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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Lonnie E. Bellar, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is
Executive Vice President of Engineering, Construction and Generation for PPL Services
Corporation and he provides services to Louisville Gas and Electric Company and
Kentucky Utilities Company, that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in
the responses for which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein

are true and correct to the best of his information, knowledge and belief.

Lonnie E. Bellar

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this ?{b day of ALLB\&S -‘r 2025.

N P
Notary Public \Y/ Y

Notary Public ID No. [{YN P 4/5L 0

My Commission Expires: g,

November 4 _203( \§&\\




VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, John Bevington, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is
Senior Director — Business and Economic Development for PPL Services Corporation
and he provides services to Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky Ultilities
Company, that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for
which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and
correct to the best of his information, knowledge, and belief.
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John Bevington

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this '7 s day of QL&% s +’ 2025.

Notary Public ID No. KYN P4 I /7{7

My Commission Expires:

T ey —

VENITA MICHELLE DEFREEZE

A [ ' o NOTARY PUBLIC

J > Commonwealth of Kentucky
Commission # KYNP4577

| My Commission Expires 4/1/2028




VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Robert M. Conroy, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he
is Vice President, State Regulation and Rates, for Kentucky Utilities Company and
Louisville Gas and Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services
Company, that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for
which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and
correct to the best of his information, knowledge, and belief.

Robert M. Conroy

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this [\**  day of AM}; w er 2025.

t«_jl ANATV k A KZ’M

Notary Public \J 44
Notary Public ID No. |<\//W9 @/5é 0

My Commission Expires: RIS
(4
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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Andrea M. Fackler, being duly sworn, deposes and says that she
is Manager - Revenue Requirement/Cost of Service for LG&E and KU Services Company,
that she has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which she is

identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the best

of her information, knowledge, and belief.

fudoa M 4}%

Andrea M. Fackler

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County and

State, this |\™  day of ng)%}r 2025.

chwvw \ - E[ﬁ:x

Notary Public ) 00

Notary Public ID No. KV/U }[)é /SLD

. . N
My Commission Expires: w\iting,
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VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Christopher M. Garrett, being duly sworn, deposes and says
that he is Vice President — Financial Strategy & Chief Risk Officer for PPL Services
Corporation and he provides services to Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville Gas
and Electric Company, that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the
responses for which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are
true and correct to the best of his information, knowledge, and belief.

D B0 st

Christoplier M. Garrett’

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this [\**  day of A»’L;wg“.\’ 2025.

Notary Public | ° o8

Notary Public ID No. K\{NP bl560O

My Commission Expires: R
\\ Q..un.'..
R

November 9 2036 z



VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Michael E. Hornung, being duly sworn, deposes and says that
he is Manager of Pricing/Tariffs for LG&E and KU Services Company, that he has personal
knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is identified as the witness,

and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the best of his information,

knowledge, and belief. ; ; vZ/\/\

Michael E. Hornung Q

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County and

State, this | | day of .Qmngir 2025.

Notary Public Y ! ro

Notary Public ID No. KVNI%) ISY/)

My Commission Expires:
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VERIFICATION
STATE OF VERMONT )
)
COUNTY OF CHITTENDEN )
The undersigned, Timothy S. Lyons, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is a

Partner with ScottMadden Inc., that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the

responses for which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and

correct to the best of his information, knowledge and belief. /~ \lﬁ/ ~
" '/:1 V.
/ {
§ gt ) _?fc\,—}\/)
} \ F. i
Timothy S. Lyons

On this \ ) day of Q{ 'LC:\)L,F}\‘- . 2025, before me, the undersigned notary public, personally
appeared Timothy S. Lyons, proved to me through satisfactory evidence of identification, which
weré\}{ Wers \)C‘Gﬁ)’f;(;;‘to be the person whose name is signed on the preceding or

attached document in my presence.

(seal) : >@L O Yk@l L\EL/‘}/

SARA GOEWEY -
Notary Public, State of Vermont Notary Public Signature

Commission No. 157.0016588
My Commission Expires 01/31/2027 |




VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Drew T. McCombs, being duly sworn, deposes and says that
he is Director - Regulatory Accounting for PPL Services Corporation and he provides
services to Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville Gas and Electric Company, that
he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses, and that the answers

contained therein are true and correct to the best of his information, knowledge, and

belief.

