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AFFIDAVIT 

Jay F. Godfrey, upon first being duly swoiii, hereby iiialces oath that if tlie foregoing 
questions were propounded to hiin at a hearing before tlie Public Service Coiiiinissioii of 
Kentucky, lie would give the answers recorded following each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. 

State of Ohio 

County of Franltlin 

me, a Notary Public, by Jay F. Godfrey tliis //a 



AFFIDAVIT 

Scott C. Weaver, upon first being duly sworn, hereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questions were propounded to him at a hearing before the Public Service Commission of 
Kentucky, he would give the answers recorded following each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. 

State of Ohio 1 

County of Franltlin ) 
)ss 

My Commission Expires 





IWSC Case No. 2009-00545 
COHIKII~SS~O~I Staff Pin-st Set of Data Request 

Dated January 29,2010 
litem No. 1 
Page 1 o f 3  

R.efer to page 3, paragraph 5 of I<eiitucky Power's Deceiiiber 29, 2009 application ("the 
application"), which states that NextEra, the parent of FPL Wind, is the largest geiierator of wind 
power in the Uiiited States, with over 6,200 MW of wild geiieratioii resources in operation at the 
end of 2008. Provide tlie amount of NextEra's wind capacity located within the region that 
coiitaiiis tlie PJM grid. 

RE§PONSE 

Based on tlie iiiforiiiatioii coiitaiiied in the FPL Groiip 2008 Aiuiual Rcport, Nest Era's Wind 
J'acilities located in states within the PJM grid are detailed in the table below, wherc the colrtmii 
"PJM Wind (MW)" represents existing wind power capacity by state within PJM. A total 014 12 
MW of cxistiiig wind power capacity wliicli is either curreiitly owned or being dcveloped by FPL 
/ NextEva, a total or  12.4% w i t h  PJM. 

A copy of the relevant portioii of the FPL Group 2008 Aiiii~ial Report is attached as page 3 of 3 
of this response. 
Existing Wind Capacity in PJM States* 
Source www awea org/projects 

Totals 3320 MW 412 MW 
'Represents wind total in the state, regardless of RTO 

~ ~ ~ ~ E ~ ~ :  Jay F Goclfrey 
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KPSC Case No. 2009-00454 
Commission Staff 1st Set Data Requests dated January 29, 2010 
item No. 1 

. Excerpt - Page 3 of 3 

Net. No. Capabiiity 
NextEra Energy Resources Facilities =on ofUniis Fuel (rnw) 1”) 

Wind 
Ashtabula Wind 
Cabazon 
Callahan Divide 
Capricorn Ridge 
Capricorn Ridge Expansion 
Cerro Gordo 
Crystal Lake I [’I 
Cryslal Lake I1 
Delaware Mounlain 
Diablo Wind la) 

Endeavor Wind 
EndeavorWind iI 
Gray County 
Green Mounlain I”’ 
Green Power 
Green Ridge Power 
Hancock County 
High Winds 
Horse Hollow Wind Oil 
Horse HoiioviWind iI Ibl 
Horse Hollow Wind 111 
Indian Mesa 
King Mouniain 
Lake Benton Ii 
Langdon Wind 
Langdon Wind I/ Ib1 
Logan Wind ji) 
MeyeEdale Ib1 
Mill Run 
Monlfort 
Mount Copper 
Mountaineer Oil 
Mower Counly Wind 
New Mexico Wind I*’ 
North Dakota Wind 
Oklahoma I SoonerWind (’I 
Oliver Couniy Wind I 
Oliver Counly Wind Ii i‘l 
Pee& Table Wind 
Pubnico Point”’ 
Red Canyon Wind Energy 
Sky River 
Somerset Wind Power“’ 
South Dakota Wind ‘t’ 
Southwest Mesa 
Stateline i51 

Story Couniy Wind 
Vansycie 
Viclory Garden Oil 
Waymart 
Wealherford Wind 
Willon Wind Ibi 
Windpower Parlners 1991-92 
Windpower Pariners 1992 
Windpower Partners 1993 
Windpower Pariners 1993 
Windpower Parlners 1994 
Wolf Ridge Wind 
Woodward Mountain 
Wyoming Wind 
inveslments in joint ventures (‘I 

