is necessary to replace the February 2008 version of the OATT with
another replacement First Restated Big Rivers OATT containing provisions
conforming to FERC’s most recent OATT precedent. Accordingly, Big Rivers

has submitted a new First Restated Big Rivers OATT as Exhibit 85.

Why is it important to harmonize Big Rivers’ OATT with these

changes in FERC precedent?

Prior to closing of the Unwind Transaction, Big Rivers intends to make a
filing at the FERC seeking a declaratory order that its updated OATT meets
the requirements of a valid reciprocity tariff. In order to obtain that
declaratory order, FERC must find that the terms and conditions of Big
Rivers’ OATT are consistent with or superior to the most recently adopted

version of the FERC Order No. 890-B pro forma tariff. Accordingly it is
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important that Big Rivers’ OATT be updated to reflect FERC’s most recent
precedent so that Big Rivers can file with both FERC and this Commission

the same version of the QOATT.

Can you identify the changes made to the new Order No. 890-B
version of the OATT as compared to the Order No. 890-A version of

the OATT submitted in February?

Yes. These changes are reflected in Exhibit 86 to the Application
Supplement and show changes between Exhibit 85 and the version of the
OATT Big Rivers submitted as Exhibit A to Big Rivers’ January 30, 2008

Motion to Amend Application (substitute Exhibit 33).

First, Big Rivers has generically implemented all of the FERC’s Order No.
890-B changes to the OATT. These changes are minor, and consist largely of
removing a descriptive requirement of FERC approval from references to
reserve sharing programs and a clarification that non-Network Resources can
be relied upon to serve Network Load when used as part of a reserves sharing

agreement. Certain other minor wording changes from Order No. 890-B are

also implemented.
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Second, in response to FERC's clarification that all Transmission Providers,
including non-jurisdictional Transmission Providers such as Big Rivers, must
be subject to the FERC's proposed penalties for failure to meet certain
customer response deadlines regarding the processing of system impact
studies and facilities studies, Big Rivers has revised Section 19.9 to
incorporate the pro forma Order No. 890 requirements that require
penalizing the Transmission Provider in those situations. Big Rivers has

incorporated the penalty levels required by the FERC in this section.

Third, in response to FERC clarification regarding the permissible amount of
unreserved use penalties and the proper method of allocating those penalties
to customers, Big Rivers has revised Sections 3, 13.7(c), 14.5, 15.8, 28.6, and
30.4, as well as Schedules 4 and 9, of the OATT to provide greater clarity in
its unreserved use charges. Charges for unreserved use are revised to make
clear that the total amount charged for the unreserved service taken
including the penalty cannot exceed 200 percent of the otherwise applicable
rate. References to penalties are changed to refer to charges for unreserved
use to reflect this change. And the methodology for crediting these various
penalty charges has been revised to make clear that amounts received for
unreserved use in a given hour will be returned to all customers who did not
incur an unreserved use charge in that hour, regardless of whether they may

incur an unreserved use charge in other hours during the month. Thisisa
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change from the prior crediting methodology which provided for crediting
only to customers that incurred no penalties in a given month, and is made to

comply with FERC’s clarified requirements.

DUE DILIGENCE

What is the status of Big Rivers’ conduct of due diligence concerning

its generating units and sites?

Mark A. Bailey provides a discussion of Big Rivers’ conduct of due diligence
in his Supplemental Direct Testimony, Exhibit 104. As Mr. Bailey explains,
Big Rivers is continuing to engage in due diligence, and will keep on doing so
up to closing of the Unwind Transaction. I have attached as Exhibit DAS-2
to my supplemental testimony a list of certain due diligence closing
conditions and our current understanding of how those conditions are
expected to be satisfied. Big Rivers is continuing to pursue the outstanding

issues with E.ON.

As discussed in the Supplemental Testimony of Paul W. Thompson (Exhibit
91), the Third Amendment to Transaction Termination Agreement, Exhibit
80, reflects the resolution of various environmental, operational, and other

igsues between WKEC and Big Rivers that have been identified in the course
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of due diligence. The Third Amendment also updates certain Schedules to
the Transaction Termination Agreement updating SOz allowance allocations
and capital expenditure fundings by WKEC in order to accommodate a 2009
closing. The Third Amendment is filed in substantially final form pending

execution by the parties.

ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

A. THE CAIR AND THE EFFECT OF COURT REVIEW

Please briefly describe the CAIR.

The CAIR was promulgated by the EPA in 2005. Its purpose was to facilitate
attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”) for
fine particulate matter by reducing or eliminating the impact of SOz and NOx
emissions generated at power plants located in “upwind” states, including
Kentucky, on air quality in “downwind” states, particularly those east of the
Mississippi River. The reductions were to occur in two phases: NOx
reductions were to start in 2009, SOz reductions were to start in 2010, and a
second phase for both pollutants was to begin in 2015, at which time

emissions were to be reduced by approximately 70 percent. The CAIR
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provided for utilization of a “cap and trade” approach to achieve these

reductions, including an optional interstate allowance trading program.

Under the cap and trade approach, the EPA allocates a specific amount of
S0s9 and NOy emissions allowances to specific states. The states, in turn,
allocate the allowances to electric generating units (“EGUs”) located within
their borders. The plants then surrender the allowances back to the state for
compliance purposes, based on each EGU’s actual annual emissions. If a
plant has installed emissions controls on its EGU(s), it likely will have a
surplus of allowances that it can either bank for use in future years or sell to
other power plants that need to obtain additional allowances for compliance
purposes. If a plant has not installed SO9 and NOx emissions controls on its
BEGU(s), it likely will be in a deficit position, and will need to purchase

allowances from other sources and/or install control units.

Why did the D.C. Circuit court strike down the CAIR?

The court concluded that the CAIR was inconsistent with the Clean Air Act
in numerous respects. Among other things, the court rejected the EPA’s
proposed cap and trade approach because allowances were to be distributed
based on regional contributions to SO2 and NOx emissions, as opposed to

contributions by individual states. As a result, states that are heavily
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dependent on coal-fired generation would receive more allowances than
states that rely mainly on oil or gas generation, causing the latter states to
subsidize emission reductions in the former states. The court concluded that
the federal Clean Air Act required each state to prohibit emissions within its
borders that significantly contribute to downwind pollution, rather than

paying for emissions reductions in other states.

In addition, the court rejected as inconsistent with the Clean Air Act the
EPA’s mandated surrender rate for SO2 allowances, which was intended to
provide for the retirement of excess allowances under the pre-existing SO»
allowance trading program. The EPA had determined that EGUs in states
electing to participate in the CAIR allowance trading program would
surrender two allowances for each ton of actual emissions beginning in 2010,
and would surrender 2.85 allowances per ton beginning in 2015. The court
ruled that the EPA could not remove allowances from the market in this
manner. The court also found that the 2015 compliance deadline did not
provide sufficient protection to downwind states projected to be in non-
attainment with the NAAQS for fine particulates in 2010. The court found
other defects as well, and concluded that because the EPA put forth the CAIR
as an integrated whole, the CAIR should be vacated in its entirety and
remanded the case to the EPA to promulgate a new rule consistent with the

court’s rulings.
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When will the court’s ruling become effective?

The ruling will become legally effective when the court issues its mandate. I
understand that the court has ordered that the mandate not be issued until
after disposition of any timely petition for rehearing. I further understand
that, at the EPA’s request, the court has extended the deadline for filing
petitions for rehearing until September 24, 2008. 1 anticipate that petitions
for rehearing will be filed, and that ultimately the case will be appealed to
the United States Supreme Court. Thus, it is uncertain when the court’s

ruling will become effective.

Is the fate of the CAIR regulations relevant to Big Rivers’ application

in this case?

Yes, it is. As part of its application in this case, to support the proposed
Environmental Surcharge, Big Rivers submitted a limited Big Rivers Electric
Corporation Environmental Compliance Plan (“Environmental Compliance
Plan™), which was included as Exhibit DAS-1 to my previous testimony,
Exhibit 18. This plan included separate SOz, NOx, and SOj programs. As{
explained in my previous testimony, the SOz and NOx programs in the

Environmental Compliance Plan were premised, in part, on the provisions of
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the CAIR, including the allowance cap and trade program. Moreover,
Kentucky’s proposed state implementation plan (“SIP”) for fine particulates
relies significantly on the reductions that would have been produced under
the CAIR. The D.C. Circuit’s decision to strike down the CAIR creates
substantial uncertainties regarding what steps Big Rivers will need to take in
order to be compliant with SOy and NOx emissions rules, and also creates
uncertainties concerning how the Kentucky SIP will be brought into

compliance with federal mandates.

B. IMPACT ON BIG RIVERS

What do you anticipate will be the impact of the CAIR ruling on Big

Rivers?

It 1s difficult to determine the impact of the court’s ruling with any degree of
certainty at this time. As I noted previously, the ruling is subject to likely
petitions for rehearing before the D.C. Circuit, and possible Supreme Court
review. If the D.C. Circuit's decision stands, upon issuance of the mandate
the EPA will be obligated to go back to the drawing board and attempt to
craft a new rule that complies with the court’s holdings; this is unlikely to
occur in 2008, and some have estimated that there may not be new

regulations for a period of two to three years. 1 also anticipate that any such
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rule would be subject to further litigation. It is also conceivable that federal

legislation could be enacted to address these issues.

What is Big Rivers’ status with respect to SOz emissions?

Big Rivers currently has control devices (Flue Gas Desulphurization Systems
or scrubbers) on all units except for Reid Station Unit One, which accounts
for less than 5 percent of Big Rivers’ annual generation. Following the
installation of the Coleman Station scrubber in 20086, Big Rivers has an
annual surplus of SO allowances under the pre-CAIR allowances regime,
which allowances can either be banked for future use or sold on the open
market for financial gain. This annual surplus should continue pending
reinstatement of the CAIR regulations or promulgation of a new rule. Based
on modeled load demand, Big Rivers also should be in a relatively solid

position to comply with future SO» regulations.

What is Big Rivers’ status with respect to NOx emissions?

The pre-CAIR program, known as the “NOx SIP Call,” requires that EGUs
maintain NOx emissions at a level below their allowance allocation only
during the Ozone Season (between May 1 and September 30). Under this

program, Big Rivers operates at a slight deficit for NOx emissions, in large
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measure because neither the Green Station nor the Coleman Station has
significant Selective Catalytic Reduction (“SCR”) control units installed for
NOzx reduction. The CAIR was structured to have two NOx emissions control
periods: the existing Ozone Season and an Annual Season, the latter
covering the entire calendar year. Under the CAIR, Big Rivers’ deficit for
NOx emissions would have grown greater, due to the requirement to control
emissions on a year-round basis. This would have required Big Rivers to
purchase significantly more allowances in the market, and would have
confronted Big Rivers with a choice as to whether to install SCR units prior
to 2015, a choice that would be driven in part by the estimated future price of

NOx allowances.

Does the court’s ruling impact the results of the financial model

employed by Big Rivers in modeling the Unwind Transaction?

Yes. With the CAIR vacated, and until a new rule is developed, Big Rivers
will have more SO allowances to bank or sell than modeled, and fewer NOx
allowances to purchase than modeled. However, the current price per
allowance has decreased as a result of the court’s ruling, which lowers the
revenue projected from sales of allowances under the financial model. As
described in Mr. Blackburn’s Third Supplemental Direct Testimony, Big

Rivers has re-run the financial model to reflect, among other matters, the
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elimination of the CAIR. Mr. Blackburn describes the changes to the

financial model that result from the D.C. Circuit’s decision.

Does the vacation of the CAIR have other implications for Big

Rivers’ environmental compliance?

Yes. The Kentucky Department of Air Quality (“DAQ”) enforces other
federally mandated clean air programs, some of which were dependent on
emissions reductions resulting from the CAIR to ensure EGU compliance
with federal air quality standards. These include the Clean Air Visibility
Rule and, as I noted above, the NAAQS for fine particulate matter. The D.C.
Circuit’s decision to strike down the CAIR raises uncertainty as to how EGUs
in Kentucky, including Big Rivers, will meet the attainment standards under

these programs.

How is Big Rivers responding to the state of uncertainty produced

by the striking down of the CAIR?

At this time, Big Rivers 1s monitoring developments as they occur, in the
judicial process as well as in the state and federal regulatory and legislative
arenas. Big Rivers is a member of the Utility Information Exchange of

Kentucky (“UIEK”), which held a meeting on August 27, 2008 with the
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Kentucky Energy and Environmental Cabinet to discuss the ramifications of
the court’s ruling. UIEK informed the Kentucky Energy and Environmental
Cabinet that new construction projects of control equipment will not be
discontinued based on the CAIR rule being struck down, and that operation
of control equipment will likely continue for the most part as is. Big Rivers
will continue to stay in close contact with the DAQ to keep abreast of

developments and will participate in any new rulemaking proceedings

through the UIEK.

Has Big Rivers revised its environmental projections to reflect the

vacation of the CAIR?

Yes. Big Rivers currently anticipates that that there will be no replacement
for the CAIR until January 1, 2011 at the earliest. Accordingly, Big Rivers
has revised its projections for its three separate environmental programs to
reflect the assumption that existing emissions rules will remain in place for
the years 2009 and 2010. Big Rivers’ revisions are reflected in the Production

Work Plan filed as Exhibit 105 and reflected in the Unwind Financial Model.

Do these changes have any effect on the Environmental Surcharge

that the Commission has approved in Case No. 2007-00460?
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Neither the Environmental Surcharge mechanism nor Big Rivers' limited
Environmental Compliance Plan has changed. Only the costs estimated in
Big Rivers’ limited Environmental Compliance Plan have changed. These
changes, of course, flow through the Unwind Financial Model. The
Commission does not need to take any further action with respect to the

Environmental Surcharge mechanism or Big Rivers’ ES tariff.

Does this conclude your testimony at this time?

Yes.
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Status of Disposition of Certain Closing Conditions

Section 10.3 of the Termination Agreement contains 42 closing conditions, certain of
which require continuing due diligence and resolution of identified issues. Some of those
due diligence closing conditions are time sensitive; for example Section 10.3 (w) No
Damage to Generating Plants. For instance, if there is an occurrence the day of the close
that would result in a “Material Casualty Damage,” then Big Rivers and WKEC would
have to either not close or satisfactorily resolve the situation in order to close.

Closing condition 10.3 (y), Environmental Conditions —As a result of information gained
through the Environmental Audit and other due diligence, Big Rivers has identified
several issues that are resolved in the Third Amendment to the Termination Agreement.
In anticipation that subsequent issues could arise prior to closing, an attempt has been
made to develop a process to addresg them.

Closing condition 10.3 (cc), Gypsum Facilities of Plant Green. The facilities have been
restored, and the condition satisfied.

Closing condition 10.3 (dd), Condition of (Generating Plants. See description of Section
10.3(w) in the first paragraph, above. Additionally, Big Rivers identified an issue
regarding the Wilson stack which is resolved in the Third Amendment.

Closing condition 10.3 (ee), Capabilities of Generating Plants. Physical testing of the
Generating Plant capabilities has been conducted with the exception of the Reid
combustion turbine, which is part of the “2 Unit Plant Reid” test. This condition has been
met with respect to the Generating Plants that have been tested.

Closing condition 10.3 (ff), No Forced Outage at Generating Plants. For obvious
reasons, this condition cannot be met or considered met until the close.

Closing condition 10.3 (hh), Gypsum Offtake. WKEC is negotiating the terms of a
different gypsum offtake contract which Big Rivers will review. It is too soon to
determine the outcome of this as a closing condition,

Closing condition 10.3 (ii), Operating Plans. Big Rivers has submitted a revised
operating plan in this filing. That plan is based in large part on the WKEC operating
plan. Big Rivers will continue to monitor the current WKEC operating plan for
deviations and will treat this as a closing condition to be addressed on the date of the
closing.

Closing condition 10.3 (jj), Clean Out of Wilson Ponds. The referenced ponds have been
cleaned out. The Third Amendment to the Termination Agreement addresses ponds to be
cleaned out prior to the close.



Closing condition 10.3 (mm), No Unresolved Disputes. This closing condition cannot be
met until the date of the close. Big Rivers and E.On are working through issues as they
occur in an attempt to make sure this condition is met.

Big Rivers has worked through hundreds of closing condition issues in an attempt to
eliminate all questions before the date of the closing. The above information is being
provided to give the Commission and the other parties to this proceeding additional
confidence that Big Rivers and the E.ON Parties are working diligently to resolve issues
as they occur in order to minimize closing condition issues that must be resolved on the
date of the closing.



VERIFICATION

I verify, state, and affirm that the foregoing testimony is true and correct to the best of my
knowledge and belief.