Drew T. McCombs

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this \\m day of Angq SA’

2025.

Jom e\ L
Notary Public 3 [ '

Notary Public ID No. KINPLISL 0

My Commission Expires:

R .-;\’gglzo&-.
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VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Elizabeth J. McFarland, being duly sworn, deposes and says
that she is Vice President, Transmission for Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville
Gas and Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, that
she has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which she is

identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the

best of her information, knowledge, and belief.
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Elizabeth J. McFarland

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

2025.

and State, this Mt‘“ day of Awbws\’
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Notary Pum 0 4\0’3/

Notary Public ID No. KM! PGLISL O
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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Heather D. Metts, being duly sworn, deposes and says that she
is Director — Financial Planning and Budgeting for Kentucky Utilities Company and
Louisville Gas and Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services
Company, that she has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for
which she is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct

to the best of her information, knowledge and belief.

Nt Dorys

Heather D. Metts

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County and

State, this _|[*° day of A%i:u 5Jr 2025.

\;ﬁfi/ifL/77b“~\'*a ij?z\,g
Notary Public 0 | oV

Notary Public, ID No. KVN )0 blSbLOo
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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Shannon L. Montgomery, being duly sworn, deposes and says
she is the Vice President, Customer Services for Kentucky Utilities Company and
Louisville Gas and Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services
Company, that she has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for

which she is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct

to the best of her information, knowledge, and belief.

Shannon L. Montgom‘e’ry U U

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County and

State, this \kﬂ‘ day of Awé)us‘\“ 2025.

(/{d/ Mo N\ Zé)«»’\/
Notary Public U0 04

Notary Public ID No. STVIAEIAS

My Commission Expires:
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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Tom Rieth, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is Vice
President — Gas Operations for Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky
Utilities Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, that he has
personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is identified as

the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the best of his

o oo
Tom Rieth

information, knowledge, and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County and

State, this || dayof P\ weu ek 2025.

LJCL_{?I//?‘!/’A &gg"ﬂ

Notary Public ||

Notary Public ID No. K\f N P@ 1SLD

My Commission Expires:
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VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Charles R. Schram, being duly sworn, deposes and says that
he is Vice President —Energy Supply and Analysis for Kentucky Utilities Company and
Louisville Gas and Electric Company and is an employee of LG&E and KU Services
Company, that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for
which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and
correct to the best of his information, knowledge, and belief.

P

Charles R. Schram

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State this Qﬂ'\ day of NA\ﬂj‘ MS+ 2025.

My Commission Expires:

“JENNIFER LYNN VINCENT
NOTARY PUBLIC

- 75-2029 Commizsion § KYNSSIS




VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA )

N’ N’

COUNTY OF CUMBERLAND

The undersigned, John J. Spanos, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is the
President for Gannett Fleming Valuation and Rate Consultants, LLC, that he has personal
knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is identified as the witness, and
the answers contained therein are true and correct to the best of his information, knowledge and

belief.

Uik ). Srover

/
JolMx J. Spé{los

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County and

Commonwealth, this 7@ J day of August, 2025.

Notary Pubifc

Notary Public ID No. // ﬁ(ﬁz/%f

My Commission Expires:

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania - Notary Seal
' Cheryl Ann Rutter, Notary Public
/@ Cumberiand County
o friis i 2 ¥4 , My commission expires February 20, 2027
/Z A y A ' Commission number 1143028

Member, Pennsylvania Association of Netaries



VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Peter W. Waldrab, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he
is Vice President, Electric Distribution, for Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville
Gas and Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, that
he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is
identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the

best of his information, knowledge, and belief.

JZV/

Peter W. Waldrab

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this | |™ day of \Q\,L; e 2025.