Total Wind 

Barnes County, ND 
Riverside County, CA 
Taylor County, TX 
Slerling &Coke Counlies, TX 
Slerling &Coke Counlies, TX 
Cero Gordo County, IA 
Hancock County. IA 
Winnebago County, IA 
Cuiberson County, TX 
Alameda Counly, CA 
Osceola County, iA 
Osceola County, IA 
Gray County, IG 
Somerset County, PA 
Riverside County, CA 
Alameda ti Conlra Costa Counties, CA 
Hancock County, IA 
Solano County, CA 
Taylor County, TX 
Taylor & Nolan Counlies, TX 
Nolan County, TX 
Pecos County. TX 
Upton County, TX 
Plpeslone County, MN 
Cavalier County, ND 
Cavalier County, ND 
Logan County, CO 
Somerset County, PA 
Fayette County, PA 
Iowa Counly, WI 
Murdochville, Quebec, Canada 
Preston &Tucker Counlies, WV 
Mower County, MN 
Quay & Debaca Counlies. NM 
LaMoure Counly, ND 
Harper &Woodward Counlies, OK 
Oliver County, ND 
Oliver County, ND 
Logan Counly, CO 
Yarmoulh, Nova Scotia, Canada 
Borden, Gam &Scurry Counties, ‘TX 
Kern County, CA 
Somerset County, PA 
Hyde County. SD 
Upton & Crockelt Counties, TX 
Umatilla County. OR and Walla Waiia Counly. WA 
Story County, IA 
llmaliila Counly, OR 
Kern County, CA 
Wayne County, PA 
Custer & Washiia Counlies. OK 
Burieigh County, ND 
AIameda & Conlra Cosla Counlies, CA 
Alameda & Contra Costa Counties, CA 
Riverside County, CA 
Lincoln Counb, MN 
Culberson County, lX 
Cooke County, TX 
Uplan & Pecos Counties, TX 
Uinla County, WY 
Various 

99 Wind 
53 Wind 
76 Wind 

208 Wnd 
199 Wind 
55 Wind 

100 Wind 
76 Wind 
38 Wind 
31 Wind 
40 Wind 
20 Wind 

170 Wind 
8 Wind 

22 Wind 
1,463 Wind 

148 Wind 
90 Wind 

142 Wind 
130 Wind 
149 Wind 
125 Wind 
214 Wind 
138 Wnd 
79 Wind 
27 Wind 

134 Wind 
20 Wind 
10 Wind 
20 Wind 
30 Wind 
14 Wind 
43 Wind 

136 Wind 
41 Wind 
GB Wind 
22 Wind 
32 Wind 

133 Wind 
17 Wind 
56 Wind 

342 Wind 
G Wind 

27 Wind 
106 Wind 
454 Wind 
100 Wind 
38 Wind 
96 Wind 
43 Wind 
98 Wind 
33 Wind 

279 Wind 
300 Wind 
115 Wind 
73 Wind 

107 Wind 
75 Wind 

242 Wind 
80 Wind 

969 Id) 

148 
40 

114 
364 
298 
41 

150 
190 
28 
21 

100 
50 

112 
10 
17 

159 

162 
213 
299 
224 

278 
104 
118 
41 

201 
30 
15 
30 
54 
66 
99 

204 
G2 

102 
51 
48 

199 
31 

77 
9 

4 1  
74 

300 
150 
25 
22 
65 

147 
49 
28 
30 
41 
26 
39 

112 
I60 
144 
90 

6,375 

9a 

83 

81 

24 
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Coiiin~lissioii §ta€f First Sei of Data Request 

Dated January 29,2010 
Bielll No. 2 
Page 1 of1  

Refer to page 4, paragraph IO, of the application. Explain how Aiiiericaii Electric Power Service 
C'orporatioii (I' AEPSC") developed the 60/40 weighting percentages for price and noli-price 
factors in raidciiig the proposals received in response to its Julie I ,  2009 Request for Proposals 
for reiiewable energy resources. 

The Company's Application, Page 4, paragraph 10 aiid Mr. Godfi-ey's testimony (Page 1 8, lilies 
4-6), iiicorrectly noted that AEPSC used a 60/40 weighting in its evalrratioii of the bids submitted 
uiider the coiiipetitive reiiewables RFP. The RFP actually stated that the weighting was 50/20. 

AEPS C used an evaluation process eacompassiiig several iterations that take into account both 
price and noli-price factors. Tlie 11011- price factors were established aiid utilized as a scrceiiiiig 
tool to support aiialysis on the viability o€ the proposecl project. Coiiforiiiiiig projects are then 
iaiiked by price in which price is the sole factor in the selectioii process. 