»‘&’MJ ..,_.\}
avid A. Spgainhoward

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
COUNTY OF HENDERSON )

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by David A. Spainhoward on this the _ﬁﬂ\
day of October, 2008.

Fuuda itehel

Notary Public, Ky. State at Large
My Commission Expires_[-{ Q—Oﬁ







EXHIBIT 100

COMPARISON OF RATES UNDER THE
UNWIND TRANSACTION AND RATES
UNDER THE EXISTING TRANSACTION



Existing Transaction Economics, 10/08/08
Existing Transaction/ Arbitrage Case

Rates Compared to Unwind

Member Rate Summary Wid.
{Blended Basis} Avg. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Existing Transaction (9/30/08}
Base 1023 ] 35.45 3542 353% 3890 3887 3884 3B.81 3879 3876 3874 3872 4224 4221 4219 4217
e Change o Sl e e % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% C0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Surcharge gBo| 714 167 163 - - - - - - - - - - - -
Increment to Arbitrage Case - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total 3083 | 4259 37.09 37.02 3380 3887 3884 3881 3879 3B76 3874 3872 4224 4221 4219 4217
- Overall % Change e e AB% o 0% % 0% 0% 0% . 0% 0% 0% 0% 9% 0% 0% D%
Unwind (10/4/08) 4740 | 3545 3742 3920 4196 4414 4701 4749 4784 4994 5054 5084 5267 5288 5357 653.98

Comparative Rate Graph:

60.00
50.00
40.00
30.00
20.00
10.00

$/ MWh

I B K R R SR SR S S

SO )
PSS T TS E PSS
Existing Transaction with Buyout'm- Base —) émsting Transacﬁo"rt with Buyout - S'u“r'charge

= Increment to_{}_._rp_étrage Case _ m?_{}wa_ﬂd_ Transac_iiqn__ -

bt 106 — e 1



Ww o~ Gt b WM s

Existing Transaction Economics, 10/08/08

Existing Transaction/ Arbitrage Case

Energy Balance and Rates

PMCC
Lease
Buyout

@
12/31/08

Enerqy Balance {GWh

Sales
Members
Asbitrage
Smelters
Losses
Sales + Losses
Purchases
Base (LEM)
SEPA
Market

Totai
Energy Rates {$/ Mwhj

Sales
Members
Base
- Base % Change oo
Surcharges
[ncrerment to Arbitrage Case
Total
- iOverall % Change .o
Arbitrage
Smelters
Purchases
Base (LEM)
SEPA
Market (Peak)

2008

3,501
2,042

44

201¢

3,584
1.861

44

2011

3.674
2,924

52

2012

3,760
3,568

58

2013

3.852
3,440

57

2014 2015

3,939 4,032
3,356 3,264

57 57

2016

4122
3.179

57

2017

4217
3,084

57

2018

4,308
2,885

57

2018

4,404
2,901

57

2020

4,498
2,812

57

2021

4,596
2,714

57

2022

4,691
28612

57

2023

4,786
2,517

57

5,586

5,254
305
28

5,588

5,252
305
32

6,650

6,322
305
24

7,386

7,008
267
111

7.349

7,608
267

7,352 7354

7.008 7,008
267 267
77 78

7,358

7,008
267

7,358

7,008
267
83

7,360

7,008
267

7,363

7,008
267

7,368

7,008
267
23

7,367

7,008
267

7,360

7.008
267
85

7,361

7,008
267
86

5,588

35.45

714

5,588

3542

v 0%

1.67

6,650

35.39

0%

163

7,386

38.90
0%

7.349

38.87

v 0%

7,352 7,354

38.84 38.81
0% 0%

7.358

38.79
0% :

7,358

38.76

0%

7,360

3B.74

7,363

38.72
0%

7,368

42.24
9%

0%

7,367

42.21

0%

7.360

42.18

7,361

4217

C0%:

42.59

4942

20.33
22.44
200

37.08

o m13%

48.14

20.63
22.44
200

37.02
0%
47 .44

20.95
22.44
200

38.80

Fb%

5117

20.27
28,33
200

38.87
0%
59.97

20.58
29.04
200

38.834 38.81
0% 0%
53.15 54.32

2092 2125
2975 2975
200 200
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0%

53.21

21.59
20.75
200

38.76

0%

54.11

21.93
29.75
200

38.74

54.71%

22.28

30.50
200

0%

38.72
0%
5713

2263
31.24
200

42.24

9%

54.39

2299
31.24
260

42.21%

0%

54.82

23.36
31.24
200

4219
56.16

23.72
31.24
200

42.17
0%
55.02

24.08
32.60
200
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Existing Transaction Economics, 10/08/08

Existing Transaction/ Arbitrage Case

PMCC 2008 2010 2041 2012 2013 2014 2045 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Cash Flows Lease
Buyout
@
12131/68
32 Cash Flow {801}
Beginming Balance 1460 1472 379 331 440 544 534 786 980 1115 1178 1218 1211 1185 1270 1589 1598
Receipls
Members 1491 132.9 1360 1483 1497 1530 1565 1509 1634 1669 1705 1980.0 1940 1979 20 8
Arbitrage 100.5 944 1387 48286 2063 1784 1773 16801 1669 1639 1657 1529 1488 1441 138.5
Smeilters - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Cther 576 _57.2 _550 499 _521 531 538 544 547 _548 548 554 _557 _56S 57.1
Total 3076 2845 3297 3788 4081 3844 3876 3835 3850 3856 3911 3984 3985 3988 3974
Dishbursements
Base Purchases 106.8 1083 1324 1420 1443 1466 1483 1513 1537 1561 1586 16811 1637 1662 1688
SEPA Purchases 6.8 6.8 6.8 76 7.8 7.9 7.9 7.9 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.3 8.5
Market Energy Purchases 586 6.5 48 222 148 153 157 1685 168 1741 17.5 186 184 17.0 17.2
Market Purchase Related 17.7 184 108 128 123 123 121 20 118 119 118 117 116 115 1.4
ARG 173 178 183 1898 195 200 206 213 219 226 232 239 248 254 26.1
RVP - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 376.6
Purchase of Production Inventory - - - - - - - - - - - - . - 80.1
Cther 28.5 78 351 45.1 558 43.2 501 48989 507 5240 544 533 570 _57.7 57.1
Tetal 1828 1655 2082 2484 2545 2453 2554 2580 2827 2677 2738 2769 2836 2861 745.9
BREC Share of Capital Expenditures 245 184 136 133 8.2 7.9 84 95 1141 1.7 133 123 128 130 13.5
Debt Service
New Borrowing - - - - . - - - - - - - - - (39C.3)
Principal Repayment (incl. ARVP) 32 410 533 770 807 786 77.0 825 g4.5 883 g12 912 682 936 145.3
Interest 529 487 443 411 395 352 312 272 228 185 145 _ 105 6.0 3.4 -
Total 92.1 807 ©76 4181 1202 113.8 1083 14097 107.3 1068 1057 1017 722 970 {275.0)
PMCC Lease Buyout
Termination Payment (net} (214.00
GIC §92.6
B Loan (0.3)
Net {121.7)
PMCC Lean 124 {13.0)
Net Cash Flow (109.3) (48 109 104 {10y 252 174 158 6.3 3.9 (0.6) (1.5} 75 299 2.8 {87.0)
Ending Balance 379 331 40 G544 534 786 960 1115 1178 1218 1211 1185 1270 1569 1508 72.8
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Existing Transaction Economics, 10/08/08
Existing Transaction/ Arbitrage Case

income Statement and
PMCC 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2044 2015 2018 2047 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Balance Sheet tease
Buyout

@
12/31/08

67 lncome Statement

68

89  Revenues

70 Members 1491 1329 436.0 1463 1497 1530 1565 1598 1634 1668 1705 180.0 1940 1979 201.8
71 Arbitrage 1609 944 1387 1826 2063 1784 1773 1691 1669 1638 1857 1529 1488 1441 138.5
72 Other 37.9 38.1 122 1041 104 117 128 138 145 153 162 180 _189 2389 29.7
73 Totai 2670 2654 287.0 0338.8 3664 3430 3466 3428 3448 3461 3524 3609 3627 3658 3701
74

75  Expenses

76 Base Purchases 106.8 1083 1324 1420 1443 1466 1489 151.3 1537 1561 1486 161.1 1637 166.2 168.8
red SEPA Purchases 6.8 6.8 6.8 7.6 7.8 7.8 7.9 7.9 7.8 8.1 8.3 83 83 83 8.5
78 Market Purchases and Related 733 249 155 348 272 276 278 286 285 289 293 303 300 284 286
79 ARG 173 178 183 188 195 2006 206 213 219 226 232 239 246 254 26.1
80 Interest 509 55.2 53.0 50.0 46.7 42.5 384 35.6 319 28.0 252 212 7.6 16.5 14.0
81 Other 327 243 463 51 560 510 556 550 _58.1 576 582 578 618 _626 62.6
82 Total 246.9 237.4 2724 3045 3013 2857 3003 2987 3001 3013 3038 3027 3062 3075 3088
83

84  Net Margm 408 280 146 3458 650 473 462 431 448 448 485 583 565 584 G1.5
85

86 Balance Sheet

87

88  Asseis

89 Net Utility Plant 913 855 964 957 951 942 925 08 889 a7z 857 845 830 814 798 782
80 Sale-Leaseback Investments - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - E
91 Cash & investments 3B 33 44 54 53 79 96 112 118 122 121 120 127 157 160 73
92 Receivables & Other 132 129 124 115 113 112 104 9g 83 88 83 78 73 &8 63 138
a3 Assels 1,083 1118 1131 1,136 1,117 1,132 11256 1,118 1,100 1,082 4,081 1,043 1030 1039 1,021 494
94

95  liabilities & Equities

96 Equities {135} (94) (66) {52} {(17) 48 a5 141 184 228 274 323 381 437 496 557
97 Sale-Leaseback Obligation & Unamorti - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
98 Debt 1,040 994 960 913 843 770 699 630 556 480 402 320 239 184 162 380
95 RVP/ Lease Advance 153 181 200 232 244 269 286 302 315 328 341 355 365 373 378 G
140 Payables & Cther 27 27 38 42 48 48 48 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 46
101 L iabilities & Equities 1083 1,418 1,131 1,136 1,117 1132 1,125 1,118 1,100 1,082 1,081 1,043 1,030 1039 1,024 954
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Existing Transaction Economics, 10/08/08
Existing Transaction/ Smelter Sale Case (200MW)

Rates Compared to Unwind

Member Rate Summary Wid.
{Blended Basis) Avg. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Existing Transaction (8/30/08)
Base 3023 ] 3545 3542 3538 389C 3887 3884 3881 3879 3876 3874 3872 4224 4221 4219 4217
% Change oo e 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% (0% 9% 0% 0% 0%
Surcharge 060} 714 167 163 “ - - - - - - - - - - -
Increment to Arbitrage Case 5.74 - - 871 805 459 459 459 715 7145 744 _714 _631 630 _6.30 6.30
Total A556 | 4250 37.00 4573 4695 4346 4342 4340 4594 4591 4588 4585 4855 4852 4849 4647
. -Overall% Change - o[ e «13% 0 23% 3% 7% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% e 6% 0% 0% 0%
Unwind (10/4/08) 4749 | 3545 37.42 3929 4126 4414 4701 4749 4764 4994 5054 50.84 5267 52.88 5357 53.98
Comparative Rate Graph:
60.00
50.00
g 40.00
= 30.00
S
& 20.00
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Existing Transaction Economics, 10/08/08
Existing Transaction/ Smelter Sale Case (200MW)

Energy Balance and Rates

Eneray Balance (GWhH}

Sales
Members
Arbitrage
Smelters
Losses
Sales + Losses
Purchases
Base (LLEM}
SEPA
Market

Tofal

Energy Rates {3/ Mwh)

Sales
Members
Base
-~ .Basé % Change ... .
Surcharge
Ingrement to Arbitrage Case
Total
.~ Overall % Change
Arbitrage
Smelters
Purchases
Base (LEM)
SEPA
Market (Peak)

PMCC
lease
Buyout

@
12131/08

2009 2010 2011 2042 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
3501 3,584 3674 3,760 3,852 3,839 4,032 4,122 4217 4308 4404 4,498 4,596 4,691 4,786
2042 1861 1,873 1,816 1,688 18604 1,512 1,427 1332 1,243 1,148 1 060 962 880 765
- - 1,051 1.752 1,752 1,752 1782 1,752 1 782 1,782 1752 1,752 1752 1752 1,752

44 44 52 58 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57 57
5586 5,588 6,650 7,386 7,349 7,352 7.354 7,358 7,358 7,360 7,363 7,368 7367 7,380 7,361
5,254 5252 6,322 7,008 7,008 7008 7,008 7008 7008 7.008 7008 7,008 7008 7008 7.0G8
305 305 305 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 267 287
28 32 24 i11 74 77 79 83 B3 85 88 93 92 85 BB
5586 5588 6550 7,386 7,349 7352 7,354 7358 7,388 7,360 7,363 7,368 7,367 7,360 7,361
3545 35.42 3539 3880 3887 3884 3881 387% aR76 3874 3872 4224 4221 4219 4217
Q% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 8% 0% 0% 0%

7.4 1.67 1.63 - - - - - - - - - - - -
- - 8.7 8.05 4.59 4,59 4.5 7.15 7.15 7.14 7.14 5.314 6.30 $.30 6.30
4253 37.00 4573 4695 43.46 4342 4340 4594 4501 4588 4585 4855 4852 4849 4847
3% 23% 3% 7% 0% 0% 6% 0% 0% 0% . 6% 0% 0% 0%
4942 4814 4249 4076 4189 3864 3897 3886 20.05 3040 4019 3841 3933 39048 39.47
- - 9787 3422 3422 34722 3422 3623 3623 36.23 36.23 3836 3836 38.36 38.36
2033 2063 2095 2027 2058 2092 2125 2159 21.93 2228 2263 2280 2336 2372 24.08
9944 2244 2244 2833 2904 2075 2975 2875 2875 3050 31.24 3124 3124 3124 32.00
200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200 200
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54
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58
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63
64
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Existing Transaction Economics, 10/08/08
Existing Transaction/ Smelter Sale Case (200MW)

C ash F[ows PMCC 2000 2010 2019 2012 2013 2014 2045 2016 2017 2018 2018 2020 2021 2022 2023
Lease
Buyout
@
12131/08
32 Cash Flow (SM)
Begmning Balance 146.0 1472 379 331 440 545 548 619 683 732 845 946 980 995 1143 1516 161.5
Receipls
Members 1494 1329 168.0 1765 167.4 1710 1750 189.4 1936 1976 2020 2184 2230 2275 2320
Arbitrage 10058 944 796 740 707 620 589 554 520 490 462 418 378 339 30.2
Smelters - E 293 600 800 600 600 635 635 635 835 672 672 672 67.2
Other 5765 572 _ 550 _487 _485 487 _488B _49.1 404 A96 _486 _498 5008 _512 51.4
Total 076 2845 3319 3592 3466 3417 3427 3574 3584 3597 3612 377.0 3ITBL 3798 380.8
Disbursements
Base Purchases 106.8 1083 132.4 1420 1443 1466 1489 1513 1537 156.1 1566 161.1 1837 1662 1688
SEPA Purchases 6.8 6.8 6.8 7.6 7.8 7.9 78 7.9 7.9 8.1 8.3 8.3 8.3 83 8.5
Markei Energy Purchases 56 6.5 48 222 148 153 157 166 1686 171 47.5 188 184 170 17.2
Markel Purchase Related 17.7 1184 222 183 85 8.4 8.4 8.3 8.3 8.1 101 1.0 120 129 13.9
ARG 17.3 478 1823 188 195 200 206 213 219 226 232 239 246 254 26.1
RVP - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 376.6
Purchase of Production inventory - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 80.1
Cther 285 76 978 235 261 228 273 288 202 312 322 _347 _380 391 39.4
Total 182.8 1655 212.4 2325 2209 2200 2288 2342 2376 2443 2500 2576 2651 2690 7306
BREC Share of Capital Expenditures 245 184 138 133 8.2 7.9 B84 85 111 1.7 133 123 128 130 135
Debt Service
New Borrowing - - - - - - - - - - - - - - (4B0.7)
Principat Repayment (incl. ARVP) 392 410 511 720 708 712 693 751 769 B08 830 818 569 845 2057
Interest 529 487 443 411 385 352 32 272 2728 _ 185 _145 105 6.0 34 -
Total 92.1 897 955 1131 110.3 1064 1006 1023 997 993 975 923 628 880 (275.0)
PMOCC Lease Buyout
Termnation Payment {net} (214.0)
GIC 92.6
B Loan (0.3}
MNet (121.7)
PMCC Loan 12.4  (13.0}
Nef Cash Flow {(109.3) {48 109 1056 0.3 7.1 6.4 49 113 101 4.5 0.5 148 373 9.9 {BB.3)
Ending Balance 376 331 440 545 548 610 683 732 B45 046 980 995 1143 1516 1615 73.2
Exhibit 100 7