\Zﬁﬂﬂ/mkmq)Zé;rV
Notary Public Ol o

Notary Public ID No. K\{Npé ISLO
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My Commission Expires: WY U
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114

Question No. 1

Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Shannon L. Montgomery

Q-1. Refer to the Commission’s June 30, 2021 Order in Case No. 2020-003507, in
which the Commission ordered LG&E to file with its next base rate case a
detailed plan for reducing the frequency and amounts of its tariffed non-recurring
charges resulting from its advanced metering infrastructure (AMI) systems.

a.

A-1.

Explain whether LG&E has developed a detailed plan to reduce the
frequency and amounts of its tariffed non-recurring charges resulting from
its AMI systems.

If so, explain why the plan was not included in this application and provide
a copy of the plan.

If not, explain why not.

In Case No. 2020-00350 it was determined that customers who have AMI
meters capable of “remote disconnection and reconnection” will no longer
be charged the disconnect/reconnect service charge. Residential and
general service Customers may request and be granted temporary
suspension of electric service and will not be charged a
disconnect/reconnect service charge. Customers who have AMI meters
capable of “remote disconnection and reconnection” will not be charged a
disconnect/reconnect service charge. Such provision is reflected in Sheet
No. 45, Special Charges, of the Company’s tariff and has been implemented
for these meters since June 2023.

There were no other plans necessary.

2 Case No. 2020-00350, Electronic Application of Louisville Gas and Electric Company for an Adjustment
of its Electric and Gas Rates, A Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity to Deploy Advanced
Metering Infrastructure, Approval of Certain Regulatory and Accounting Treatments, and Establishment
of a One-Year Surcredit (Ky. PSC June 30, 2021), Order at 71



A-2.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114

Question No. 2

Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Shannon L. Montgomery

Refer to the Application, Tab 4, Electric Tariff, page 180 of 204, Pre-pay Program
Terms and Conditions.

a.

Confirm that if an existing customer with a deposit signs up for the Pre-Pay
Program, the deposit, plus any accrued interest, will either be used to fund
the customer’s Pre-Pay account or will be refunded to the customer.

Explain whether Pre-Pay customers will be subject to any special non-
recurring charges included in the tariff.

Provide a copy of the Pre-Pay Program Service Agreement if one has been
developed.

List the predetermined triggers that will be set to notify customers of a low
balance.

Yes, the customer’s deposit and accrued interest will be used to fund the
pre-pay account or will be refunded to the customer.

Residential customers taking service under the Pre-Pay Program will
continue to be held to the tariffed Special Charges terms and conditions as
appropriate.

This has not yet been developed.

This has not yet been developed.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 3
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Montgomery
Q-3. Refer to the Direct Testimony of Shannon L. Montgomery (Montgomery Direct
Testimony), page 26, lines 19-22. Explain how the daily balance will be provided

to a Prepay customer.

A-3. This has not yet been developed.



Q-4.

A-4.

Response to Question No. 4
Page 1 of 2
Bevington / Hornung

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 4
Responding Witness: John Bevington / Michael E. Hornung

Refer to LG&E’s response to Commission Staff’s Second Request for
Information (Staff’s Second Request), Item 7.

a.  When an Extremely High Load Factor (EHLF) developer signs a contract(s)
with LG&E, explain what the developer is contracting for and what
contractual obligations the developer is agreeing to.

b.  Explain whether any of the terms of the EHLF contract(s) remains with the
developer once an EHLF end use customer signs a contract with the
developer. In the response, differentiate between the situations where the
end use customer purchases the entire development and where the end use
customer is a tenant of the EHLF developer.

c.  Explain whether these EHLF developer contracts are standardized contract
terms.

d. Ifavailable, provide a copy of the contract(s) that the EHLF developer will
be required to sign.

a.  The Company assumes the term “EHLF developer” refers to the developer
of a large data center project. Rate EHLF would not apply to construction
power required to build data centers; presumably a data center developer
would be the Company’s customer for construction power.