WITNESS: Jay I? Godfrey 





I@SC Cash: NO. 2009-00545 
Connmissioii Staff First Set of Data Request 

ated January 29, 2010 
Item No. 3 
Page 1 o f 1  

Refer to page 8, paragraph 24, of the application. Of the 2,4 states aiid the District of Columbia 
that have adopted a Renewable Portfolio Staiiclard, provide tlie iiuiiiber aiid iiaiiies of states that 
no loiiger have a traditioiial cost-based regulatory eiiviroiiiiieiit such as exists in IC eiitucky 

As of January, 2,O 10, 29 states aiicl the District of Coluiiibia, liave adopted a R.eiiewable Portfolio 
Standard (RPS), as cited by the Database of State Iiiceiitives for Reiiewables & Efficiency 
(http://ww\N.dsireusa.org). Based on information provided by tlie I_J.S. Department of Energy 
(http://appsl .eere.eiiergy.gov/states), aiicl updatecl as of October, 2,008, 14 of the 29 states 
icleiitified as having an RPS are characterized as having deregulated competitive markets o r  
electric power. Those states icleiitified by the DOE as Iiaving deregulated competitive iiiarkets for 
electric power include: Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Massachuset%, Maine, Michigan, New 
I-laiiipshire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Peimsylvauia, IUiocle Islancl aiid Texas as 
well as the District of Columbia. 

WITNESS: Jay I= Godfrey 

http://ww\N.dsireusa.org
http://appsl




B@SC Case NO. 2009-00545 
Commission Staff First Set of Data Request 

ated Janoary 29, 2010 
Item No. 4 
Page 1 of1 

Refer to page 12, paragraph 3'7, of' the application, which states that the federal pioductioii tax 
credits for wiiid developers offers beliefits over thc ten-year-credit eligibility pel iod. Esplaiii 
how beiiefits over a ten-year period will be captured "[qor Kcntucky Power's cristomcis ovei the 
20-year ieriii" o r  the wiiid power agreement witli FPL Wiiid. 

The federal production tax credit (PTC) is, in essence, a ten-yea federal subsidy provided to the 
wind eiiergy project developer. This benefit serves to "buy-down" the cost of renewable eiiergy 
became it allows the wind developer to offer the wiiid energy to wliolesale customers at a lower 
price and still recover their required return oii capital iiivestiiieiit made. Without the fecleral 
subsidy the costs would be higher and would be passed along to the IGxtucky Power custoiiier 
during tlie 20-year term of the contract. See tlie response provided in ICUC 1 st Set, lteiu No. 7 
for aclditioiial backgrouiid inforiiiation. 

WITNE§S: Jay 1: Godfrey 





KPSC Case NO. 2009-00545 
Commission Staff First Set of Data Request 

Dated January 29,2010 
I lCl l l  No. 5 
Page I of I 

R e€er IO the cover page of the Direct Testiinoiiy of Jay F. Goclfrey ("Godfrey Tcstiiiiony") 
Explain whether this testimoiiy is identical to the testiiilony of Mr. Godrey submitted in 
Kentucky Power's peiidiiig rate case, Case No. 2009-00459. 

RESPONSE 

Yes, the tesliiilony is identical. 

VVETNESS: Jay F Godkey 





IDS63 Case No. 2009-00545 
Comiiissioii Staff First Set of Data Request 

Dated January 29,2010 
Item No. 6 

1 Qf I 

REQUEST 

Refer to page 6 of the Godfiey Testimony. Provide the locatioiis ofthe Trent Mesa Wind Pioject 
aiicl Desert Sky Wiiid Farm which are owned by Aiiierican Electric Power ("AEP") 

Both wind farms are located in West Texas. The Trent Mesa Wind Project is located near 
Abileiie and Sweetwater, TX. The Desert Sky Wind Farm is located in Iraaii, TX (near Sail 
Aiigelo and Sail Antonio). 

SS: Jay F Goclfi-ey 





I[<PSC CWC NO. 2009-00545 
Coniniissioii Staff First Set o f  Data Request 

ated January 29,2010 
Iteizi No. 7 
Pagc 1 of 1 

Refer to page 8, Table 1, in tlie GodCrey Testimony. 

a. Provide tlie location of the NextEra wiiicl generation facilities uiider which an AEP affiliate 01 
Kentucky Power is prircliasiiig eiiergy uiider an exiting contract. 