Existing Transaction Economics, 10/08/08
Existing Transaction/ Arbitrage Case

Income Statement and  pyee 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Balance Sheet Lease
Buyout

@
1231108

67 |ncome Statement

&8

59  Revenues

70 Members 1481 1329 1680 1765 1674 1710 1750 1894 1936 197.6 2020 2184 2230 2275 2320
71 Arbitrage 1008 844 796 740 707 620 589 554 520 49.0 462 418 378 3389 30.2
72 Other 379 384 415 688 667 672 677 719 _727 736 _744 _784 _B14 854 91.3
73 Total 28709 2654 2891 3194 3048 3002 3016 3167 3183 3202 3226 3395 3422 3468 3335
74

75  Expenses

76 Base Purchases 106.8 108.3 1324 1420 1443 1466 1489 1513 1537 1561 1686 1611 163.7 166.2 168.8
77 SEPA Purchases 6.8 6.8 6.8 75 7.8 7.9 7.9 7.8 7.9 8.1 B.3 83 8.3 8.3 85
78 Market Purchases and Reiated 233 248 268 405 234 238 241 248 249 262 276 296 304 2898 3.1
79 ASG 173 178 183 1898 195 200 208 213 219 226 232 238 246 254 26.1
a0 Interest 58.8 55,2 53.0 50.0 46.7 425 394 3556 .9 28.0 252 21.2 17.6 16.5 14.0
81 Other 327 243 352 313 203 294 335 342 32 369 376 _387 _430 441 44 8
82 Tatal 2460 2374 2737 2904 2708 2703 2745 2752 2755 2780 2806 2828 287.8 2804 2933
83

84  Net Margm 408 280 454 290 340 299 274 415 427 422 420 567 544 564 60.1
858

86 Balance Sheet

87

B8  Assels

89 Net Utility Plant 13 955 964 g7 951 942 925 208 889 872 857 845 830 814 798 782
90 Sale-lL.easeback Invesiments - - - - - - - . - - - - - - - -
91 Cash & Investments 38 33 44 55 55 62 &8 73 84 a5 a9 100 114 152 162 73
g2 Recewvables & Other 132 129 124 119 115 109 103 97 92 88 81 75 72 &7 62 137
93 Assets 1083 1,118 1,131 1,140 1,420 1,113 1,096 1,078 1,085 1,053 1037 1020 1 016 1,032 1,021 993
4

95  Liabilities & Equities

95 Equities {135} {94} {66) (51 (22) 12 4z 69 111 153 196 238 204 349 405 485
97 Sale-Leaseback Obfigation & Unamorti - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
a8 Debt 1,040 994 960 915 850 787 723 662 535 527 456 383 312 266 183 481
g9 RVP/ Lease Advance 153 191 200 232 244 269 286 302 315 3z 341 355 365 373 378 0
100 Payables & Other 27 27 38 43 48 46 45 45 45 44 44 45 45 45 45 46
101 {.1abilities & Equities 1,083 1,118 1,131 1,140 1,120 1,113 1,096 1078 1,065 1,053 1,037 1,020 1016 1032 1,021 993
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SUPPLEMENTAL TESTIMONY OF
BURNS E. MERCER

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name.

My name is Burns E. Mercer.

Are you the same Burns E. Mercer who previously submitted direct

testimony in this proceeding?

Yes, I am.

What is the purpose of your supplemental testimony in this

proceeding?

The purpose of my supplemental testimony is to provide an update to the
Kentucky Public Service Commission (“Commission”) on the views of the
Member Distribution Cooperatives (“Members”) of Big Rivers Electric
Corporation (“Big Rivers”), including Meade County Rural Electric
Cooperative Corporation, Kenergy Corp., and Jackson Purchase Electric

Corporation, concerning certain developments relating to the Unwind

Exhibit 101
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Transaction for which Big Rivers is seeking approval in this proceeding.
Specifically, 1 testify to the Members’ continued support for the Unwind

Transaction.

BIG RIVERS’ MEMBERS CONTINUE TO SUPPORT THE UNWIND

TRANSACTION.

Are you familiar with the arrangements under which Big Rivers has
terminated its leveraged lease transactions of undivided interests in
Plants Green and Wilson with a subsidiary of Philip Morris Capital

Corporation (“PMCC”)?

Yes, I am aware that in order to address complications resulting from a
downgrade in the claims paying ability of Ambac Assurance Corporation, Big
Rivers agreed to terminate the PMCC lease transactions pursuant to a buy-
out structure involving financial contributions from Big Rivers and other

entities (“PMCC Buyout”).

Are you familiar with the arrangements involved in the termination
of Big Rivers’ leveraged lease transactions involving Bank of

America Leasing (“BoA”) in June 2008 (the “BoA Buyout”)?

Exhibit 101
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Yes. I am familiar with the BoA Buyout.

Have you reviewed the revised financial model presented by Big
Rivers showing the effects of the Unwind Transaction, incorporating
the PMCC Buyout, the BoA Buyout, and other changes to the Unwind
Transaction since the original version of the Unwind Financial

Model was filed on December 28, 2007?

Yes, I have reviewed the revised Unwind Financial Model (Exhibit 79) and
am familiar with the projected results, as they are presented in Mr.
Blackburn’s testimony, Exhibit 78, including the projected rates for Big

Rivers’ Members.

In light of the foregoing developments, do the Members continue to

support the Unwind Transaction?

Yes, the Members have not changed their positions supporting the Unwind
Transaction. The Members believe that the Unwind Transaction continues to
present the prospect of multiple benefits for the Members and for Big Rivers,
as I explained in my previous testimony in this proceeding, Exhibit 26.

Nothing that has occurred since I submitted my previous testimony has

Exhibit 101
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changed the views of the Members concerning the desirability of expeditious

Commission approval of the Unwind Transaction.

Are the Members familiar with Big Rivers’ proposal to “feather” the
use of the Economic Reserve to the Members until the Economic

Reserve is exhausted?

Yes. The Member CEOs and boards are familiar with the proposal to feather
use of the Economic Reserve through the Member Rate Stability Mechanism,
described in the Supplemental Direct Testimony of William Steven Seelye,
Exhibit 101, and [ have seen the graduated rate slope presented in Exhibit
WSS-17. The feathered rate slope approach for Member rates from the
effective date of the tariff until the Economic Reserve is exhausted (estimated
in Big Rivers’ Unwind Financial Model to be during 2013) is an acceptable
approach to Big Rivers’ Members. Of course, the Members also understand
that the Unwind Transaction contemplates that Big Rivers will file for a

general tariff review to be effective no earlier than January 1, 2010,

Does this conclude your testimony at this time?

Yes.

Exhibit 101
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VERIFICATION

I verify, state, and affirm that the foregoing testimony is true and correct to

the best of my knowledge and belief.

Burns Mercér

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
COUNTY OF Henderson )

Subscribed and sworn to before me by Burns Mercer on this the Z"l{“ day
of October, 2008.

Notary Public, Ky. State at Large
My commission expires: /-/ 2A-07
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SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
MICHAEL H. CORE

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name, address and position with Big Rivers

Electric Corporation (“Big Rivers”).

My name is Michael H. Core. My business address is 201 Third Street,
Henderson, Kentucky, 42419. T am the President and Chief Executive Officer

of Big Rivers.

Are you the same Michael H. Core who previously submitted direct

and rebuttal testimony in this proceeding?

Yes, ] am.

What is the purpose of your supplemental direct testimony in this

proceeding?

The purpose of my supplemental direct testimony is to provide an overview
concerning certain developments that have occurred with respect to the

proposed unwind (*Unwind Transaction”) of the 1998 transactions between

Exhibit 102
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Big Rivers and E.ON US. LLC (“E.ON”) (formerly LG&E Energy Corp.) and
certain E.ON affiliates approved by the Kentucky Public Service Commission

(“Commuission”) in Case Nos. 97-204 and 98-265 (“1998 Transactions”).

First, I summarize how the Ambac Assurance Corporation (“Ambac”) credit
downgrade resulted in Big Rivers agreeing to terminate its leveraged lease
transactions with respect to undivided interests in Plants Green and Wilson
with a subsidiary of Philip Morris Capital Corporation (‘PMCC”) (“Lease
Transactions”) through a buyout (“PMCC Buyout”). T further describe an
amendment to the Transaction Termination Agreement (“Termination
Agreement”) among Big Rivers, LG&E Energy Marketing Inc. (“LEM”) and
Western Kentucky Energy Corp. (“WKEC”) that has been entered into since I

provided rebuttal testimony in this proceeding.

I also present a supplemental analysis of benefits and costs to Big Rivers and
its cooperative member systems (“Members”) associated with the Unwind
Transaction reflecting these developments, and [ recap the history of Big

Rivers’ rates over the past ten years.

In addition, I provide an overview of the status of negotiations concerning the
resumption by Big Rivers of the rights and responsibilities under pre-1998

contracts (“Station Two Contracts”) between Big Rivers, the City of

Exhibit 102
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Henderson, Kentucky (the “City”) and the City of Henderson Utility
Commission doing business as Henderson Municipal Power & Light
(“HMP&L”) (collectively, “Henderson”) concerning the City’s Station Two
generating facility (“Station Two”). Finally, | explain that time is of the
essence with respect to implementation of the Unwind Transaction, and urge

the Commission to act expeditiously to approve the transaction.

The Application Supplement is a large filing. Does this indicate that

there are extensive and complex changes to the Application?

No. In reality, most of the material included in the Application Supplement
merely updates previously filed information with minor conforming changes
resulting from the PMCC Buyout. The Commission should not be put off by
the volume of the filing. The subgtance is straightforward and actually

streamlines Big Rivers’ financial position.

OVERVIEW OF RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

Please describe why Big Rivers sought postponement of the hearing

in this proceeding in June 2008.

Exhibit 102
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Big Rivers and E.ON sought postponement of the hearing in order to
negotiate a resolution to address the effect on the Lease Transactions of the
downgrade by Moody’s Investor Services to its rating of Ambac’s
creditworthiness. This downgrade event was independent of and unrelated to
Big Rivers’ request for approval of the Unwind Transaction. Big Rivers
would have had to act to resolve the Ambac downgrade even if there had been
no proposed Unwind Transaction. However, the Unwind Transaction could
not go forward with the uncertainty created by the Ambac downgrade. As C.
William Blackburn explains in greater detail in his Third Supplemental
Direct Testimony, Exhibit 78, Ambac insured certain default swaps that Big
Rivers was using to satisfy contractual collateral requirements under the
Lease Transactions. The Ambac downgrade caused these swaps to no longer
qualify as collateral, and raised the possibility of Big Rivers being found in
default unless it could either replace the non-qualifying swaps or come to

some other arrangement.

Has Big Rivers been able to resolve this issue?

Yes. Big Rivers has resolved the issues relating to Ambac’s financial
downgrade by agreeing to terminate the Lease Transactions with PMCC
under a negotiated buyout structure, with financial contributions being made

by Big Rivers, E.ON, and PMCC. Big Rivers considered a variety of
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alternatives to address the effect of the Ambac downgrade, but concluded
that a negotiated buyout with PMCC would present the best means of

preserving satisfactory economics for the Unwind Transaction.

Has Big Rivers revised the Unwind Financial Model to reflect the

PMCC Buyout?

Yes. I discuss the results of the revised financial model below, in my review

of the benefits and costs of the Unwind Transaction.

Has there been a further amendment to the Termination Agreement

since you last testified in this proceeding?

Big Rivers, LEM, and WKEC have entered into a further amendment to the
Termination Agreement that is being submitted with this supplement to its
Application in this proceeding. This amendment, entitled Third Amendment
to Transaction Termination Agreement, is included as Exhibit 80, and 1s

discussed in the Supplemental Testimony of Paul W. Thompson, Exhibit 91.

UPDATED ASSESSMENT OF THE BENEFITS OF THE UNWIND

TRANSACTION

Exhibit 102
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Have recent developmentis affected your evaluation of the benefits

and costs of the Unwind Transaction to Big Rivers and its Members?

Yes, although I continue to believe that the anticipated benefits of the
Unwind Transaction significantly outweigh the potential costs. The non-
monetary benefits that I described in my direct testimony, such as needed
financing flexibility for Big Rivers and the new power supply arrangements
with the aluminum smelters, have not changed at all, and neither have many
of the financial benefits that I previously described. The financial model that
Big Rivers has used to evaluate the benefits and risks of the Unwind
Transaction has been revised, however, to reflect the effect of the PMCC
Buyout (as discussed above) and other developments, as described in greater

detail by Mr. Blackburn in Exhibit 78.

How has the Unwind Financial Model been changed?

Although Mr. Blackburn and Mr. Mudge describe the changes to the Unwind
Financial Model in greater detail in their testimony at Exhibit 78 and Exhibit
98, respectively, the changes are generally of three kinds. First, Big Rivers
has updated the Unwind Financial Model to reflect updated cost data for
contract labor, to reflect new projected fuel o1l prices and other unit startup

costs, to incorporate increased materials costs, and to implement WKEC

Exhibit 102
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workplan updates. Second, Big Rivers has performed a new run of the
Production Cost Model (Exhibit 97) using updated regional assumptions to
reflect moré current wholesale power markets. And third, Big Rivers has
implemented the terms of the resolution of the PMCC Buyout, including Big
Rivers’ estimated $60.9 million share of those costs, and the updated balance

schedule to the RUS Note.

How is the PMCC Buyout related to the Unwind Transaction?

The problem which the PMCC Buyout sought to resolve, the Ambac credit
downgrade’s effects on the PMCC Lease Transaction, is wholly unrelated to
the Unwind Transaction. Big Rivers would have needed to resolve this
financial issue whether or not the Unwind Transaction occurred. But the
terms of the PMCC Buyout are themselves integrated with the Unwind
Transaction — E.ON’s agreement to pay an estimated $60.9 million of the
costs of that PMCC Buyout is provided as a direct incentive fo close the
Unwind Transaction, and the payment will not be provided if the Unwind

Transaction does not close.

What are the effects of the Buyouts on the updated Unwind

Financial Model?

Exhibit 102
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The updated Unwind Financial Model indicates that the BoA Buyout and the
PMCC Buyout will cause an increase in projected rates estimated to be
$0.39/MWh on a weighted average basis for the Non-Smelter Members and
$0.27/MWh on a weighted average basis for the Smelters, each measured
over the 15 year period modeled. See Exhibit RSM-3 to the Supplemental
Testimony of Robert S. Mudge, Exhibit 98. However, I further note that the

PMCC Buyout provides a number of benefits on its own. The PMCC Buyout:

1. Eliminates Big Rivers’ obligation to replace Ambac in the PMCC
Lease Transactions in light of Ambac’s credit downgrade — an
obligation that would be very difficult to fulfill;

2. Removes the risk of additional problems that may result from

further Ambac downgrades;

3. Simplifies Big Rivers’ creditor structure by reducing the number
of creditors;
4. Simplifies Big Rivers’ ability to obtain consents, as it required

consents from PMCC, Ambae, and the RUS. The PMCC Buyout
removes PMCC, CoBank and CFC from the picture, and
ultimately Ambac will be removed when the pollution control

bonds are refunded;
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5. Maintains Big Rivers’ credit metrics necessary for obtaining an
investment grade credit rating, metrics which are still excellent;
and

6 Involves a contribution by E.ON in the amount of 50 percent of
Big Rivers’ buyout cost as discussed in Mr. Blackburn’s Third

Supplemental Direct Testimony.

What is the effect of all the changes to the updated Unwind Financial
Model (not only the Buyouts) on rates from the June 2008 Unwind

Financial Model?

Rates to the Non-Smelter Members and Smelters show increases as a result
of the changes to the Unwind Financial Model. Overall (inclusive of all costs
including those related to the BoA Buyout and the PMCC Buyout), these
increases amount to a weighted average increase of $1.38/MWh for the Non-
Smelter Members and $1.49/MWh for the Smelters over the term of the
period modeled. See Supplemental Direct Testimony of Robert S. Mudge,
Exhibit 98, pages 13-14. However, the increased rates to the Non-Smelter
Members continue to be tempered by the Economic Reserve of $157 million.
And Big Rivers’ rates still remain amongst the lowest wholesale rates in the

region.
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What is the effect of the revised Unwind Financial Model on Big

Rivers’ balance sheet?