Any party that signs an Electric Service Agreement under Rate EHLF would
be subject to all Rate EHLF rates, terms, and conditions. The Companies
do not anticipate entering into Rate EHLF Electric Service Agreements with
data center developers, but rather with data center owner-operators or
tenants.

b.  See the response to (a). The end user would be the Company’s Rate EHLF
customer and have the Rate EHLF Electric Service Agreement with the
Company. Before the end user for a particular Rate EHLF-eligible data
center could change, the Company would have to approve any assignment



Response to Question No. 4
Page 2 of 2
Bevington / Hornung

or transfer of the existing Rate EHLF Electric Service Agreement; under the
Company’s tariff, all assignments or transfers of orders for service,
agreements, or contracts for service require Company approval.

The Company does not intend to create an “EHLF developer contract.” The
Company does intend to develop a standard Electric Service Agreement for
service under Rate EHLF, but it has not done so yet.

See the response to (¢).



A-S.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 5
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / Charles R. Schram

When an EHLF developer contracts with LG&E for 600 MW or some other large
amount of power, explain how LG&E accommodates the developer. For
example, explain whether the Company reserves 600 MW dedicated to the
developer that all else being equal, would not be used by other customers or
whether the Company simply ensures that it has 600 MW available to serve the
new load and that if the developer does not require 600 MW at any given time,
the capacity would be available to serve other customers or for an off system sale.

The Companies would ensure they have enough total capacity to collectively
serve all native load customers reliably, including both existing and new
customers, before connecting a new load to the system. The Companies have not
contemplated a situation where resources would be set aside as generation
dedicated to serving specific customers. Currently, during periods when system
and market conditions are conducive to making off-system sales, the Companies
transact for the benefit of all customers.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 6
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Q-6. Refer to LG&E’s response to Commission Staff’s First Request for Information
(Staff’s First Request), Item 54, Exhibit MEH-1 — PSA Rate Support, Worksheet
Combined OH. Explain the reasoning for calculating the wireless facility
attachment charge based on five times the weighted pole rate.

A-6. The wireless facility attachment charge was last updated in the 2016 Rate Case.?
As part of the Second Stipulation Agreement, the Companies, AT&T, and KCTA
agreed to modify the proposed charge based upon a wireless facility attached to
the top of a pole using five feet of the pole — one foot for antenna and four feet of
clearance above the power space to maintain a safe working distance between the
electric facilities on the pole and the pole top antenna.

3 Application of Louisville Gas and Electric Company for an Adjustment of Its Electric and Gas Rates and
for Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity, Case No. 2016-00371, Order at 27-28 and Appendix
A, Second Stipulation and Recommendation Sec. 1.2 (Ky. PSC June 22, 2017), available at
https://psc.ky.gov/psescf/2016%20Cases/2016-00371//20170622 PSC_ORDER.pdf.



https://psc.ky.gov/pscscf/2016%20Cases/2016-00371/20170622_PSC_ORDER.pdf

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 7
Responding Witness: Vincent Poplaski

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s First Request, Item 41. Confirm that
employees hired on or after January 1, 2006, receive both 100 percent of the first
3 percent of the employee’s eligible compensation plus 50 percent of the next 3
percent, subject to IRS limits, and between 3 percent and 7 percent of eligible pay
based upon years of service.

Confirmed. To clarify, employees only receive the employer match portion if
they contribute to the plan.



A-8.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114

Question No. 8

Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Shannon L. Montgomery

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s First Request, Item 54, 2025 PSC DR1 KU
LGE Attach to Q54 — Exhibit MEH-4 — AMI Opt-Out Support, Worksheets
LG&E-E AMI Opt Out and LG&E-G AMI Opt Out. Also refer to LG&E’s
response to Staff’s First Request in Case No. 2020-00350,* Item 56,
2020 Att KU LGE PSC 1-56 Exhibit WSS-19 AMI Opt Out_Calculation,
Worksheets LG&E-E AMI Opt Out and LG&E-G AMI Opt Out. Provide a
detailed explanation and support for the increases to One-Time Fee, Field
Services, and One-Time and Recurring Capital Costs, Enrollment, Billing and
Reporting.

One-Time Fee, Field Services: Increases were driven by two primary factors.
First, the original calculation did not include full burdens on field service labor,
so the costs were understated. Second, the opt-out percentage is lower than
anticipated, spreading the costs over fewer customers.