1-1. Ideiitifjr any projects in Table 1 uiider which the cleveloper is an affiliate o1NestEra or FPL, 
Wiiirl. 

RESPONSE 

a) The location or the NextEra wind geiieratioii lacilities wider which an AEP affiliate is 
purchasing eiiergy uiider an existing coiitract are: Weatlierh-d Wind Eiiergy Ceii Ler in 
Weatherford, Oklahoma; Elk City Wiiid Farm, in Elk City, Oltlahonia; aiirl Southives~ Mesa 
Wind Project in McCaiiiey, Texas. 

b) Otliei tliaii the projects icleiitified in the respoiise to Part (a), there are no otliei projects listed 
in Table 1 of Witness God€rey's testimony uiider wliicli the developer is an affiliate ol' NestEra 
or FPL Wind. 

NESS: Jay I; Godfiey 





rwsc case N ~ .  2009-00545 
Coininissioii Staff First Set of Data Request 

Dated Jantmry 29, 2010 
item No. 8 
Page 1 o f 1  

REQUEST 

Rder  to page 9, lilies 16- 19, of the Godhey Testimony. Provide cites to aiiy autlioiitative sourcc 
which supports tlie stateiiieiit that the area of the wiiicl project from which I<eiitucl<y Power 
would purchase power uiider the proposed agreeiiieiit 'I [i] s geiierally ackiiowleclged as haviiig the 
best wiiicl resources within tlie thirteen (1 7 )  states plus the District oC Coluiiibia which comprise 
the PJWf gricl." 

Please releer to the talde below, developed from wmv.awea.org, Ranking 01 Esistiiig Wind 
Eiiergy Capacity by PJM States, whicli shows Illiiiois with a raidcing of iiuiiiber one. I n  addition, 
tlie Aiiiericaii Wind Eiiergy Associatioil (AWEA) provides aclditioiial details regardiiig wind 
energy projects in each state. (littp://w~v.awea.or~/~~roj ects/) 

Ranking of Existing Wind Energy Capacity by PJM States 
Source" AWEA Wind Energy Projects (as of 12/31/2009) 

---_I- 
I 

1034 I 2 
748 3 . .-  
330 4 
143 5 

TNESS: Jay I; Godfrey 

http://wmv.awea.org




KPSC Case No. 2009-00545 
Coinmission Staff First §et of Data Request 

Dated Janaary 29,2010 
Idtem No. 9 
Page 1 of1  

Rekr to pages 10- 1 1 of the Godfiey Teslinioiiy. Provide evidence wliicli siipports the slatemcnt 
that a capacity factor of25 to 45 perceiit is coiiiiiioii for wiiid generators. 

The Aiiiericaii Wiiid Energy Association (AWEA), provides a discussion of coiiiiiio~i capacity 
factors for wind generators, which states, “A wind plaiit . . . capacity factor of 2,S% to 40% is 
~0111111011, although they may achieve higher capacity factors during windy weeks or months.” 
This infoi-mation may be accessed at: httl~://\”Yw.awea.org/fa~/\~~-~asics.litiiil. In addition, 
New Jersey Clean Energy states: “The capacity factor of wind energy systeiiis ranges from 2,s 
perce~it to 45 perceiit in a discussioii of coiiiiiioii capacity factors for wind generators, at: 
http ://www~iij cleanenerg y. co~ii/reiiewable-eiiergy/tecli~iologies/wiiid/faqs 

WITNESS: Jay F Godfrey 





BCPSC Case No. 2009-00545 
Coiiiinissioii Staff First Set of Data Request 

Dated January 29,2010 
Htem No. 10 
Page 1 o f 3  

Refer to pages 1 1 - 12 of tlie Godfrey Testimony. The wind facilities Croiii which IGmtucicy 
Power will purcliase power under the proposed wiiicl power coiitract will have a capacity o l  
217.5 MW in its first phase. Aside fiom tlie 100 MW assigiiecl to ICeiitucky Power, what ale 
FPL Wind's plans for the remainder of tlie facility's capacity? 