In my direct testimony I presented Exhibit MHC-1, a financial analysis of the
Unwind Transaction Profile as of December 12, 2007. Attached to this
Supplement Direct Testimony is Exhibit MHC-2, an updated Unwind
Transaction Profile comparing Big Rivers’ pre-1998 balance sheet, its current
balance sheet, and the projected post-closing balance sheet. The financial

benefits of the Unwind Transaction are clear.

Does Big Rivers still intend to pursue an investment grade credit

rating?

Yes. Big Rivers' financial metrics remain strong for pursuing an investment

grade credit rating, and Big Rivers intends to do so.

1s Big Rivers still committed to completing the Unwind Transaction?

Yes. The overall advantages of the Unwind Transaction for Big Rivers and

its Members remain the same as presented in my Direct Testimony, Exhibit

14,
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Mr. Core, at an informal conference Big Rivers was asked to provide
a schedule showing its rates in recent history. Has such a schedule

been prepared by you or at your direction?

Yes. Please see my Exhibit MHC-3, which presents a table showing average
revenue per MWh for Big Rivers’ rural customers and large industrial

customers as well as an average revenue for the period 1998 through 2008.

Is this rate history relevant to consideration of the Unwind

Transaction?

Yes. If the Unwind Transaction is implemented, Big Rivers’ prices fo its
Members, both for rural and large industrial customers, will increase. In
some years these increases may appear significant. But these increases
would appear very differently had they been implemented beginning in 1998
over a longer term. Since 1998, energy prices have increased across the
board as have the electricity prices of virtually all electric utilities. Even now,
if Big Rivers’ Members’ rates increase as a result of the Unwind Transaction
their rates will remain competitive, and they still will have enjoyed an

extended period of stable, low prices,
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Finally, the rates in the Unwind Financial Model are not meant to be actual
proposed rates, and Big Rivers is not requesting approval for specific future
rate increases. The Unwind Financial Model is meant merely to be a decision
model and to demonstrate the financial viability of Big Rivers under the

Unwind Transaction given a set of reasonable, hest-estimate assumptions.

Have Big Rivers’ negotiations with the parties to the Unwind
Transaction been at arms-length, with all consideration for the
transaction or value given or promised by or to Big Rivers or its

agents fully disclosed to the Commission and the parties?

Yes.

STATUS OF NEGOTIATIONS REGARDING STATION TWO

Has there been a final resolution among Big Rivers, E.ON, and
Henderson concerning the effect of the Unwind Transaction on the

existing Station Two arrangements?

No. The parties are continuing to negotiate towards termination of the
Station Two arrangements that were entered into as part of the 1998

Transactions, and resumption by Big Rivers of its rights and responsibilities
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with respect to Station Two, consistent with the underlying contracts among
Big Rivers, the City, and the City of Henderson Utility Commission
concerning Station Two (“Station Two Contracts”) which were executed and
approved by the Commission in the 1970s. However, the parties have yet to
achieve final resolution of the issues involved. As David A. Spainhoward
explains in his supplemental testimony, Exhibit 99, draft agreements
necessary to effectuate this resolution have been presented to, but not yet

executed by, the City and the City of Henderson Utility Commission.

Do you anticipate that the parties will come to terms and agree to
resumption by Big Rivers of its rights and responsibilities with

respect to Station Two?

Yes, I believe that the parties will finalize the necessary agreements and
provide for Big Rivers to resume its pre-1998 role with respect to Station Two.
The parties, including both Board chairs, have met numerous times in

attempts to negotiate a resolution of the many issues relating to Station Two,

and I am confident that the outstanding issues will be resolved.

Is termination of the existing Station Two arrangements a condition

for the Unwind Transaction to close?
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It 18, pursuant to Subsection 10.2(q) of the Termination Agreement.

Is Big Rivers seeking any Commission approvals with respect to

Station Two at this time?

Yes. As explained in greater detail by Mr. Spainhoward, Big Rivers is
submitting five unexecuted agreements to the Commission as part of its
Application Supplement in this proceeding. Although certain of these
agreements are being provided to the Commission solely for informational
purposes, Big Rivers is requesting that the Commission approve the
remaining agreements in their current, unexecuted forms. To the extent that
any of these agreements is modified in a material fashion, Big Rivers will of
course file the modified agreement(s) with the Commission and seek renewed

approval of the agreement(s) as modified.

NEED FOR EXPEDITIOUS COMMISSION APPROVAL

Do you continue to recommend that the Commission approve the
Unwind Transaction, including the modifications presented in your

Application Supplement?
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Yes, I continue to recommend Commission approval, without reservation. I
continue to believe that the Unwind Transaction will provide Big Rivers with
flexibility to finance and manage growth, enhance the long-term viability of
the aluminum smelters served by Big Rivers (“Smelters”), benefit the
economy of Western Kentucky, and create a win-win future for Big Rivers’

Members, E.ON and the Smelters.

Is there need for the Commission to act expeditiously on the

Application?

I believe that there is. The Unwind Transaction has been years in the
making, and the parties have achieved a negotiated resolution of many
complicated issues. It is important that the Unwind Transaction be approved
as soon as is feasible, in order to preserve the delicate balance that has been
achieved. The parties already have spent much time and labor to resolve
issues that arose just prior to the scheduled commencement of the hearing in
this proceeding, and the passage of time presents the possibility of other
developments that could result in further delay. Accordingly, I urge the
Commission to act expeditiously to approve the Application, as supplemented,
so that the Unwind Transaction may go forward promptly and the resulting

benefits may be secured for Big Rivers and the other interested parties.
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Q. Does this conclude your testimony at this time?

A. Yes.
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Unwind Transaction Profile, 10/4/08
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Batance Sheet (M$)

Net Utility Plant

Sale-l.easeback Investments

Cash & Investments
Transition Reserve
Economic Reserve
Unrestricted

Receivables, Inventories & Other
Assets

Equities
Sale-Leaseback Obiligation & Unamortized Gain
RUS Debt
Other Debt
Payables & Other
Equities & Liabilities

Equity/ Assets

1997
Audited Financials Pre Unwind +
| ease Buyouts

914 912
- 197
21 146
61 53
996 1,308
{293) (139
- 240
765
1,256 262
33 179
996 1,308

-29%
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2008

Post Unwind +
Lease Buyouts

1.011

35
157

125
93

1,420

372

526
246
176

1.420

26%
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RATE HISTORY

YEAR RURAL LARGE WEIGHTED
INDUSTRIALS AVERAGE
1998 36.72 30.70 34.11
1999 36.44 30.47 33.78
2000 36.25 30.12 33.58
2001 35.27 30.59 33.44
2002 35.38 31.22 33.97
2003 34.99 31.15 33.78
2004 35.06 30.31 33.55
2005 35.26 30.70 33.89
2006 35.58 30.67 34.11
2007 35.22 30.96 34.04
2008 35.30 30.74 34.03
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VERIFICATION

I verify, state, and affirm that the foregoing testimony is true and correct to the best of my
knowledge and belief. o
N
Z

Kfichael H. Core

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
COUNTY OF HENDERSON )

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by Michael H. Core on this the Z_he\‘ day of
October, 2008.

Doda, dihess

Notary Public, Ktj- Stale. ot
My Commission Expires (1209







EXHIBIT 103

SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
WILLIAM STEVEN SEELYE



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY
BEFORE THE
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF KENTUCKY

Case No. 2007-00455

SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
WILLIAM STEVEN SEELYE

ON BEHALF OF
APPLICANTS

OCTOBER 2008

Exhibit 103
Page 1 of 10



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
WILLIAM STEVEN SEELYE

OVERVIEW OF TESTIMONY

Please state your name and business address.

My name is William Steven Seelye, and my business address is The
Prime Group, LLC, 6435 West Highway 146, Crestwood, Kentucky,

40014.

By whom are you employed?

1 am a senior consultant and principal for The Prime Group, LLC, a
ﬁ}*m located in Crestwood, Kentucky providing consulting and
educational services in the areas of utility regulatory analysis, revenue
requirements support, cost of service, rate design and economic

analysis.

Are you the same William Steven Seelye who earlier provided

testimony in these proceedings?
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I am. I filed my direct testimony as Exhibit 25 to the original

Application filed on December 28, 2007.

Why are you presenting this Supplemental Direct Testimony?

I am presenting this Supplemental Direct Testimony in order to
sponsor certain changes to the Member Rate Stability Mechanism
(“MRSM”) which I originally sponsored in Exhibit 25 at pages 27-32. 1
am sponsoring the revised MRSM tariff language attached as Exhibit

WSES-16.

Is Big Rivers changing the method by which the MRSM will be

used to draw down amounts in the Economic Reserve?

Yes.

Why is Big Rivers changing the MRSM?

Originally, as presented in the Application and described in my Direct

Testimony, Exhibit 25 at pp. 27-32, the MRSM provided for the use of

the Economic Reserve as a rate credit to offset in each month the total

dolNar amount of fuel adjustment charges (“FAC”) and Environmental
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Surcharge charges billed to Members in that month to the extent such
total dollar amounts were not already offset by the Unwind Surcredits
and any Rebate Adjustments in that month. This proposed use of the
MRSM left existing rates to the Non-Smelter Members effectively
unchanged until exhaustion of the the Economic Reserve. In
consideration of the well-established ratemaking principle of
gradualism, Big Rivers proposes to modify the MRSM to alter the
speed at which the Economic Reserve will be drawn down and thereby
“feather” the effect of anticipated FAC and Environmental Surcharge
Expenses on the Non-Smelter Member rates until the Economic
Reserve is exhausted and the full amounts of the FAC and
Environmental Surcharge are applied without credit. The revised
MRSM tariff also reflects the increase in the level of the Economic

Reserve from $75 million to $157 million.

Can you explain what you mean by incorporating “gradualism”

or “feathering” of the use of the Economic Reserve?

Yes. Incorporating “gradualism” or “feathering” simply refers to the
process of smoothing the transition between existing rates with all
FAC and Environmental Surcharge increases offset by the Economic

Reserve to the existing rates with all FAC and Environmental
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Surcharge increases included after the exhaustion of the Economic
Reserve. Absent some sort of gradualism, there potentially will be an
abrupt rate transition at the time the Economic Reserve is exhausted
and there is no offset to the FAC and Environmental Surcharge costs
that are then included in the Non-Smelter Member rates other than
the Unwind Surcredit and any Rebate Adjustment in that month.
Consistent with the ratemaking principle of gradualism, Big Rivers
over a course of years will use the MRSM to reduce the rate of
drawdown of the Economic Reserve so that the rate increases seen by
its Members will be less extreme once the Economic Reserve is

exhausted.

The positive effect of incorporating gradualism to smooth Non-Smelter
Member Rates can be shown quite effectively graphically. Attached as
Exhibit WSS-17, I include a chart graphically comparing use of the
MRSM to draw down the Economic Reserve against all FAC and
Environmental Surcharge charges without gradualism as compared to
a use of the MRSM that smooths the drawdown of the Economic
Reserve by leaving some amount of FAC and Environmental
Surcharge charges as adjustments to Non-Smelter Rates without full

offset. As can be seen from this exhibit, through feathering the Non-
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Smelter Member rates more smoothly increase without as large a spike

at the exhaustion of the Economic Reserve.

Do Big Rivers’ Members support the concept of gradualism?

1 am informed that they do. They recognize that existing rates will be
altered by FAC and Environmental Surcharge costs in years to come
and that the Non-Smelter Members will receive a contribution of the
full $157 million of the Economic Reserve at whatever rate that
amount is distributed through the MRSM. Incorporating a
“feathering” approach to more gradually reduce the Economic
Reserve’s offset of the total amount of potential FAC and
Environmental Surcharge cost increases to existing Non-Smelter
Member rates serves to smooth the rate transition that inevitably will
occur once the Economic Reserve is exhausted. Accordingly, the
Members are in agreement that smoothing the drawdown of the
Economic Reserve is preferable to a stark rate transition at the
exhaustion of the Economic Reserve. See Exhibit 102, Supplemental

Testimony of Burns E. Mercer.
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How does Big Rivers propose to change the MRSM to
incorporate gradualism regarding the drawdown of the

Economic Reserve use?

During the first 12 months after the effective date of the tariff (i.e.,
calendar year 2009, assuming a December 31, 2008 closing), Big Rivers
proposes to leave the MRSM as was previously proposed. Thus, in
those initial twelve months the Kconomic Reserve will be used in each
month to offset the total amount of FAC and Environmental Surcharge
charges not otherwise offset by the Unwind Surcredit or a Rebate
Adjustment in that month. Thus, for the first 12 months of the tariff

Member rates will remain level.

During months 13 through 24 after the effective date of the tariff (i.e.,
calendar year 2010), the Economic Reserve will offset most of the total
amount of FAC and Environmental Surcharge increases in each month
not otherwise offset by the Unwind Surcredit or a Rebate Adjustment,
but not the total difference. Instead, the monthly withdrawal from the
Economic Reserve will be reduced by $0.002/kWH multiplied by the
Non-Smelter sales for the month. The revised MRSM tariff defines

this amount as an Expense Mitigation Adjustment.
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Similarly, during months 25 through 36 after the effective date of the
tariff (i.e., 2011), the Expense Mitigation Adjustment increases to an
amount equal to $0.004/kWh multiplied by the Non-Smelter Member
sales in each month. And in months 37 through 48 after the effective
date of the tariff (i.e., in 2012), the Expense Mitigation Adjustment
increases to an amount equal to $0.006/kWh multiplied by the Non-
Smelter Member sales in each month. After month 48, the Expense
Mitigation Adjustment terﬁainates and the Economic Reserve will be
used in each month to offset the net cost increases until the Economic
Reserve is fully exhausted. In essence, the Non-Smelter Members will
gradually begin to bear the cost increases associated with the FAC and
the Environmental Surcharge cost increases, thus “feathering” the
Economic Reserve application by smoothing rates to the Non-Smelter
Members and mitigating the large step up that would occur when the

Economic Reserve is completely depleted.

Could you provide an example of how the revised MRSM would

operate in 2010 (months 13 through 24 after closing)?

Yes. Using the same example incorporated in my Direct Testimony at
page 29 (which would reflect how the MRSM would operate in 2009

when no Expense Mitigation Adjustment would apply), suppose that (1)
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the FAC amount billed to a Member for non-Smelter sales is $10,150,
(i) the Environmental Surcharge billed to a Member for non-Smelter
sales is $20,200, and (iii) the Unwind Surcredit received is $5,000.
Under prior operation of the MRSM, the Member's MRSM adjustment
for the month would have been a credit of $25,350 (or $10,150
+$20,200 -$5,000 = $25,350). Assume further that the product of the
Member’s non-Smelter sales is $10,000 ($0.002/kWh multiplied by non-
Smelter sales of 5,000,000 kWh). This $10,000 would then be the
calculated Expense Mitigation Adjustment for that month. Under the
revised MRSM the Member's MRSM adjustment for the month would
be a credit of $15,350. In other words, the MRSM of $15,350 would
offset the FAC charge of $10,150, plus the Environmental Surcharge of
$20,200, less the Unwind Surcredit of $5,000 and less the Expense
Mitigation Adjustment of $10,000. I should point out that the figures
used in this example were developed simply to illustrate how the
MRSM will be determined and in no way represent amounts that will

likely occur.

How would the above example change were it to occur in 2011

(months 25 through 36 after closing)?
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In 2011, the Expense Mitigation Adjustment would be calculated to be
$20,000 ($0.004/kWh multiplied by sales of 5,000,000 kWh). The
MRSM thus would credit $5,350 to offset the FAC and Environmental

Surcharge ($10,150 + $20,200 - $5,000 - $20,000).

And how would the same example change were it to occur in

2012 (months 37 through 48 after closing)?

In 2012, the Expense Mitigation Adjustment would be calculated to be
$30,000 ($0.006/kWh multiplied by sales of 5,000,000 kWh). Because
the Member Expense Adjustment of $30,000 would exceed the $25,350
calculated amount of the FAC plus the Environmental Surcharge less
the Unwind Surcredit, no amounts would be credited to the Member
from the Economic Reserve in that month and the Member would bear
the full cost of the FAC and Environmental Surcharge. However,
because the Unwind Surcredit separately would be flowed through

that rider, the Member would still receive that credit.

Mr. Seelye, does this conclude your testimony at this time?

Yes, it does.
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MEMBER RATE STABILITY MECHANISM (MRSM)

APPLICABILITY:

Applicable in all territory served by Big Rivers” Member Cooperatives.