One-Time and Recurring Capital Costs, Enrollment, Billing and Reporting:
Increases were driven by two primary factors. First, the original cost to implement
these features was estimated at $115,000. The actual cost to implement was
$232,000, so the costs were understated. Second, the opt-out percentage is lower
than anticipated, spreading the costs over fewer customers.

# Case No. 2020-00350, (filed Dec. 15, 2020), LG&E’s Responses to Commission Staff’s Request for
Information.



A-9.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 9
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 1, Attachment,
Electric Tariff, page 140 of 244. Explain why LG&E’s current tariff limited the
availability of the One-Time Solar Capacity Charge to subscriptions on Solar
Share Facilities that had not begun construction.

The intent was to ensure operational sections of the array remained completely
subscribed and encourage full subscription on subsequent sections of the array.
Understanding customer de-enrollment patterns (longevity/tenure), it is now in
the best interest of those wanting to participate to utilize available shares from
customers who have exited the program versus waiting to fully subscribe a
subsequent section of the array.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 10
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Shannon L. Montgomery

Q-10.  Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 1, Attachment, page
141 of 244. Explain why LG&E’s current tariff limited the subscription capacity
of a subscribing customer to an aggregate of 500 kW DC and no more than 250
kW DC in any single Solar Share Facility.

A-10.  The intent was to avoid a single customer purchasing the capacity of the entire
array when others had expressed interest. Customers wanting large capacity
benefits were encouraged to participate in our Green Tariff opportunities.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 11
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Q-11.  Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 1, Attachment,
Electric Tariff, page 159 of 244. Explain why the actual incentive amounts were
removed under from the Residential Online Audit program.

A-11.  Incentive amounts were removed from the Residential Online Audit program to
be consistent with the Non-Residential (Business) Rebates program in the tariff.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 12
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Peter W. Waldrab
Q-12.  Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 1, Attachment, page
231 of 244. Provide a copy of LG&E’s Interconnection Requirements for

Customer-Sited Distributed Generation.

A-12.  See attachment being provided in a separate file.



Q-13.

A-13.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114

Question No. 13

Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Shannon L. Montgomery

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 8. Explain the
reasonableness of LG&E being able to use a residential customer’s deposit on
their residential account to satisfy an obligation of a non-residential account
owned by that same customer when the non-residential account is in the name of
the business instead of the individual.

The Company did not intend to suggest that cross-collateralization would occur
across a residential account in an individual’s name and a separate non-residential
account established by the Company to be solely in the name of a legal business
entity for which the individual is not a responsible party. In such a case, the
individual and the business entity would be two separate and distinct customers;
the proposed cross-collateralization provision would apply only across accounts
for which a given customer is responsible.



Q-14.

A-14.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 14
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Peter W. Waldrab
Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 10.

a.  Explain what would cause LG&E to require communication during the
interconnection review process between the customer’s distributed
generation equipment and LG&E’s control systems.

b.  Explain why Application Fees were added for Level 1 Interconnections.

a.  Communications between customer DER equipment and Company control
systems are required for all generators over 1 MW in capacity. This is
required so that operators can ensure safe and reliable grid operations.

Communications would only be required for generators smaller than | MW
in rare instances where the generator could impact grid safety or reliability.
A generator with islanding capability, for example, would be required to
have communications to ensure synchronization.

b.  Fees were previously introduced for Level 2 interconnections to cover the
cost of engineering reviews. While Level 1 interconnections do not require
the same level of engineering review, the volume of these requests has
increased significantly. Therefore, the fee was extended to Level 1
applications.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 15
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Peter W. Waldrab

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 11(a). Explain what
would cause monitoring or management to be required.

See the response to Question No. 14, part a, for discussion of monitoring.

The need for management is triggered based off a combination of distribution
system characteristics, specifications of the interconnection, and any situations
where the interconnection can negatively impact the safety or reliability of the
electric distribution system. This is rare and identified during the interconnection
review process.

Examples of scenarios requiring management would be:

e Limiting overvoltage conditions with managed reactive power controls in
place of costly system upgrades.

e Remote tripping of larger generators during abnormal system conditions
such as faults or equipment failures where safety or reliability become a
concern.