RESPONSE 

AEPSC caiiiiot speak for FPL G ~ O L I ~  or NextEra Wiiid regarding plans for the remainder of the 
Lee-DeICalb wind €acility. However, please see tlie atlaclied pages €or a January 5, 20 10 Press 
Release regarding a long-term wiiicl eiiergy agreemelit between Illiiiois Muiiicipal Electric 
Agency (MEA) and NextEra Eiiergy Resources, LLC, a subsidiary or  FPL Group cor a 70 MW 
sliare froin the same Lee-DeKalb wind eiiergy facility. In addition, FPL G ~ O L I ~  aiicl NestEi a 
peiiodically provide press releases on their web site, at tlie followiiig web adchess. 
http ://www. -fi7lgroup. coiii/pressro om. shtinl 

BTNESS: Jay I; Goclfrey 



KPSC Case No. 2009-00545 
Commission Staff 1st Set of Data Requests 
Order dated January 29, 2010 
Item No. 10 
Page 2 of 3 

2 f7-789-4632 / FAX 2 I 77894642 

AS 

Springfield, IL - The Illinois Municipal Electric Agency (IMEA) and NextEra Energy 

Resources, LLC, a subsidiary of FPL Group (Florida Power c& Light), have signed a long-term 

contract under which the Springfield-based joint-action agency will purchase 70 megawatts oC 

wind-generated electricity from NextEra’s new L,ee-DeI<alb wind farm. 

Located near the intersection of Interstates 88 and 39 in Lee ‘and DeKalb counties, the 

217-megawatt wind farm began commercial operation in December and IMEA began taking 

output January 1. 

“This contract is the result of months of negotiations between IMEA and NextEra, and 

fiilfills a vital part of TMEA’s long-term strategic p h i  by securing a portion of IMEA’s energy 

needs through a renewable resource that is neither coal nor natural gas dependent,” said Roriald 

D. Earl, IMEA President & CEO. “IMEA is pleased to partncr with NextEra in furthering OUT 

conmitment to developing a green energy portfolio, an opportunity which enables LIS to take 

advaiitage of a clean, renewable and cost-effective energy resource available right licre in 

Illinois.” 

Earl said the value of the contract - which continues lhrough 2030 - is expected to 

exceed $300 inilIion over the 20-year period. 

The wind farm’s location within the PJM regional transmission organization (RTO) 

service area is “an operational plus,” he continued, “because of the ligh wind availability at the 

site and because of PJM’s current favorable treatment of wind capacity.” 

(More) 
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Commission Staff 1st Set of Data Requests 
Order  dated January 29, 2010 
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“It also represents a significant investnieiit by IMEA in an Illinois project, oiic which 

bericfits our members while at the same time, allows us to do our part in Iielping protect the 

cnviromnent,” he continued. ‘‘In short, this purchase agyeement represents a major step I’orward 

toward IMEA’s long-tenn strategic goal of xnakirig renewable resources, energy-efficiency a id  

conseivation ineaswes a part of ow overall power-supply pot-tfolio.” 

NextERA is one of the nation’s largest operators of wind generation and is acknowledged 

as a leader in the industry. As of mid-2009, it had 65 facilities in 14 states and more than 6,300 

megawatts of installed capacity. 

Founded in 1994, the IMEA is a not-for-profit unit of local goveiiunent comprised of 33 

riiemnber municipalities and one mal electric cooperative which own and operate their own 

electric distribution systems. 





IQSC Case No. 2009-00545 
Coiiiniiissioni Staff First Set of Data Request 

Order Dated Janoary 29,2010 
Item No. 11 
Page 1 o f 1  

REQUEST 

RePer to page 19 of the Gocl€reyTesliinoiiy, which iiiclicates that, starting on Jaiiuaiy 1, 20 1 2, the 
price uiider tlie proposed wiiid contract will escalate aiiiiually by 2.25 percent. This is iclcntical 
to tlie cscalatioii perceiitage in a wiiid power contract preseiitly pending More  the Commission 
aiiother case. Esplaiii wlietlier 2.25 is a standard escalatioii rate for such coiitracts 01 if tlic ract 
that tlie escalation rates in these coiitracts are ideiiiical is merely coincidence. 

The 2 2 5  perceiil escalatioii €actor was used in each o€ AEPSC's wiiid purchase Request for 
Pioposals (RFPs) duriiig the receiit periods 2007 tluough 2009. I-Iaviiig a siiiall escalation avoids 
the iieecl lor having higher earlier period prices aiid reflects the reasonable expectation iliat 
ciiergy piices will escalate. Althougli tlie 2.25 percent is not a defined standard escalation late in  
the industry, others iiiay have adopted tlie saiiie approach as AEPSC. However, Kentucky Powei 
Coiiipaiiy laclcs inlormation 011 the rcasoii tlie miideiitiiiecl applicant in a pending Coiiiiiiissioii 
case utilized a 2.25% escalation rate. 