AVAILABILITY:

Available pursuant to Section A.7. of this tariff for electric service provided by Big
Rivers to its Member Rural Electric Cooperatives for all Rural Delivery Points and
Large Industrial Customer Delivery Points, served under Rate Schedule C.4.d, and
Rate Schedule C.7, respectively.

DEFINITIONS:

“Members” are Jackson Purchase Energy Corporation, Kenergy Corp. (“Kenergy”),
and Meade County Rural Electric Cooperative Corporation.

“Smelters” are the aluminum reduction facilities of Alcan Primary Products
Corporation and Century Aluminum of Kentucky General Partnership, as further
described under the Wholesale Smelter Agreements.

“Smelter Agreements” are the two Wholesale Electric Service Agreements each
dated as of October ___, 2008, between Big Rivers and Kenergy with respect to
service by Kenergy to a Smelter.,

MEMBER RATE STABILITY MECHANISM (MRSM)

Big Rivers will establish an Economic Reserve of $157 million, plus any additional
amounts that may be added at the time of closing the unwind arrangement with
E.ON, which will be used to offset the effect of billing the FAC and Environmental
Surcharge to non-Smelter sales, after taking into account the credits received from
the Unwind Surcredit and the Rebate Adjustment. The Economic Reserve will be
established as a stand-alone investment account, accruing interest. The MRSM will
draw on the Economic Reserve to mitigate the monthly impacts of the FAC and
Environmental Surcharge on each non-Smelter Member’s bill, net of the credits
received under the Unwind Surcredit and Rebate Adjustment. Each month the
MRSM will mitigate the dollar impact of billings under the FAC and Environmental
Surcharge Jess the total dollar amounts received under the Unwind Surcredit, less a
monthly pro-rata portion of any lump sum rebates provided under the Rebate
Adjustment, and Jess the Expense Mitigation Adjustment {EMA) which is defined
below.



Exhibit WSS-16
Page 2 of 2

The amount of the MRSM credit provided to each member system during a month
will each equal (i} the total dollar amount of FAC charges billed to the member
during the month, plus {ii) the total dollar amount of Environmental Surcharge
charges billed to the member during the month, less (iii) the total dollar amount of
the Unwind Surcredits credited to the member during the maonth, Jess (iv) one-
twelfth (1/12) of any rebates provided under the Rebate Adjustment during the
current month or during any of the 11 preceding months, less (v) the total dollar
amount of the Expense Mitigation Adjustment {(EMA) charged to the member during
the month; provided that the amounts subtracted in items {iii), (iv) and (v) cannot
exceed the total of items (i) and (ii), in which case the monthly MRSM adjustment
would be zero.

Expense MITIGATION FACTOR (EMF) AND ADJUSTMENT (EMA)
The EMF shall be the following:

i, $0.000 per kWh for the first twelve (12) months following the
effective date of this tariff;

it $0.002 per kWh for months 13 through 24 following the effective date
of this tariff;

ifi. $0.004 per kWh for months 25 through 36 following the effective date
of this tariff; and

iv. $0.006 per kWh for months 37 through 48 following the effective date
of this tariff.

The EMA for the month shall be the EMF multiplied by the S(m) which is the
jurisdictional sales for the current expense month. The EMF and EMA will expire
after month 48 following the effective date of this tariff,

If any portion of FAC or Environmental Surcharge costs are transferred to base
rates, or if any portion of the FAC costs are transferred from base rates to the FAC,
then the MRSM will account for any effect of such transfers so that the Members will
not see any impact on their bills, either positive or negative, of such transfers.

The MRSM shall be no longer applicable and shall be terminated once the Economic
Reserve is exhausted. During the last month of the MRSM, the amount remaining in
the Economic Reserve will be prorated to each member on the basis of the total FAC
and Environmental Surcharge charges applicable fo non-Smeiter sales less credits
under the Unwind Surcredits, less monthly prorated amounts under the Rebate
Adjustment and less the Expense Mitigation Adjustment as applicable.
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Economic Reserve Analysis More gradual draws on Economic Reserve

(based on Unwind Presentation Draft 10_04_08.xIs) (red lines below) buffer what would
otherwise be 40% rate increase in 2013

Trans 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

Impact on Economic Reserve Balance (SM; EQY)

Economic Reserve Balance
{End of Year)

With Gradualism 157 128 97 70 34 - 200 |
150 |

$ Millions

Without Gradualism 157 128 90 48 - - 0 ~ : :
Trans 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

=miw/o Gradualism ====w Gradualism

impact on Non-Smelter Member Rates ($/ MWh)

Non-Smelter Member Rates

With Gradualism 3545 3742 38.29 41‘2__6 44 14 60.00

Change i E% 5% B% %

$/ MWh

40.00
Without Gradualism 3545 3542 3529 3825 5342 30.00

2000 2010 2011 2012 2013

B wio Gradualism ===w Gradualism :
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SUPPLEMENTAL DIRECT TESTIMONY OF
MARK A. BAILEY

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name, address and position with Big Rivers

Electric Corporation (“Big Rivers”).

My name is Mark A. Bailey. My business address is 201 Third Street,
Henderson, Kentucky, 42419. I am the Executive Vice President and Chief

Operating Officer of Big Rivers.

Are you the same Mark A. Bailey who previously submitted Direct

and Rebuttal testimony in this proceeding?

Yes, I am.

What is the purpose of your Supplemental Direct Testimony in this

proceeding?

The purpose of my Supplemental Direct Testimony is to address certain
developments that have occurred with respect to the proposed unwind

(“Unwind Transaction”) of the 1998 transactions between Big Rivers and

Exhibit 104
Page 2 of 12



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

II.

E.ON U.S. LLC (“E.ON") (formerly LG&E Energy Corp.) and certain E.ON
affiliates approved by the Kentucky Public Service Commission

(“Commission”) in Case Nos. 97-204 and 98-265 (“1998 Transactions”).

First, I describe the status of Big Rivers’ ongoing conduct of due diligence
with respect to the Big Rivers-owned generating facilities that currently are
leased to, and operated by, Western Kentucky Energy Corp. (‘WKEC”), and
that will once again be operated by Big Rivers upon closing of the Unwind
Transaction. AsI explain below, Big Rivers is abiding by the commitments it
has made with respect to its conduct of due diligence, and will continue to do
so. I then provide an update concerning Big Rivers’ transition to resuming
operational control of the generating facilities. I demonstrate that Big Rivers
is continuing to ensure that it will have the personnel and arrangements in
place to guarantee a seamless transition when Big Rivers resumes
operational control of the facilities, including the necessary arrangements for
the provision of information technology (“IT”) services and generation

dispatch services.

DUE DILIGENCE

Is Big Rivers continuing to conduct due diligence with respect to the

generating facilities and sites?
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Yes, Big Rivers is continuing to engage in due diligence, and will continue to
do so up to the closing of the Unwind Transaction. In a May 29, 2008
memorandum to the Big Rivers Board of Directors, I explained that although
I had become comfortable with the plant situation at that time, I recognized
that a number of conditions remained to be met before the closing of the
Unwind Transaction — and before I would be fully satisfied that the due
diligence portion of the closing conditions under the Transaction Termination
Agreement (“Termination Agreement”) among Big Rivers, LG&E Energy
Marketing Inc. and WKEC had been satisfied. Big Rivers has continued to
conduct due diligence to ensure that all such closing conditions have been
satisfied. See Exhibit MAB-8 (Big Rivers’ March 6, 2008 Responses to the
Attorney General’s Supplemental Request, Item 88; Big Rivers’ May 30, 2008
Updated Responses to Data Requests, Tab 13; Big Rivers’ June 24, 2008

Updated Responses to Data Requests, Item 1).

Are there issues that remain to be resolved before Big Rivers can
conclude that the closing requirements concerning the condition of

the plants have been satisfied?

Yes, there are. In his Supplemental Direct Testimony, Exhibit 99, David A.

Spainhoward at Exhibit DAS-2 presents a list of certain due diligence closing
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conditions and Big Rivers’ understanding of how those conditions are
expected to be satisfied. Big Rivers is continuing to pursue resolution of the
outstanding issues with E.ON, consistent with its reaffirmed commitment at
the June 19, 2008 informal conference in this proceeding that it would
“finalize its due diligence on the generating facilities and sites using all

resources available to it.”

Big Rivers also committed to filing a report with the Commission
within 120 days after closing the Unwind Transaction concerning
resolution of the Big Rivers conditions to closing. Does Big Rivers

stand by this commitment?

Absolutely. As reaffirmed at the June 19 conference, Big Rivers will file a
report with the Commission within 120 days after closing, “stating that all
Big Rivers conditions to the closing of the Unwind Transaction have been
satisfied or waived, and if waived, the terms on which waiver was granted.”
This includes conditions relating to due diligence, but all other Big Rivers

conditions to closing as well.

In your Direct Testimony, you described a Production Work Plan

that Big Rivers had developed for operating the generating facilities
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following closing of the Unwind Transaction. Have there been

changes to this plan?

Yes. Big Rivers has recently updated its three-year Production Work Plan
covering the years 2009 through 2011. A copy of the revised Production Work
Plan is included as Exhibit 105. A summary of the major changes included in
the updated plan from the previous Production Work Plan covering the years
2008 through 2010 is included in Exhibit MAB-9. These changes have been
incorporated in Big Rivers’ revised Unwind Financial Model, which is
presented as Exhibit 79 and is described more fully in the Third

Supplemental Direct Testimony of C. William Blackburn, Exhibit 78.

You also explained in your Direct Testimony that Bob Berry will
become Vice President and Chief Production Officer for Big Rivers.

Will Mr. Berry be available at the hearing in this proceeding?

Yes, Mr. Berry will be available at the hearing to respond to any questions
addressed to his overall responsibility for operation and maintenance of Big
Rivers’ generating fleet. As I noted in my direct testimony, Mr. Berry has
over 27 years of experience with Big Rivers and WKEC. He recently

managed operations at Green/Reid/Station Two and has previously worked at
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the Coleman Plant, and thus is well suited to provide information to the

Commission in this area.

UPDATE ON TRANSITION

In your Direct Testimony, you identified the Big Rivers management
team that will be in place after closing of the Unwind Transaction.
Have there been any changes to that team since you submitted your

Direct Testimony?

No, there have not been any changes to the post-closing management team.

Has Big Rivers named managers for the individual generating

facilities?

Yes. Jim Garrett, who is currently plant manager of the Coleman Plant, is
transfering to the Sebree Station, replacing Bob Berry. Kenny Stewart,
currently the Wilson Plant manager, has elected to retire. Ron Gregory has
been promoted to plant manager at the Wilson Plant by WKEC, and will
become Big Rivers’ Wilson Plant manager. Pat Waldeck, currently

production manager and interim plant manager at the Coleman Plant, will
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become Big Rivers’ Coleman Plant manager. A list of the managers and their

individual experiences is attached as Exhibit MAB-10.

Do you have any updates concerning the status of Big Rivers’ efforts

to hire current WKEC employees to continue with Big Rivers?

I have one update, concerning Big Rivers’ offers to “exempt” — i.e., non-
bargaining — employees of WKEC. Big Rivers had offered positions to 150 of
these employees, and 149 accepted Big Rivers’ offers to continue with Big
Rivers, including all of the plant managers. However, as I noted previously,
one of the plant managers subsequently elected to retire, so Big Rivers
currently expects 148 of the exempt employees to stay on with Big Rivers

when it resumes operational control of the generating facilities.

What about the bargaining unit employees?

It is Big Rivers’ intent to offer to hire all bargaining unit employees. We

expect most, if not all, to continue working with Big Rivers.

Do you have a current estimate of the number of employees Big

Rivers will have after the closing of the Unwind Transaction?
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Yes. We plan to have approximately 623 employees post-closing, down
slightly from the 630 employees I estimated in my Direct Testimony. This is
because, as I discuss below, we are outsourcing our IT and generation

dispatch services.

In your Direct Testimony, you explained that Big Rivers was
exploring alternatives for obtaining IT and generation dispatch
services upon the expiration of certain transitional arrangements

with WKEC. Has Big Rivers contracted for IT services?

Yes. AsI explained in my Direct Testimony, WKEC will provide certain
information technology services to Big Rivers for up to eighteen months
following the closing of the Unwind Transaction, pursuant to the Information
Technology Support Services Agreement. By the end of that eighteen month
period, Big Rivers must have fully transitioned fo its long-term information
technology solution. Big Rivers has worked with Black & Veatch Corporation
(“Black & Veatch”) to determine the best options with respect to the IT
function. As a result of this effort, Big Rivers has decided to purchase and
implement various modules of Oracle’s e-Business Suite Software, and has
negotiated an agreement with Oracle to purchase the software at a cost of
$1.4 million, with an annual maintenance fee of $300,000. Big Rivers also

has finalized agreements with EDS to configure and implement the software
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at a cost of $7.3 million, and to provide certain IT services (application
management, help desk, desktop support, network and data center) for eight
years following the closing of the Unwind Transaction, at an annual cost of
$2.8 million. The revised Unwind Financial Model includes all expected IT

costs.

How did Big Rivers select Oracle as the software solutions provider?

E.ON has established a WKEC “quasi’-current state environment for post-
unwind Big Rivers (including Oracle, Maximo, PeopleSoft and Volts software)
under the Information Technology Support Services Agreement. Pending
transition to its long-term solution, Big Rivers will be operating on two IT
systems, the current WKEC system and the current Big Rivers system. Big
Rivers’ long-term solution due diligence process involved both Big Rivers and
WEKEC business area and technical staff, and included site visits and vendor
demonstrations. Big Rivers evaluated multiple options, including legacy
native, Oracle, SAP and Maximo, on both a quantitative and qualitative basis.
Qualitative scoring included critical criteria such as business functionality,
business processes, technical requirements, strategic fit, vendor viability and

migration strategy. Oracle Release 12 was the clear winner.
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How did Big Rivers select EDS to be its IT services provider over

other options, such as having the services provided in-house?

Big Rivers solicited interest from three large outsourcers (EDS, IBM and
Capgemini) to configure and implement 20 modules of Oracle Release 12 and
provide the services I identified above. EDS alone responded favorably to Big
Rivers’ request. After twelve months of negotiations, an agreement between
Big Rivers and EDS was finalized on June 30, 2008, generally to become
effective upon the closing date of the Unwind Transaction. While on the
surface it appears that the EDS option (as compared to the in-house option)
carries a 9% cost premium (absent any risk premium), when considered from
a risk management perspective, Big Rivers concluded that the deep and
broad resources of EDS more than compensate for the in-house option risk.
Transitioning to Oracle Release 12 will be a monumental undertaking for Big
Rivers. Big Rivers has no backstop beyond the eighteen month period during
which E.ON will be providing certain IT services, and thus believes that

outsourcing these IT services to EDS is the best solution.

Has Big Rivers likewise contracted for generation dispatch services?

Yes, Big Rivers has contracted with ACES Power Marketing (“APM”) to

provide generation dispatch services to Big Rivers following expiration of its

Exhibit 104
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transitional arrangement with WKEC. APM is a national energy risk
management and transaction execution company of which Big Riversis a
member-owner, along with numerous other cooperatives. APM already
provides power marketing and risk management services to Big Rivers, and
Big Rivers believes that there will be synergies in having APM also perform

generation dispatch.

Does this conclude your testimony at this time?

Yes.

Exhibit 104
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION’S
RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST
FOR INFORMATION TQ JOINT APPLICANTS
- PSC CASE NO. 2007-00455
March 6, 2008

Item 88) Please reference the Response to HMP&L 1-7. When does Big Rivers
anticipate it will complete its due diligence review of the facilities?

Response)  Big Rivers will complete its due diligence review of the generating
facilities at or near the time of the transaction closing. Big Rivers intends to continue ifs
due diligence between now and that time. For instance, Section 10.3 of the Transaction
Termination Agreement sets forth several closing conditions which are infended to assure
Big Rivers that the conditions of the plants are acceptable at the closing; such as, 10.3 (w)
No Damage to Generating Plants; (ff) No Forced Outage at Generating Plants; etc.

Due diligence requests for information are continuously sent to WKEC and when
responses are received, they are roviewed by Big Rivers’ staff and/or counsel, and/or Big
Rivers® consultants. Big Rivers has positioned one person at ¢ach plant site to monitor
the plant operations and maintenance. Itis important that Big Rivers be satisfied with the
condition of the plants at closing. Section 10.3 (dd) of the Transaction Termination
Agreement (Condition of Generating Plants) states, “Solely in the rcasonable judgment
of Big Rivers, each Generating Plant shall be in all material respects in good condition
and state of repair, ordinary wear and tear excepted, consistent with Prudent Utility
Practice.” Big Rivers will only close the transaction if this and other closing conditions
are met. There will be no singlc final due diligence report which will make that
determination. Big Rivers’ executive team and its advisors will make that determination,
based on almost constant due diligence which has previously taken place as well as future
due diligence that will continue to take place until the closing.