While extremely rare, other examples where monitoring or management may be
required include systems designed to island from the utility such as microgrids,
instances where mis-synchronization of customer-owned equipment with the
utility grid is possible, or non-standard interconnections such as interconnections
on secondary area or spot networks; however, none of these situations apply to
existing interconnections.
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Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 16
Responding Witness: Peter W. Waldrab

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 11(b). Explain under
what circumstances LG&E would require communications equipment allowing
the utility SCADA system to monitor generation and possibly remotely
disconnect a DER site in the event of an emergency for larger distributed
generation sites, 1 MW or larger in capacity.

For larger DER interconnections of 1 MW or higher in capacity communications
remote disconnecting means, i.e. recloser or similar, or some combination thereof
is required for all interconnections unless other means to monitor and isolate a
generator already exist or agreed-upon protections are put in place to prevent
generator connection to the utility system, i.e. transfer switches, reverse power
relays or similar. Visibility of such generators is critical to maintain the safety
and reliability of the power distribution system and safety of the Company’s line
workers. The remote disconnecting means is required on larger generators to
prevent potential negative impacts resulting from a generator operating during
abnormal system conditions such as system faults and potential islanding during
switching operations.

It is important to note that remote disconnection of a generator is not a common
practice and only occurs in rare scenarios such as emergency situations.
Typically, larger generators have dedicated protection in place to isolate during
these grid disturbances and emergencies to prevent damage, however there are
instances that the Company has experienced where the generator protection has
failed to respond appropriately and remote isolation is required.
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Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 17
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 12(a). Confirm that
replacement of currently installed modules with modules having slightly higher
capacity due to the unavailability of identical modules would not result in the loss
of NMSI1 legacy status. If not confirmed, explain why not

It is unclear how “slightly higher capacity” is defined within the context of this
question. Nonetheless, the Companies’ will work with the customers and will
honor the grandfathering of the NMS-1 should the individual situation produce a
reasonable solution.
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 18
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 13. Explain why the
conversion fee was not proposed to be revised in this case seeing as it was last
revised in 2021 and recognizing that the average remaining book value of all
current working non-LED fixtures has likely decreased since 2021.

The conversion fee reflects the net book value of the remaining Restricted
Lighting Service assets. During the preparation of the updated rate for this case,
it was identified that the Company had not included the remaining inventory of
replacement equipment that had not yet been placed in service. As this inventory
has been used, its value has been incorporated into the net book value of the
Restricted Lighting Service assets. The ongoing efforts to reduce this inventory
by repairing and replacing Restricted Lighting Service lights in the field would
have resulted in an increase in the conversion fee. Customers who transitioned to
LED lights in recent years did not have inventory values included in the
calculations. Consequently, the Companies chose to maintain the fee at its current
level until the net book value aligns with the fee.
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 19
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 16. Explain why the
Curtailable Billing Demand for customers served under the Curtailable Service
Riders is calculated based off of just weekdays during the applicable time periods.

The calculation is based on just weekdays as this is the time period when the
Companies expected peak demands and when the highest likelihood of a call for
a reduction would occur. In addition, the rate is based on the projected need and
output of a simple cycle combustion turbine. These units are utilized at peak
times and typically economically run on weekdays.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 20
Responding Witness: Daniel Johnson / Shannon L. Montgomery

Q-20. Referto LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 19. Provide a detailed
explanation, including estimated costs, of what modifications would need to be
made to the legacy Customer Information System in order for LG&E to be able
to offer the Prepay Program once this proceeding concludes.

A-20. The Company estimates the implementation timeline is 12 to 18 months. The
required system modifications are projected to cost $8 to $14 million. If these
changes were made to the legacy Customer Information System, a similar
investment would be necessary to replicate them in the new system. The
modifications include:

Account Management

e Prepayment enrollment

e Account Set up

e Contact Preferences

e Prepayment De-enrollment
Usage and Billing

e Request usage data
e Receive daily usage data
e Perform daily billing and invoicing

Balance Determination

e (alculate daily balance

e Remaining days/hours

e Projected disconnection date
¢ [Initiate and send alerts

Payments and Collections

e Receipt of payments
e Manage disconnects and reconnects
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e Debt recovery
e Update balance

Customer Inquiries

e Account inquiry — self serve / contact center
e Prepayment balance inquiry — self serve / contact center

Customer Alerts

Daily usage alerts

Disconnect warning alerts
Payment receipt alerts
Disconnect and reconnect alert



Q-21.