WITNESS: Jay F Godfrey 





IWSC Case NO. 2009-00545 
Coxnmissioii Staff First Sei of Data Request 

Dated January 29,2010 
fieri1 No. 12 
Page 1 of 1 

R.efer to page 20 of tlie Godfrey Testimony, wliich iiidicates that the 20-year term o f  tlie 
proposed wiiid coiitract "[ils also the expected life of the techiiology." If the specific technology 
utilized in the pertiiieiit FPL Wind facilities has beeii coiiiiiiercially available fox less tliaii 20 
years describe how its expected life was deteriiiiiied .to be that length of time. 

RESPONSE 

The tuibiiies used in FPL/NextEra's Lee-Dekalb prqject utilize GE 1 .S MW turbines which liave 
a desigii life of 20 years, as noted in their product brochure which iiiay be accessed at: 
litti:, ://\y\;v\?i.gepower.coiii/prod - serv/products/wiiid - tiubiiies/eii/dowiiloads/GEA 149 54C 1 5- 
~ /TW-B 1'0 cii. pd r. 
In addition, we uiiderstaiid that GE has also received a desigii certificatioii for a 20-year IXe for 
its 1 I 5 MW turbine from Geriiiaiiischer Lloyd, aii iiiteriiatioiial wiiid tilrbiiie cextilicatioii 
institution. (see also http://www. gl-group. com/en/ 1 1 8 5 6.pIip ) 

WITNESS: Jay F Godfrey 

http://www




P@SC Case No. 2009-00545 
Coiiimissioia Staff First Set of Data Request 

Dated Jaiiiimy 29, 201 0 
item No. 13 
Page 1 o f 1  

Refer io page 2, of Exliibit JFG-1 to tlie Godfrey Testimony, specifically, the section 
"1'urchaser"s Right to Curtail Renewable Energy." Explaiii whether the proposed wind contract's 
terms came it to be what is typically relerred to as a "talte-or-pay" contract. 

RESPONSE 

Kentucky Power Coiiipaiiy would iiot characterize tlie proposed wind agreement as a "take-or- 
pay" contract. Although there is no "typical" defiiiitioii of a "take-or-pay" contract, the 
purchaser under such a contract woulcl ~ ~ ~ i a l l y  hold the risk that if it could iiot "tale" delivery of 
the commodity due to a lack o f  demand (load) it would have to "pay" for wliat it clid iiot use 
regardless. Tlie seller in that case would be free to re-sell tlie commodity, even though the 
purchaser hac1 already paid for it, aiid thereby poteiitially obtain a windfa11 by being paid for the 
same coiiiiiiodity twice. However, under the proposed wind contract, Kentucky Power pays 
oiily for wliat tlie wiiid farm produces. If deiiiaiid is weak, it can always "take" the power and 
sell it into the PJM market aiicl obtain value for it. This is significant, becaue it iiialces ICentucky 
Power's right to Ecoiioiiiic Curtailment, as explaiiied iii Exhibit JFG- 1, an ecoiioiiiic option .for 
I<.eiitucky Power to lielp it manage costs, iiot iiicrease them. Finally, although I<.eiitucky Power 
will pay certain amouiits to tlie wiiid farin owner during Economic Curtailment periods foi- the 
eiiergy that I<.entucky Power chooses to curtail, the w i d  farm is coiitractually prohibited from 
producing that eiiergy for its owii benefit, aiid as a result caiuiot achieve a wiiidfall as in other 
"talce-or-pay" contexts. 

NESS: Jay F Godkey 





KPSC Case No. 2009-00545 
Commission Staff First Set of Data Request 

Dated Janoary 29,2010 
Bleiii No. 14 
Page 1 o f 2  

Refer to page 5 of Exhibit JFG-I to the Godfrey Testiiiioiiy aiid page 1 of Exhibit TFG-3. 
Provide the calciilatioiis, plus a narrative clescriptioii of said calculations, that show how the 
peiiocl-based prices of the proposecl wind coiitract sliowii in Exhibit JFG- 1 are coiivei tecl to the 
Jveiglited aveiage price shown in Exhibit JFG-? . 