Witness) Mark A. Bailey
David A. Spainhoward

Item 88
Page 1 of 1



ITEM 13



)

CT=T- LI I - Y - S U

WM W oW NN NN 8
@R ASERJIRBRURBEEERIR L ERRER

BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION'S
RESPONSES TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S SUPPLEMENTAL
~ REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
PSC CASE NO. 2007-00455
(May 30, 2008)

Item 88) Provide any and all internal E. ON documents which address the subject
of existing agreements which are the subject of the “Unwind Transaction” and

“Termination ‘Transacﬁon”, including any financial analyses and strategic analyses.

Response) Big Rivers files this supplement fo its response to Item 88 of the Attorney

| General’s Supplemental Request for Information in response to requests by the Attorney

General and the Commission Staff for more information regarding the generating plant -
and plant site due diligence Big Rivers is performing in anticipation of the Unwind
Transaction closing. For the convenience of the Commission and the parties, Big Rivers
has assembled in this supplemental response references to most of the information on its
due diligence that has been filed in the record in this matter. This Supplemental Response
also relates to Draft Settlement Concept No. 1 presented at the May 15, 2008, Informal
Conference in this matter.

Big Rivers believes that its knowledge of the condition of its owned-leased and
previously operated plants at the closing of the Unwind Transaction will be substantially

| greater than the knowledge of facility conditions most utilities would have upon the.

acquisition of generating plants. The due diligence conducted by Big Rivers on its
generating units and sites did not commence at the time the Unwind Transaction began to
appear viable. Big Rivers constructed those units and operated them until 1998. It ‘
employs persons who have institutional history and memory regarding the condition of
those units through 1998. Robert Berry, the person who will be the Vice President and
Chief Production Officer of Big Rivers afier the Unwind Transaction closing is a former
Big Rivers employee, and the current plant manager of the Green/Reid/Station Two
operations. Testimony of Mark Bailey, Application Exhibit 5, page 8. “Almost every
Western Kentucky-based employee of WKEC will [also] become an employee of Big
Rivers, including the plant managers and personnel, most of whom were employees of
Big Rivers prior to 1998, bringing with them a thorough knowledge of the operation of
the Big Rivers’ generating stations and Station Two.” Application, pages 32 and 33.

Hem 88
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION’S
RESPONSES TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S SUPPLEMENTAL
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

PSC CASE NO. 2007-00455

(May 30, 2008)

Since 1998, subsidiaries of E.ON have had the obligation to operate and maintain the
generating units owned by Big Rivers, or operated by Big Rivers under agreements with
Henderson. Application, p, 8. During that period, WKEC has made millions of doliars
of capital improvements to the plants under budgets reviewed, investigated and
contributed to by Big Rivers in connection with the budgeting and cost-sharing processes
established under the 1998 Transaction agreements. See Big Rivers’ Response to Item
141 of Atiorney General Initial Request for Information, Big Rivers’ Response to Item 8
of Commission Staff Initial Reguest for Information and E.ON Entities’ Response to Iiem
8 of Commission Staff Initial Request for Information.

Big Rivers also engaged Stanley Consultants Inc. (“Stanley™) in 2000 to begin making an
annual review of generating plant condition, including physical inspection of the plants,
review of plani inspection reports prepared by vendors and consultants and review of -
plant operating and performance data. Beginning in 2006, when Big Rivers thought a
closing of the Unwind Transaction might be imminent, Stanley’s reports to Big Rivers
were condensed to data that could be included in an annual report in the future without
the expense of preparing a full report should the Unwind not occur. Stanley’s role
changed somewhat from outage visits and once a year on-site walk-down, to having two
full-time people who are stationed on-site. The Stanley reports, which have been
reviewed by Big Rivers as part of its due diligence, are filed in the record. Big Rivers’
Response to Item 51 of the Commission StafPs Initial Information Regquests.

Big Rivers has made additional, in-depth due diligence of generating plant condition a
priority in the terms of the Termination Agreement itself (Application, Exhibit 3), in part
because there are no warranties in the Termination Agreement by the E.ON entities
regarding plant condition that extend beyond the Unwind Transaction closing, For
example, Big Rivers required warranties and representations from the E.ON parties
regarding environmental conditions (Section 11.1(k)), correctness of diligence materials
(Section 11.1(I}) and the obligation fo deliver diligence materials {Section 11.1(m)).

Item 88
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION’S
RESPONSES TO THE ATT'ORNEY GENERAL’S SUPPLEMENTAL
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

PSC CASE NO. 2007-00455

(May 30, 2008)

The Termination Agreement deals witha number of issues that would not have been
known to Big Rivers but for its ongoing diligence efforts prior to the date the
Termination Agreement was negotiated. For example, the closing conditions expressly
require resolution or satisfaction before closing of issues related to: the Station Two
H1 boiler event (Section 10.3(1)); gypstim facilities removal (Section 10.3(cc)); status of
gypsum offiake agreement (Section 10.3Chh)); and cleaning of Wilson ponds (Section
10.3(i§)). The closing conditions also protect Big Rivers from the implications of due
diligence problems that Big Rivers discovers prior to closing, such as: casualty damage
to the generating plants (Section 10.3(w)); environmental conditions (Section 10.3(y));
condition of generatizig plants (Section 10.3(dd)); testing of generating plant capability
(Section 10.3(ee), and see also Section 12.7); forced outages (Section 10.3(fD);
requirements that WKEC comply with its own operating plans, including expenditures
(Section 10.3(ii), and see also Section 12.2); compliance of plants with reliability
standards (Section 10.3(11)); and unresolved disputes (Section 10.3(mm))

The Termination Agmeﬁ:cnt specifically provides the methodology for certain due
diligence issues, such as determination of the quantities and value of inventory and
personal property (Article 4), receiving notice of forced outages prior to closing (Section
12.2(b)) and procedures to address noncompliance by WKEC with its operating plan
(Section 12.5(c)). Article 15 of the Termination Agreement contains extensive terms
regarding an environmental audit and environmental indemnities, which cover subjects
for which due diligence 1s difficult.

Big Rivers’ representatives have made hundreds of due diligence requests of the E.ON
Entities. Each due diligence request is separately tracked, and the product of the request
is placed on a Big Rivers FTP site, where those who need access to the information can
retrieve it.

Big Rivers and others have filed in this proceeding in response fo information requests a
number of items Big Rivers has considered in connection with its due diligence. Big
Rivers has filed a copy of 74 different reports and studies (under a Petition for

Item 88
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION’S
RESPONSES TO THE ATT'ORNEY GENERAL’S SUPPLEMENTAL
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

PSC CASE NO. 2007-00455

(May 30, 2008)

Confidential Treatment) that it has produced or collected with respect to the generating
facilities and sites. Big Rivers” Response to Item 6 of Henderson’s Initial Data Request.
The Stanley reports have been filed, as noted above. The Smelters have filed the Stone &
Webster report, which Big Rivers has also considered (Big Rivers’ Response fo ltem 83
of Attorney General’s Second Request for Information), although neither Big Rivers nor
the Smelters consider the Stone & Webster report to be a “work plan” for Big Rivers
going forward. Rebuttal Testimony of Henry Fayne, page 4. Although not filed in this
case, and protected by confidentiality agreements, Big Rivers has also reviewed
engineering reports produced by Henderson regarding the Station Two units. Information
on the recent operation performance of the units regarding heat rate, net capacity factor,
equivalent availability factor and equivalent forced outage rate are filed with Big Rivers’
Response to Item 3 of the Commission StafP’s Second Supplemental Information
Request.

As Big Rivers has explained in its responses to information requests in this proceeding,
due diligence is a process, not an end in itself. See the rebuttal testimonies of Mark
Bailey, pages 2-5 (due diligence efforts of Big Rivers are more than adequate), and
Michas] Core, pages 5-7 (due diligence is a process; a single, comprehensive “due
diligence report” not contemplated or required); see also Big Rivers’ Response to Items
109 and 110 of the Attorney General’s Initial Request for Information, and to Item 88 of
Attorney General’s Supplemental Request for Information. The components of Big
Rivers’ due diligence plan include: (i) inspection of O&M records at each site; (ii)
engineering evaluation of condition of plants by Big Rivers and Stanley Consultants; (iii)
review E.ON’s operating plaos; and (iv) physical test of operating capability of the
generating facilities to be conducted prior to closing. Big Rivers’ Response o Item 1 of
the Commission Staff’s Initial Request for Information. |

With respect to the due diligence process at the generating plants and sites, since 2005,
Big Rivers has employed a person whose duties include visiting each generating plant
each week to monitor the condition of the plant and the performance by WKEC of its

Item 88
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION’S
RESPONSES TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S SUPPLEMENTAL
: REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

PSC CASE NO. 2007-00455

(May 30, 2008)

obligations under the existing fransaction. Afier the Termination Agreement was signed
in March of 2007, Big Rivers added two Stanley employees/consultants to this task,
assigning one person full-time to each of the generating plant sites, These persons

11 became part of the Termination Agreement Execution Team (“TAE”). In addition to

their preexisting duties, members of the TAE track performance by Big Rivers and the |
E.ON entities of their respective obligations under the Termination Agreement. This
includes monitoring the condition of the generating plants so that Big Rivers’
management can determine on the date of closing whether, “[sjolely in the reasonable
judgment of Big Rivers, each Generating Plant shall be in all material respects in good
condition and state of repair, ordinary wear and tear cxcepted, consistent with Prudent
Utility Practice.” Termination Agreement, Section 10.3(dd). In the Termination
Agreement Big Rivers obtained expanded rights fo have these representatives present in
the plants performing due diligence activities prior to closing. Termination Agreement,
Section 12.2(a).

The TAE team members report at least weekly to a supervisor, who tracks compiiance
with the Termination Agreement on a Gaant chart, and reports any due diligence issues to
a Big Rivers vice president. Issues are evaluated and, as deemed appropriate, an issue
could be put on a list for resolution with the E.ON entities pursuant to a closing
condition, or added to the Production Work Plan for correction after closing. Any
material issues with the condition of a generating plant will be resolved before closing,
which could include a revision to the Production Work Plan with the cost of resolution
appropriately reflected in the Unwind Financial Model, Issues that arise may also be
reviewed by other Big Rivers employees, and Big Rivers® consultants and counsel as
appropriate. Big Rivers’ Response to Items 127, 131 and 133 of Atiomey General’s
Initial Request for Information.

The Big Rivers Production Work Plan, filed in response to ltem 1 of the Commission
Staff’s Second Supplemental Request for Information, has been included in the Unwind
Financial Model, and will aliow Big Rivers to meet the generation and reliability levels

[tem 88
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BIG RIVERS ELLECTRIC CORPORATION’S
RESPONSES TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S SUPPLEMENTAL
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

PSC CASE-NO. 2007-00455 -~

(May 30, 2008)

anticipated by the Unwind Financial Model. Big Rivers’ Response to Commission
Staff”s Second Supplemental Request, ltern 2 and Item 92 of Attorney General’s |
Supplemental Request for Information. This includes capital expenditures for
environmental compliance that are anticipated and included in the Unwind Financial
Model. Big Rivers’ Response to Item 5 of the Commission Staff’s Second Supplemental
Request for Information. Some of the items in the Big Rivers Production Work Plan and
capital budget were not and are currently not in the WKEC capital budget. Testimony of
Mark Bailey, Application Exhibit 5, page 16; Big Rivers’ Response to fiem 94 of
Attorney General’s Supplemental Request for Information. The projections in the
Production Work Plan are consistent with the projections in the Unwind Financial Model.
Big Rivers’ Response to Item 2 of Commission Staff's Second Supplemental Request for
Information. . In addition to assessing the physical condition of plants, Big Rivers has also
performed economic modeling on the reliability of Reid I, and included the results in the
Unwind Financial Model. Big Rivers’ Response to Item 96 of Attorney General’s
Supplemental Request for Information. '

Ultimate management responsibility for evaluation of any generating plant and site due
diligence issues rests with Mark Bailey, who will succeed Michael Core as president and
CEQ of Big Rivers at some point after the Unwind Transaction closing. Mr. Bailey is an
electrical engineer with over 34 years of experience in the utility industry, including 10
years in coal-fired generating plants. He is the person who will have responsibility for
operating Big Rivers post-closing, and for securing the fumds to correct any issues with
the generating plants that are not resolved prior o closing and included in the Production
Work Plan at closing. He accordingly has an infense interest in detecting and resolving
any generating plant condition issues prior to closing. |

Big Rivers has not planned to generate a “due diligence report,” as such. Big Rivers’
Response to Item 51 of the Commission Staff’s Initial Request for Information. Mr.
Bailey, however, has previously and as recently as on May 16, 2008, reported to the Big
Rivers board of directors verbaliy and in a follow-up memorandum on his current

Item 88
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BIG RIVERS ELLECTRIC CORPORATION’S
RESPONSES TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL’S SUPPLEMENTAL
REQUEST FOR INFORMATION

PSC CASE NO. 2007-00455

(May 30, 2008)

satisfaction that Big Rivers will be taking back generating plants that, in the end, are in
appropriate condition to perform as anticipated under the Unwind Financial Model. A
copy of his memorandum to the Big Rivers board of directors on this subject dated May
20, 2008, is attached. Big Rivers will also create a post-closing memorandem on
disposition of closing conditions, including those related to the condition of the
generating plants. Rebuttal Testimony of Michael Core, page 12:

The Smelters have also expressed them' comifort with the plans of Big Rivers for operating
and maintaining the generating units. Rﬂsponse of Smeliers to tem 4 of Attomey
General’s Supplemental Request for Information. Their consultant on the condition of
the generating units, Stone & Webster, concluded that Big Rivers’ system is in
“reasonable condition, and capable of performing on a reliable bass, consistent with
industry standards.” /d Ultimately, however, a determination of whether the plants are in
all materjal respects in good condition and state of repair is a business judgment only Big
Rivers can make.

Witness) Mark A, Bailey
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MEMOR ANDUM

TO: . Big Rivers' Board of Directors
FROM: .  MakBaley }795.
DATE: May 29, 2008

SUBJECT: Condition of Big Rivers’ Generating Plants

Tam wntmg in follow-up o various conversations we have had over the past several years, mcludmg at

the most recent May 16, 2008 board meeting, rcgardmg the condition of Big Rivers’ genersting plants.

As Big Rivers' President & CEO-Elect, I recognize that following the “unwind,” [ will be ultimately ?
accountable and responsible to see that the company safely delivers low-cost, reliable power to its
members. Based on my engineering education along with 34 years engineering and mapagement
experience in the electric utility industry including many years involving various nperaticm and
maintenance management assignments at 2 number of AEP power plants, I further recognize that reliable,
low-cost generating facxhtms are the key to fulfilling that responsibility,

//'\ ‘ Because of their importance, I have paid close attention to our power plants, both while I was CEO of
Kenergy as well as afier joining Big Rivers last June as Executive Vice President. As you know, Big
Rivers has utilized Stanley Consultants to monitor the plant conditions since the early 20005 through the
present. We also have employees assigned to the plants fo observe plant operations and maintenance and
regularly communicate with local plant management. These individuals regularly review plant conditions
and mdintenance work that is perfarmed and also monitor plant budgets and expenditures,

I have examined the various reports produced by Stan]cy as well as reports prepared by Henderson
Municipal Power & Light's engineering consultants. In addition, I have reviewed the Stone & Webster
draft and final reports produced for the aluminum smelters as part of their due diligence of the “unwind”
transaction. In general, it has been my observahon that many of the items documented in many of these
reports should have very little | :mpact on the ability of the plams to produce low-cost, reliable electricity.
I have also found that when major areas of concern have arisen, as they do in facilities as complex as
generating stations, WKE addressed them in an effective manner.

In addition to these activities, [ have examined the historical operating performance of the units. You may
recall I have said on numerous occasions, both while I was with Kenergy as well as after joining Big
Rivers, that based on my experience, a generating unit’s performance will deteriorate rather guickly (eg,,
3--5 years) if it is not adequately maintained. In studying WKE expenditures since it began operating the
units, I have found that base annual gross (including HMP&L’s share of Station Two) capital and O&M
expenditures have steadily increased from approximately $36.5 million in 1999 to nearly 365 million in
2007; a 78 percent increase which is nearly triple the rate of inflation (CPI) over that period. Given this
information, combined with the fact that the Big Rivers’ units are still performing well after ten years of
WKE oversight, it is difficult to conclude they have not been adequately maintained, I have also recently

Your Touchstone Energy® Cooperative m
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Big Rivers' Board of Directors
May 29, 2008
Page Two

walked down all the units and spoken with local plaret management about the condition and operation and
maintenance of the facilities, and am comfortable with whax 1 have seen and heard.