A-21.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
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Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 21
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 27. Explain why
LG&E desired to remove the hourly charge from Rate EVC-L2 and replace it
with the per kWh charge of the EVC-Fast tariff.

EVC-L2 and EVC-Fast rates are based on energy equivalent to a gallon of
gasoline. Asthe EV markets have developed, billing has shifted to kWh charges,
which better reflect actual charging usage and standardize costs regardless of
charger type.



Q-22.

A-22.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 22
Responding Witness: Timothy S. Lyons

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Tim S. Lyons (Lyons Direct Testimony), Exhibit
TSL-7, page 7. Explain the differences between the “Fully-Loaded Customer
Costs” and “Basic Customer Costs.”

Basic customer costs are direct costs that vary with changes in the number of
customers. Direct costs include meter, service, and customer-related distribution
plant and related O&M expenses as well as customer account and customer
service expenses.

Fully loaded customer costs are direct and indirect costs that vary with changes
in the number of customers. Indirect costs include general plant and A&G
expenses.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 23

Responding Witness: Timothy S. Lyons

Refer to the Lyons Direct Testimony, Exhibit TSL-7, page 7. Refer also to the
Full Notice, generally. Provide an explanation of the following:

a.

LG&E’s request of a Rate RS basic service charge of approximately $15.82
per month® when the COSS supports a basic service charge of $29.44 per
month.

LG&E’s request of a Rate GS basic service charge of approximately $38.83
per month® when the COSS supports a basic service charge of $38.74 per
month.

LG&E’s request of a Rate PS-Sec basic service charge of approximately
$91.55 per month’ when the COSS supports a basic service charge of
$72.17 per month.

LG&E’s request of a Rate PS-Pri basic service charge of approximately
$254.89 per month® when the COSS supports a basic service charge of
$183.70 per month.

LG&E’s request of a Rate TOD-Pri basic service charge of approximately
$402.41 per month’ when the COSS supports a basic service charge of
$363.19 per month.

LG&E’s request of a Rate RTS basic service charge of approximately
$1,932.68 per month!'® when the COSS supports a basic service charge of
$1,629.53 per month.

5 $15.82=($0.52 x 365)/12.
6$38.83 = ($1.28 x 365)/12.
7$91.55=($3.01 x 365)/12.
$$254.89=($8.38 x 365)/12.
9402.41= ($13.32 x 365)/12.
10$1,932.68= ($63.54 x 365)/12.
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LG&E’s request for a Rate OSL Secondary basic service charge of
approximately $91.55 per month!! when the COSS supports a customer
charge of $77.88 per month.

See Lyons Direct Testimony, Exhibit TSL-7, pages 5-6. The fully loaded
customer costs in Lyons Direct Testimony, Exhibit TSL-7, pages 7-8 were
adjusted on pages 5-6 to reflect the relative difference between the calculated
revenue requirement for each rate class and the target revenues for each rate class.
The adjustment ensures the difference between the calculated revenue
requirement and the target revenues are proportionately recovered in each rate

element.

For purposes of this response, the current and proposed daily customer charges
were approximated to current and proposed monthly customer charges by
multiplying the daily customer charges by (365/12).

RS $24.60 $13.69 $15.82
GS $49.59 $35.28 $38.93
PS-Sec $91.69 $89.73 $91.55
PS-Pri 254.80 $239.99 $254.89
TOD Pri $402.45 $329.72 $402.41
RTS $1,932.71 $1,498.93 $1,932.68

The proposed Rate RS basic service charge of approximately $15.82 per
month was based on movement toward the customer revenue requirement
balanced by bill continuity considerations.