RESPONSE 

In a given year, a certain percentage of the generation froiii the Lee-Deltalb wind prqject is 
expected to occiir dmiiig the Premium Peak pricing period (Jaiitiuy, February, July, August aiid 
December weekdays froin hours eiidiiig OSOO to 2300), the Peak pricing period (March, April, 
h k y ,  Jiiiie, September, October and Noveinber weekdays from hours eiidiiig OSOO to 2300) aiid 
the off-Peak priciiig period (weekday hours eiidiiig 2400 to 0700 aiid all hours during ~veekencls 
and NERC lioliclays). The productioii weighting for each pricing period is multipliecl by the 
respective contract rate for that period to equate to the average production-weighted price. 
Please see Coiificleiitial Attachment 1 for the percentage of generation per pricing period, 
coiitract rate per pricing period and weiglited average price. Coiifideiitial protection of the 
attachiiieiit has been requested iii the form of a Motioii for Confidential Treatment. 

WITNESS: Jay I; Goclfrey 



KPSC Case No. 2009-00545 
Cotntnission Staff 1 st Set of Data Requests 

Order dated January 29, 20 10 
Item No. 14, Redacted Attachment 1 

Page 2 of 2 

Weighted Average Price of Proposed Wind Contract 

Pretniuin Peak 

Peak 

Off Peak 





Rel'er to page 23 of Exhibit JFG-2, to tlie Godfrey Testimony, which deals with the general 
desigii ol'the FPL wiiicl generatioil facility. Provide the height of the facility aiid the lengtli 01 
[lie tuibiiie blacks. 

Accordiiig to data provided by FPL, tlie h b  height of thc tower (the height from tlie groruicl to 
the ceiiterliiie of the turbine rotor) is 100 meters (328 €eel). The lengtli oE the turbine blades is 
approximately 41 meters (135 feet), while the diameter (swept area) is 82.5 meters (270.7 l'cct) 

WITNESS: Jay F Goclfrey 





KPSC C;W~ No. 2QQO-QO545 
Coininissioii Staff First Set of 

Dated January 29,2010 
ilte1n.r No. 16 
Page 1 of 1 

REQUEST 

Rdc1 to Scctioii 4.7.A of Exhibit JFG-2 to the Godficy Testiiiiony. Given that tlie capacity 
available to ICeiitucky Power under tlie proposed wiiid contract is 100 MW, explain why tlic 
aiiiouiit ol' capacity that must be tested and commissioned at tlie generation facility establishccl as 
a commercial operation iiiilestoiie is siibstaiitially greater than 100 MW. 

RESPONSE 

The cleliverecl energy to AEP, on behalf of ICeiitucky Power, is a proportional share of the total 
metered o ~ t p ~ i t  of tlie Lee/DeI<alb wiiid facility. Our rationale regarding commissioning is that 
the lxo-ject is fully operational and delivering energy into tlie PJM grid. Please refer to tlie 
respoiise provided in tlie Commission Staff 1 st Set, Item No. 10, Attachmeiri: 1 regarding tlie 
total o ~ t t p ~ t  of the wind farm. We also are informed by FPL that the wind energy facility is 
currently delivering energy into tlie PJM grid. 

WITNESS: .Jay F Godfrey 





BUPSC Case NO. 2009-00545 
Commission §taff First Set 0 1  Data Request 

Dated Ja~iiinry 29, 2010 
Item No. 17 
Page 1 o f 1  

ReCer to Section 7.2.C of Exhibit JFG-2. to the Godfrey Testimony. Given that the tcim of the 
pioposecl wind coiitract is 20 years, explain why the aggregate aiiiouiit that FPL Mhd caii be 
required to pay Keiitucky Power for iiot iiieetiiig its availability requiremelit is oiily equal to 10 
tiiiies tlie aggregate aiiiouiit it caii be required to pay in any caleiiclai year. 

ICeiitucky Power is iiot required to pay for aiiy eiiergy iiot received due to uiiavailability 0-1' the 
wind resource. The payiiieiit for not ineetiiig tlie availability requirements represents 
coiiiiiiercially reasoiiable t e r m  to be provided as coinpensation by FPL Wind consistent with 
other arms-length agreeiiieiits eiitered iiito by other AEP operatiiig companies. 