As you know, Bob Berry, mmﬂy the plant manager of the Rmd-Green plant and a 27-year veteran of
both Big Rivers and WKE, who has also worked in various maintenance and management positioris af the

. Coleman Plant, will assume the position of Vice President of Power Production following the “unwind.”-

Since Bob has agreed to re-join Big-Rivers in this capacity, I have worked closely with him and am quite
comfortable with his knowledge, experience and maniagement philosophy. Together, we have worked

with the current Big Rivers' personnel who have primary plant monitoring responsibilities to develop a
Production Work Plan which Bob and I believe will enable Big Rivers to safely meet the gene:ranon and

- reliability levels included in the “unwind” financial nodel.

Based on the activities described earlier as well as my experience with generating facilities of various
design, size and age including some with similar characteristics 4s the Big Rivers” units, I am comfortable
with the current condition of the penerating facilities with the cxccpt:on of the Coleman Unit 1 low
pressure (LP) turbine rotor which is currently undergoing repairs found necessary during its regularly
scheduled routine outage. Assuming that turbine is properly repaired, demonstrates it can operate
normally and generate its rated output following its return to service prior to close of the “unwind™
transaction, J will bc comfonablc with it as well. .

Even though I am prescnﬂy comfortable with the plenit situation, there are still a number of conditions that
must be met between now and the “unwind’ closing before I will be completely satisfied that the plant

-~ due diligence portion of the Termination Agreement closing conditions are satisfied. For example, the

plants must continue to operate without any significant abnormalities arising between now and the closing .

- that would impact their ability to reliably generate at their rated levels and at their predicted cost profile.

In addition, WKE must complete the 2008 Production Work Plan scheduled to occur up to closing and
spend the budgeted funds necessary to complete that work. The units must also demonstrate their ability
to operate at their rated output under normal conditions for eight continuous hours. Other due diligence
items found, if any, will also need to be addressed to Big Rivers® satisfaction. If these conditions are not
met, then WKE will cither need to make satisfactory corrections similar to what 1 described earlier in the
case of the Coleman 1 LP turbine and/or agree to other remedies which will permit Big Rivers to
satisfactorily correct the deficiencies posi-close and recover any modeled revenue lost in the process.

In closing, I want to reiterate a point noted earlier. Power plants are complex facilities with many things
that can go wrong which will occasionally occur even in the best-managed operations. While Big Rivers’
plant management plans to rely heavily on condition- based maintenance practices designed to detect,
predict, and permit correction of major problem areas before they occur to minimize significant
unplanned situations, they will still likely bappen occasjonally as they have in the past, Jf the “unwind”
proceeds and these unexpected situations arise, Big Rivers will be much stronger financiaily and thus
much better positioned to deal with them than we are at present.,

I hope you find this information helpful in understanding how I have become and why I am currently
comfortable with the plant conditions and also in understanding what must occur between now and
closing for the plant portions of the Termination Agreement closing conditions to be satisfied.

c: Burns Mercer
Kelly Nuckols
Sandy Novick
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION’S
UPDATE TO RESPONSE TO THE ATTORNEY GENERAL'S
SUPPLEMENTAL REQUEST FOR INFORMATION
PSC CASE NO. 2007-00455
(June 24, 2008)

Item 88) Provide any and all internal E. ON documents which address the subject
of existing agreements which are the subject of the “Unwind Transaction” and
“Termination Transaction”, including any financial analyses and strategic analyses.

Response)  Big Rivers files this supplement to its response to Item 88 of the
Attorney General’s Supplemental Request for Information in response to requests by
the Attorney General and the Commission Staff for more information regarding the
generating plant and plant site due diligence Big Rivers is performing in anticipation of
the Unwind Transaction closing. This Supplemental Response relates to Draft
Settlemént Concept No. 15 presented at the June 14, 2008, Informal Conference in this
matter. Refer also to Tab 13 of Big Rivers” May 30, 2008 filing. Specifically, the
attached document was prepared to provide additional information to the Public Service
Commission concerning follow-up action taken or planned in response to the Stanley
Consultants report dated April 2007 entitled “ Analysis of WKE Outages™. The Stanley
recommendations can be found in the Executive Summary of that report on pages vi
through x.

Witness) Mark A. Bailey
Robert Berry

Item 88
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Responses to Recommendations in April 2007 Stanley Consultants Report Entitléd

“Analysis of WKE Outages”
June 24, 2008

Coleman Unit 1

1.

Identify the cause of wet bottom tube leaks and take corrective action.

Big Rivers’ Response:

The tubes in question were original to the unit and had been in service for
approximately 39 years. During the unit’s 2008 spring outage which is
currently in progress, all lower slope tubes were replaced from the lower
water wall header to the water wall transition lize.

The cause of the unit trip on June 5, 2004 due to No. 4 turbine bearing vibration
should be identified. Determine if future actions are reguired.

- Big Rivers’ Response:

The unit was returning to service from a planned outage and during start-up
when the turbine was being brought to normal operating speed, the turbine
developed an internal rub caasing a bow in the rotor resulting in highér than
normal vibration on bearing number 4. The unit was removed from service
and the turbine placed on turning gear to allow the rotor to straighten and
return to normal condition. No further action was required and the unit was
returned to service. The turbine generator is currently undergoing a
complete overhaul/inspection described in item 4 which follows.

Due to the installation of the AOFA systems in 2004 on Coleman Unit 1 boiler
fire-side tube corrosion or erosion could have detrimental impacts. Implement a
regular program of mapping boiler tube thickness to monitor.

Big Rivers’ Response:

WKE currently utilizes a Computerized Maintenance Management System
(CMMS) to manage boiler mapping. Within the CMMS, a job plan is
established to meniter boiler fire-side tube corrosion or erosion impacts.
This job plan incindes: scaffolding of the boiler, non-destructive examination
(NDE) of boiler tubes, visual inspections, collecting tube samples, and
metallurgical analysis as part of each 3-year scheduled maintenance outage.
This activity is also included in the Big Rivers’ Production Work Plan.



Responses to Recommendations in April 2007 Stanley Consultants Report Entitled
“Analysis of WKE Outages”
June 24, 2008

4, Plan for Coleman Unit } turbine generator overhaul.

Big Rivers’ Response:

The Coleman Unit 1 turbine generator inspection is currently in progress
with a scheduled completion date of July 19, 2008. The following is a partial
list identifying major items addressed during this outage: replacement of L-
0 (last row of turbine blades before the steam exhausts to the condenser), 1.-1
(next to Iast row), and L-2 (2* from last row) rows of LP turbine blades on
both the generator and turbine ends of the turbine rotor, total generator
inspection and electrical testing per the original equipment manufacturer
(OEM) recommendations, generator exciter refurbishment, replacement of
HP-IP (high pressure — intermediate pressure) stub shaft extension with new
ruggedized rotor, turbine throttle valve modification for positive seating,
complete inspection of HP & IP turbine rotor, shells, and turbine valve
inspection.

Coleman Unit 2

1. Since the upper and lower reheater has been replaced recently, the cause of the
reheater leaks noted in 2004 should be identified and corrective action taken.

Big Rivers’ Response:

Coleman Unit 2 experienced two reheat tube leaks in 2004. Both leaks were
a result of sootblower (steam blown into the boiler against the tubes to
remove ash accumulation) erosion. This issue was corrected by installing
tube shields in the sootblower lane to protect the tubes from erosion.
Coleman Unit 2 did net experience any reheat tube leaks in 2005 or 2006.

2. ldentify the cause of wet bottom tube leaks. Determine if future repairs are
required.

Big Rivers’ Responsge:

The tubes in question are original te the unit and have (had) been in service
for approximately 38 years. During the unit’s 2007 spring outage, non-
destructive examination (NDE) inspections were performed and 35 (of
abnormally thin-walled tubes) of the 270 lower slope tubés were replaced
from the lower header to outside the affected area as a result of this
inspection.



Responses to Recommendations in April 2007 Stanley Consultants Report Entitled

“Analysis of WKE Outages”
June 24, 2008

3. Due to the installation of the AQFA systems in 2004 on Coleman Unit 2 boiler

fire-side tube corrosion or erosion could have detrimental impacts. Implement a
regular program of mapping boiler tube thickness to monitor,

Big Rivers’ Response:

As described earlier in response to a similar recommendation for Coleman
Unit 1, WKE currently utilizes a Computerized Maintenance Management
System (CMMS) to manage boiler mapping. Within the CMMS, a job plan
is established to menitor boiler fire-side tube corrosion or erosion impacts.
This job plan includes: scaffolding of the boiler, NDE of boiler tubes, visual
inspections, tube samples, and metallurgical analysis as part of each 3-year
scheduled maintenance outage. This activity is also included in the Big
Rivers’ Production Woerk Plan.

Coleman Unit 3

L

New superheater tubes were installed in 2003. The cause of the superheater tube
leaks since 2003 appear to have been evaluated in a Sheppard T. Powell report
dated March 6, 2007. The Sheppard T. Powell report dated March 6, 2007 stated
“...A portion of the tube has been submitted for alloy identification.....” Obtain
alloy identification report from Sheppard T. Powell.

Big Rivers’ Response:

New Secondary superheater tubes were installed on this unit in 2003. The
referenced Sheppard T. Powell (S.T.P.) report involved a primary
superheater tube sample which was sent for analysis, not the secondary
superheater tubes installed in 2003. Oa March 20, 2007, the station received
the S.T.P. report confirming the tube composition is consistent with SA210
(designation number developed by the American Seociety for Testing and
Materials (ASTM) which describes the mechanical properties of steel boiler
tubing). This is consistent with the boiler design. A detailed boiler tube
sampling program is included in the Big Rivers’ Production Work Plan.

Stanley Consultants has insufficient information to determine if all necessary
repairs and/or replacement items were performed during the fall 2006 turbine
generator unplanned overhaul. In preparation for the next planned turbine
generator overhaul, obtain list of spare parts, repair and/or replacement items as
required.

Big Rivers’ Response:

The Coleman Unit 3 turbine generator is currently operating within the
original equipment manufacturer (OEM) specifications. Station personnel
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have reviewed reports from the OEM related to the C3 turbine generator
recommendations and will have spare parts, repairs, and replacement items
as required for the planned outage cuxrently scheduled for 2012. These
items are included in the Big Rivers’ lang term plan.

Due to the instaliation of the AOFA systems in 2004 on Coleman Unit 3 boiler
fire-side tube corrosion or erosion could have detrimental impacts. Implement a
regular program of mapping boiler tube thickness to monitor.

Big Rivers’ Response:

As described in previous responses within this document to similar
recommendations, WKE currently utilizes 2 Computerized Maintenance
Management System (CMMS) to manage boiler mapping. Within the
CMMS, a job plan is established to monitor boiler fire-side tube corrosion or
erosion impacts. This job plan includes: scaffolding of the beiler, non-
destructive examination (NDE) of boiler tubes, visual inspections, tube
samples, and metallurgical analysis as part of each 3-year scheduled
maintenance outage. This activity is also included in the Big Rivers’
Production Work Plan.

Unit 1

. Plan for overlay welding or laser cladding of firnace walls to address furnace

wall corrosion due to the delayed combustion characteristics of the coal re-burn
system which generate higher levels of hydrogen sulfide (H2S) resulting in higher
corrosion rates of the furnace walls. Investigate the possibility of relocation of IR
sootblowers or additional IR sootblowers to reduce fireside deposits and
combustion tuning to reduce flame impingement.

Big Rivers’ Response:

Weld overlay (boiler tubes with extra material welded over them) was
installed on the furnace east and west walls during the spring 2007 scheduled
outage. An area, 95 feet high by 35 feet wide was overlaid with Alley 33
(ASTM designation) corrosion resistant material. Water wall mapping
revealed no loss of tube metal on the north or the south Walls. Ultrasonic
testing will be performed again during the 2010 scheduled outage. An
additional $2.6 million is included in the Big Rivers’ Production Work Plan
to apply additional weld overlay during the 2010 planned outage if testing
results indicate it is needed. There are no plans to move the IR sootblowers.
General Electric Energy Environmental Research (GE EER), the original
equipment manufacturer (OEM) for the Re-burn/OFA (over fire air) system,
completed combustion tuning in April of 2008.
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2. Green Unit 1 has not been chemically cleaned since 1997. The analysis of both
water wall tube samples removed by Babeock & Wilcox during the fall 2004
outage revealed internal deposit weipht densities of 21 grams per square foot
(gms/f2) and 24 gms/fi2. The third-party inspection report states “...chemical
cleaning should be performed when deposit weight densities reach 12 gm/ft2...”
It is expected that Green Unit 1 requires cleaning at this time.

Big Rivers’ Response:

Boiler chemical cleaning is pexrformed using a condition-based approach
rather than s time-based approach. The Green Unit 1 boiler tube sample
analysis report by Sheppard T. Powell (S5.T.P.) and Associates dated
February 23, 2004 confirmed the boiler needs chemical cleaning. The Big
Rivers’ Production Work Plan includes chemical cleaning the Green Unit 1
boiler during the 2010 scheduled outage.

Green Unit 2

1. Monitor the condition of 2005 overlay welding of furnace walls to address
furnace wall corrosion due to the delayed combustion characteristics of the coal
re-burn system which generate higher levels of hydrogen sulfide (H2S) resulting
in higher corrosion rates of the furnace walls. Investigate the possibility of
relocation of IR sootblowers or additional IR sootblowers to reduce fireside
deposits and combustion tuning to reduce flame impingement.

Big Rivers’ Response:

During the spring 2008 scheduled outage, water wall tube mapping was
conducted to monitor the effectiveness of the water wall tube weld overlay
that was installed in 2005. An area 35 feet wide by 85 feet high on both the
east and west furnace side walls are weld overlaid with Inconel 622 (ASTM
designation) corrosion-resistant material. Ultrasenic testing showed no
metal loss in the weld overlay area or on the north and south burner walls,
Ultrasonic testing will be conducted again during the 2009 scheduled outage
and $2 million is included in the Big Rivers’ Production Work Plan for
additional weld overlay if the testing indicates it is needed. There are no
plans to move the IR soot blowers. General Electric Energy Environmental
Research (GE EER), the original equipment manufacturer (OEM) for the
Re-burn/OAF (over fire air) system, completed combustion tuning in April of
2008.

2. Green Unit 2 has not been chemically cleaned since 1990. The David N. French
Metallurgist 2005 analysis of a water wall tube sample revealed a deposit weight
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density of 15 gms/fi2. This third-party inspection report indicated the water wall
tube was considered clean and a chemical clean was not needed at this time. This
contradicts the Babcock & Wilcox recommendation of performing a chemical
clean when deposit weight densities reach 12 gm/fi2. The Green Unit 2 spring
2005 outage work order (W0O5079905 indicates Green Unit 2 was to be
chemically cleaned during the spring 2005 outage. Verify Green Unit 2 was
chemically cleaned during the 2005 spring outage.

Big Rivers’ Response:

Boiler chemical cleaning is performed using a condition-based approach
rather than a time-based approach. A tube sample analysis report (number
05-070) performed by Dr. David N. French (metallurgist whom WKE uses to
evalnate tube sample deposits) suggests chemical cleaning of the boiler
should be considered when the deposit weight density reaches 25 grams/ft2.
Per Dr. French’s’ recommendation, the chemical cleaning was deferred until
the next scheduled cutage. The Big Rivers’ Production Work plan includes
chemical cleaning of the Green Unit 2 boiler during the 2009 scheduled
outage.

HMPL Unit 1

1. New high temperature reheater tubes were installed in 1999, the cause of the
high temperature reheater tube leak that occurred in 2006 should be identified
and corrective action taken.

Big Rivers’ Response:

According to the metallurgical analysis performed by Dr. David N. French
(metallurgist whom WKE uses to evaluate tube sample deposits) and a
Riley Power report (number 202302) dated June 6, 2008, the Henderson
Unit 1 high-temp reheater tabes are failing due to thinning as a result of
coal ash corrasion. The tubes have initial evidence of creep in the form of
oxide cracking on the ID (inside diameter). While not in the current Big
Rivers’ Production Work Plan, current plans are to replace the high-temp
reheat tubes at an estimated cost of $1.8 million during the scheduled
spring outage of 2009.

Funding for this project will come from other planned projects that are not
of as high a prierity (e.g. deferred projecis); from budgeted funds that
might not entirely be needed to complete planned projects (e.g. over-
budgeted projects); or by adding to the budget later if it is determined that
there are no budgeted lower priority projects that can be deferred or
enough money left over from under-budgeted complieted projects.



Responses to Recommendations in April 2007 Stanley Consultants Report Enfitled

“Analysis of WKE Outages”
Jupe 24, 2008

As demonstrated in Big Rivers® response to the Attorney General’s
Supplemental Request for Information, ifems 94 and 95, even if the entire
$1.8 million is added to the Financial Forecast, the rate impact of this
change for both the non-smelter members and the smelters would be
minimal.

. Review the January 29, 2007 root cause analysis report. Determine if any future

repairs are required as a result of the most recent thermal event.

Big Rivers’ Response

A total of fourteen tube samples were removed and sent to David N. French
(metallurgist whom WKE uses to evaluate tube samples) te determine if any
significant damage had occurred. These included four samples on the east
wall, four samples on the west wall, and six samples from the south wall were
removed at elevations 492° 10” and 512° 10” within the boeiler. The final
report was received from the laboratory on Thursday February 8, 2007; the
conclusions of this report are as follows.

o There was no evidence of metallurgical degradation of the sampie
water wall tubes resulting from the coolant disruption,

o Typical microsiructures were observed in the tubing, as for new SA-
178 Gr.C (ASTM designation). ‘

o There has been no significant loss of expected life of the boiler tubes
from the low water event.

o Some inside diameter (D) corrosion pitting was observed but deemed
superficial. '

o Deposit weight density was measured on a sample from each of the
three walls, and the measurements showed the waterside to be clean,
Even with the high temperature excursion, the tubes have not been
oxidized on the waterside.

HMPL Unit 2

1. Verify the high temperature reheater is being replaced during fall 2007 outage. If

1.

not accomplished during the fall 2007 outage, confirm the high temperature
reheater is on the spring 2008 outage schedule.

Big Rivers’ Response:
The H-2 high-temp reheater was replaced in Octeber of 2007.
Reid Unit

The cause of the superheater tube leaks should be identified and corrective action
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taken.,

Big Rivers’ Response:

Tube sample analysis concludes the Reid Unit 1 primary superheater is
approaching the end of its useful life. Due to changes in environmental
regulations such as CAIR, 316b, NOx, PM 2.5 and mercury, Big Rivers has
in its 2009 Production Work Plan to evaluate the spending levels needed to
maintain the future reliability of the Reid unit.

The cause of the water wall tube leaks should be identified and corrective action
taken.

Big Rivers’ Response:

Reid Unit 1 experienced numerous fube leaks on the lower water wall header
tube stubs. These tubes experienced thinning due to exposure in the corrosive
area of the boiler bottom ash hopper seal water. The lower water wall header
stubs were replaced in the spring of 2004 which eliminated the water wall
leaks associated with the thinning tube stubs.

Wilson Unit

1.

The IMR metallurgical report dated June 16, 2006 states “.. superheater Tube
#1... a moderately dirty deposit density of 41.4 gm/ft2 was measured from
internal deposits, which indicates that the tube would benefit from internal
cleaning.” Perform recommendations from metallurgical report, Continue annual
submission of superheater tube samples for metallurgical review.

Big Rivers’ Response:

Tabe samples were collected from the platens and finishing superheater
sections during the spring 2008 outage. The samples were sent to Dr. David
N. French, (metallurgist whom WKE uses to evaluate tube sample deposits)
for analysis. The reports from both the platens and the finishing tube
samples indicated there was a very thin oxide layer and the internal
condition was reported to be good. The Big Rivers’ Production Work Plan
inciudes the replacement of the Wilson superheater tubes during the fall
2009 outage.

The Wilson unit has not been chemically cleaned since 1997, The most recent
metallurgical report Stanley Consultants has received to date from BREC is dated
June 16, 2006 and prepared by IMR Metallurgical Services. This third-party
inspection report stated “Waterside deposits/scale on the inside surfaces of the
tubing were measured in accordance with ASTM D3483, Test Method A. The
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measured value recorded from superheater tube was a maximum of 41.4 g/fi2,
while the values recorded from the water wall tubing were “cleaner” with a
maximum deposit of 13.95 g/ft2. The values recorded are a combination of oxide
scale and/or internal deposition.” The need to perform a chemical clean of this
unit should be verified.

Big Rivers’ Response:

Boiler chemical cleaning is performed on a condition-based approach rather
than a time-based approach. During the 2008 spring outage, tube samples
were collected and sent to Sheppard T'. Powell for analysis. The report from
the north wall tube sample has been received and indicated that no chemical
cleaning is needed at this time. The report from the south wall tube sample
analysis is still pending. The Big Rivers’ Production Work Plan contains
plans to chemical clean the Wilson unit during the fall 2009 outage since an
earlier report (prior to the 2008 sample reports) indicated the unit was
borderline concerning the need for chemical cleaning and the outage length
was such that the cleaning could be sccommodated without extending the
outage length.

3. Review the future Wilson outage work lists and post work documentation related
to the turbine generator incident to assure the recommended repairs and
inspections as a result of the loss of lube oil event are completed. -

Bie Rivers’ Response:

Remote continuous vibration monitoring is performed on the main turbine/
generator. The data has not indicated any serious problems. The Big Rivers’
Production Work Plan includes a high pressure-intermediate pressure
(HP/IP) turbine/generator inspection for 2009. A complete evaluation will be
performed on the HP/IP rotor at this time. Apprepriate corrective actions
will be based upon the findings of this evaluation.

Al Units

1. Boiler Tube Leaks:

a) A comprehensive assessment should be performed to determine the root cause
of boiler tube failures. An investigation of all aspects of boiler operation,
leading to a tube failure to fully understand the cause should be performed.
For example, boiler water treatment, so scale, foaming, corrosion, caustic
embrittlement, and turbine blade deposition can be avoided or minimized.
Water chemistry, outage, and maintenance records should be requested to aid
in root cause analyses of corrosion and deposit problems.
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Big Rivers’ Respense:

In addition to the Computerized Maintenance Management System
(CMMS) to manage boiler tube mapping described previously, Big Rivers
will implement a formal root cause analysis process for all tube leak
outages. The person identified to fill the newly created (within the Big
Rivers post-unwind organization) Manager of Maintenance Services will
work with staff at each plant to implement and monitor this process. The
process will include metallurgical analysis of failed tubes and an adjacent
tube in the same area.

The rate of damage and the effects of water and steam chemistry on
erosion/corrosion, boiler tube corrosion, turbine blade pitting and cracking,
feedwater heater and condenser tube corrosion, eic., should be identified and
lead fo planned outages and equipment repairs or replacement,

Big Rivers’ Response:

Drum inspections, internal condenser inspections, boiler tube samples
and turbine inspections conducted on all units in the Big Rivers® system
indicate there have been no problems related to water chemistry. Regular
monitoring of these areas will continue so that in the event water
chemistry becomes an issue, it can be addressed promptly.

Physical evidence in all tube failures should be analyzed. High velocities
occur during a tube leak that will remove deposits in the leaking or ruptured
tube, Therefore, it is recommended that a tube similar to a tube which has
failed, in the same area, be removed for proper analysis.

Big Rivers’ Response:

When the cause of a boiler tube failure is not readily determined, Big
Rivers plans to send the tube failure along with a tube in the adjacent
area to either Sheppard T. Powell and Associates or Dr. David N. French
(metallurgist whom WKE uses to analyze tube samples) for analysis
including life assessment and deposit composition. This will continue to
be a part of the root cause analysis process.

As tube failures occur, they should be tracked and any patterns analyzed for
similarity. A better assessment of the causes of the tube leaks could be
performed if there was more information on where these leaks occurred.
Mapping of the tube leaks would show how close the tube leaks are to any
sootblowers or other equipment that may have caused abrasion to the insidé of
the tubes. Failures should be used to determine the locations for the next set of

10
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tube samples. In addition, there is a need to sample for external attack such as
reducing atmosphere, sulfur attack and erosion wear pattems.

Big Rivers’ Response:

All stations track tube failures detailing the location of the leak(s), tube
inaterial, size of tube and thickness, date of repair, length of repair and
estimated cause of failure, In the future, Big Rivers plans that the
analysis process will include a composite drawing identifying the location
of each failure.

The boiler water treatment program should be audited for compliance with the
recommended EPRI guidelines and/or plant chemical vendor guidelines.

Big Rivers’ Response:

The boiler water treatment plan being utilized by Western Kentucky
Energy which is planned to be continued under Big Rivers is the program
recommended by Dave Cline with Sheppard T. Powell and Associates,
Sheppard T. Powell’s staff was instrumental in formulating the EPRI
Boiler Treatment guidelines. All stations are following the EPRI
guidelines.

A continuous and consistent program of sampling boiler, economizer,
superheater and reheater tubes should be implemented.

Big Rivers’ Response:

As a result of the Boiler Condition Assessment team work, during each
scheduled outage the CMMS system (described in earlier responses)
automatically generates a work order for boiler tube samples to be taken
from the water walls, nose arch, superheater, economizer and reheat
sections of each unit’s boiler. The tube samples are sent to either
Sheppard T. Powell and Associates or Dr. David N. French (metallurgist
whom WKE uses for tube analysis) for analysis including life assessment
and deposit composition.

An annual review of the recorded boiler operating temperatures and pressures,
as compared to design parameters, should be performed.

Big Rivers’ Response:
Each station’s Performance Engineer and Production Manager perform

a routine daily evaluation of the parameters listed in this
recommendation. In addition to the station’s efforts, Coleman and Green

11
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station bath have s standing performance monitoring contract with Black
and Veatch to continuously monitor station operating parameters,
including operating temperatures and pressures. The Wilson plant will
also utilize Black and Veatch for performance monitoring after Big
Rivers resumes operation and HVIP&L. Station Two will do so when the
pew system controls are installed in 2010 which will accommodate this
activity.

2. BREC should consider havihg a BREC plant transition site representative at all of
the BREC stations. This site representative would require access to maintenance
records, operating logs, perfm;mance reports, and other pertinent information.

Big Rivers®’ Response:

Big Rivers currently has a representative at each location and they have
access to all pertinent information.

12
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Explanation of Increases in the 2009 2011 Production Work Plan
Compared to the 2008 - 2010 Production Work Plan

The Operation and Maintenance expenses (O&M) in the 2009 — 2011 Production Work
Plan increased a total of $7.3 million dollars compared to the 2008 — 2010 Production
Work Plan. The plan over plan changes in the Production Work Plan is captured in five
primary categories.

1) Contractor Rates; The existing maintenance contract expires in December of 2008
and budgetary quotes indicate a 15% increase in labor rates associated with the
maintenance contracts. This equates to approximately $4.1M over the three year plan.

2) Cost of Materials; We are experiencing a significant increase in materials due to
increased steel prices. We are also experiencing large increases in chemical costs which
are needed to maintain boiler and cooling water chemistry, and significant increases in
dredging and industrial cleaning contracts due to rising diesel fuel cost. This equates to
approximately $2.9M over the three-year plan.

3) Scope of Work; Outage inspections completed during the 2008 outage cycle has
identified the need for additional work that was not included in the 2008 — 2010
Production Work Plan. This additional work is primarily in the FGD (scrubber) at Sebree
and the Boiler and Fuel handling areas at Coleman. The total scope of work increase
over the three year plan is $4.6M.

4) Diesel/(Gas Prices; Diesel and gasoline prices have increased approximately $900k in
the 2009 -2011 Production Work Plan compared to the 2008 — 2010 Production Work
Plan. The diesel and gas is used in the heavy (mostly coal handling) equipment at the
plant sites.

5) Catalyst Management Plan; The catalyst regeneration and replacement was
considered O&M in the 2008 — 2010 Production Work Plan; however, after further
review it was determined to follow the WKE capitalization policy and capitalize these
items. The catalyst regeneration and replacement is now considered a capital expense in
the 2009 — 2011 Production Work Plan. This reduced the O&M expense by
approximately $5.4M, thus the total net O&M increase to the Production Work Plan is
$7.3M over the three year period.

The 2009 — 2011 capital budgets increased $12.2M compared to the previous plan. This
increase is due to the timing of the Wilson FGD (scrubber) repairs. In the 2008 - 2010
Production Work Plan the Wilson FGD repair project was spread equally over a four year
period. The 2009 — 2011 Production Work Plan aligns the necessary repairs with the
outage schedule. A more detailed repair plan for the Wilson FGD has required most of
the repair work to be completed during the scheduled outages and less work during the
non-outage years. Over a four year time period (2009 through 2012) the net increase to



the capital budget is $2.6M which is due to the capitalization of the catalyst regeneration
and replacement. The table below reflects the capital increases/decreases by year.

Year | 2008 - 2010 Capital Plan | 2009 - 2011 Capital Plan | Plan over Plan Variance
2009 $ 53,791,816 i 64,894651 | & (11,102,835)
2010 $ 44,602,914 $ 38,020,726 | § 6,573,188
2011 $ 48,223,817 $ 56,009,547 | § (7.,685,730)
2012 $ 43,636,516 $ 34,082,833 | § 9,563,683
Total | & 191,255,063 $ 193,916,757 | § {2,661,694)




Non-Labor O&M Variance ExJplanations from ?rior Model

2009
Contractor Rates
Cost of Materials
Fuel/Gas Prices
Scope of Work
Catalyst Moved to Capital
Other
Total Increase/(Decrease)

2010
Contractor Rates
Cost of Materials
Fuel/Gas Prices
Scope of Work
Catalyst Moved te Capital
Other
Total Increase/(Decrease)

2011
Contractor Rates

Cost of Materials
Fuel/Gas Prices

Scope of Werk

Catalyst Moved to Capital
Other

Total Increase/(Decrease)

Coleman Wilson Green R/SI Total
- 65,000 65,000 7,000 137,000
595,000 160,830 192,400 188,057 1,136,287
140,000 - 60,000 94,000 294,000
726,000 31,000 739,140 220,000 1,716,140
- (1,700,000) - - (1,700,000)
- - (19,908) 71,101 51,193
1,461,000 (1,443,170) 1,036,632 580,158 1,634,620
Coleman Wilson Green R/SH Total
849,326 198,785 736,711 - 1,784,822
547,000 251,560 177,900 50,112 1,026,572
145,000 32,257 30,000 93,000 300,257
473,000 28,200 559,240 106,000 1,166,440
- {1,400,000) - - (1,400,000)
- - (10,950} 77,986 67,036
2,014,326 (889,198) 1,492,901 327,098 2,945,127
Coleman  Wilson Green R/SIX Total
1,066,000 470,135 643,845 2,244 2,182,224
274,000 232,000 116,900 138,523 761,423
145,000 - 24,000 92,963 261,963
1,082,000 39,000 522,340 91,206 1,734,546
- (1,820,000) - (512,593) (2,332,593)
- - (17,093) 83,339 66,246
2,567,000  (1,078,865) 1,289,992  (104,318) 2,673,809
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Experience of Big Rivers' Plant Managers

Jim Garrett

Jim Garrett is currently the Plant Manager of the Sebree facility and a 25 year veteran
with Big Rivers and WKEC. Jim has held various positions within Big Rivers and -
WKEC, such as plant manager, project manager over large capital projects, maintenance
manager and superintendent of maintenance. Prior to joining Big Rivers, Jim was
employed by the Tennessee Valley Authority from 1978 to 1983 as a machinist and
SuUpervisor.

Pat Waldeck

Pat Waldeck is currently the interim Plant Manager of the Coleman facility and a 38 year
veteran with Big Rivers and WKEC. Pat has held various positions within Big Rivers
and WKEC, such as production manager and construction / start-up coordinator at both
the Wilson and Green facilities. From 1998 to 2003, Pat was employed by Covanta
Energy as the plant manager of the Quezon facility in Quezon, Philippines.

Ron Gregory

Ron is currently the Plant Manager of the Wilson facility and a 32-year veteran with Big
Rivers and WKEC. Ron has held various positions within Big Rivers and WKEC, such
as maintenance manager, supervisor of mainienance, maintenance planner and
mainienance Supervisor.
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YERIFICATION

I verify, state, and affirm that the foregoing testimony is true and correct fo the best of my

knowledge and belief.
)Pt G/

Mark A. Bailey

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
COUNTY OF HENDERSON )

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by Mark A. Bailey on this the 7/~ day of
October, 2008.

Notary Public, Ky. State at Large
My Commission Expires (—/2-09
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UPDATED BIG RIVERS WORK PLAN
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