WITNESS: Jay F Godfrey 





KPSC Case No. 2009-00545 
Coininiissioni Staff First §et of Data Request 

Dated Janoary 29, 2010 
Item No. 19 
Page I oEl 

Refer to page 9 o f  tlie Direct Testiiiioiiy of Scott C. Weaver ("Weaver Testimony"), speccilically, 
the discussioii of co-firing biomass in tlie Rockport units aiicl in Kentucky Power's Rig Saiicly 
TJiiit 2. Although tlie indicative plaiiiiiiig is characterized as very preliminary, describe why the 
target date for tlie Rockport uiiits is not until 201 3 and, for Big Saiicly Unit 2, iiot until 20 1 5 I 

Tlie Compaiiy is only begiixiiiig to incorporate the co-iring of bioiiiass into its generation 
facilities aiici is therefore taltiiig a coiiservative approac1i in utiliziiig this teclinology. The 
deployment of this teclinology will depend 011 the success of tlie initial efforts as well as tlie 
availability of bioiiiass feeclstock for delivery at other Coiiipaiiy locations. Tlie clates selected are 
iiierely placeholclers for plaiiiiiiig purposes am1 iiiay be accelerated or deferred as more data 
beconies available. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 





HQSC Case No. 2009-00545 

Dated Jannary 29,2010 
Iteiii No. 19 
Page 1 of 1 

gloinniiissioni Staff First Set of 

REQUEST 

R e k r  to the text at the beginning of pagel 3 of the Weaver Testimony, which refeis to "Company 
witness Mosher". Explaiii whether this refers to testiiiioiiy by Tim Mosher in Case No. 2009- 
00459 and ifthis iiieaiis that the Weaver Testiiiioliy in this case is identical to the testimony of 
Scott Weaver filed in 2009-00459. 

Yes, the testiiiioiiy is identical 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 
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Dated Janrr!aa-y 29,2010 
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REQUEST 

Rerer to Footnote 9 011 pages 21 aiid 22 of tlie Weaver Testimony, which refers to an estimated 
3 9.3 perceiit aiiiiual capacity factor for tlie FPL Wind prqject froiii which I<eiitucl<y Power would 
purchase power under tlie proposed wiiid contract. Describe how this estimate was derived aiid 
how it compares to the capacity factors of otlier wiiid facilities owiied and/or operated by 
NestEra, FPL Wind or wiiid developers affiliated with either of those developers wliicli are 
located in tlie iiortlierii Illiiiois area. 

Accordiiig to FPL, tlie estimated capacity factor was calculated as follows: NestEra Energy 
Resources has been collectiiig wind data from the L,ee Deltalb p j e c t  area for over 7 years fmi i  
NRG SO-meter ineteorological towers with aiieiiioiiieters iiiouiited at 10, 3 0, aiid SO meters; 
vanes iiiouiited at SO meters; aiid a temperature seiisor recorcliiig wiiid data with a 10 iiiiiiute 
averaging interval. 

Data is quality assured by removing bad data due to sensor failures aiid icing using staiidaid 
protocols and statistical analysis proprietary to NextEra. Wind sliears are deteiiiiiiied between the 
30 aiicl 50 iiieler seiisors aiid are used to adjust tlie wind speeds to 80 meter hub lieight 
Temperature aiicl elevation are used to determine air density for each 10 minute-averaged period 

Wind speecls are correlated to tlie nearest 10 year reference tower data provicled by the respective 
Mesonets (Airports, Weather Stations, etc). Wind speeds during tlie iiieasttreiiieiit period are 
scaled to the long-term iioriii to create aii average wiiid year time series. Average year lir.tb-11eiglit 
wind speed is applied to a density specific power curve for tlie wiiid turbine to determine gross 
energy output for each 10 minute period. 



IQSC Case No. 2009-0054s 
Commission Staff First Set of Data Request 

Dated January 29,2010 
Item No. 20 
Page 2 o f 2  

NestEra then adjusts the gross energy output to a net capacity factor based 011 its operatioiial 
experience with its wiiid farm in the area. Adjustiiieiits are made for availability (specific to tlie 
turbine beiiig usecl), array losses (as iiiodeled with WiiidPro aiicl WiiidFarmer software), 
collectioii systeiii aiid transformation electrical losses (provicled by NestEra electrical clesigii 
team), iciiig (as iiieasured in tlie iiieteorological data), terraiii variations (simulated with WASp 
software), power curve degradation including high-speed hysteresis (fi-om NestEra opei-atioiial 
esperieiice). 

There are no other wiiicl facilities owiied and/or operated by NextEra, FPL Wiiid or wind 
developers a€filiated with either of those developers which are located in tlie northern Illinois 
aiea for coinparison. Please refer to the response to Commission StafC 1st Set, Item No. 9 for 
ilifor~iiatioii regarding coiiiiiioii capacity factors for wiiid g e m  atoi s in the U.S . 

WITNESS: Jay F Godfrey 