The proposed Rate GS basic service charge of approximately $38.93 per
month was based on movement toward the customer revenue requirement
balanced by bill continuity considerations.

The proposed Rate PS-Sec basic service charge of $91.55 per month was
set at the approximate customer revenue requirement.

The proposed Rate PS-Pri basic service charge of approximately $254.89
per month was set at the approximate customer revenue requirement.

The proposed Rate TOD-Pri basic service charge of approximately $402.41
per month was set at the approximate customer revenue requirement.

11$91.55=($3.01 x 365)/12.
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The proposed Rate RTS basic service charge of approximately $1,932.68
per month was set at the approximate customer revenue requirement.

The proposed Rate OSL Secondary basic service charge of approximately
$91.55 per month was based on movement toward the customer revenue
requirement balanced by bill continuity considerations.



Q-24.

A-24.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 24
Responding Witness: Timothy S. Lyons

Refer to the Lyons Direct Testimony, Exhibit TSL-5, page 4. Refer also to the
Full Notice, page 15. Explain how the proposed Rate EVC rates will provide
sufficient revenues to meet the proposed Rate of Return of 8.12 percent.

The proposed EVC rates were not designed to meet the proposed Rate of Return
of 8.12 percent.

The proposed EVC rate design was designed to generally reflect 10.0 percent
movement towards cost-of-service based rates, adjusted for market development
considerations.
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Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 25
Responding Witness: Timothy S. Lyons

Refer to the Lyons Direct Testimony, TSL-5, generally. For customer classes that
already have a Rate of Returns higher than the overall Rate of Return, explain
why LG&E chose to increase the basic service charges for those rate classes.

LG&E chose to increase the basic service charges for those rate classes that
already have a ROR higher than the overall ROR to balance intraclass impacts.
If, for example, the increase was placed only on the energy charges, then high use
customers would experience disproportionate bill increases relative to low use
customers.
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Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 26
Responding Witness: Charles R. Schram

Q-26.  Refer to the Direct Testimony of Charles R. Schram (Schram Direct Testimony),
page 13, lines 16 through 18. Identify and explain what makes up the rest of the
increase in sales between the base period and the forecasted test period

A-26.  This question is not applicable to LG&E because it refers to KU load.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 27
Responding Witness: Charles R. Schram

Q-27. Refer to the Schram Direct Testimony, page 13. Further explain the
reasonableness to assume BlueOval SK (BOSK) Phase 1 is in full production in
2026 when it Phase 1 was originally expected to begin in the year 2025.

A-27.  This question is not applicable to LG&E because it refers to KU load.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 28
Responding Witness: Charles R. Schram

Q-28.  Refer to the Schram Testimony, generally. Identify all differences between the
load forecasts submitted in this proceeding and the 2024 IRP load forecast.
Additionally, explain the reasonings behind these differences.

A-28.  There are no differences between the load forecast from this proceeding and the
2024 IRP Mid load forecast.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 29
Responding Witness: Charles R. Schram

Refer to the Schram Testimony, page 41. Provide further explanation behind the
reasonableness to move the RTO study filing to align with the triennially IRP
filing.

As Mr. Schram discusses in his testimony, the annual RTO study is a significant
undertaking with minimal value given the current state of the RTOs. Each study
that the Companies have developed has demonstrated that joining an RTO would
not be favorable to customers. The RTOs continue to be in a state of flux with
growing reliability and cost concerns. North American Electric Reliability
Corporation’s (“NERC’s) 2024 Long-Term Reliability Assessment identified
elevated reliability risk levels for both MISO and PJM with the following
summary comments. '2

e MISO: Uncertainty around new resource additions and existing generator
retirements results in resource adequacy risks. Above-normal generator
outages during extreme weather can result in unserved energy or load loss.

e PJM: Resource additions are not keeping up with generator retirements and
demand growth. Winter seasons replace summer as the higher-risk periods
due to generator performance and fuel supply issues.

MISO’s most recent auction resulted in a very high summer capacity price of
$666.50/MW-day. This is a significant increase from the prior auction’s price of
$30/MW-day, reflecting a tightening supply demand balance.”* MISO
highlighted their summer reliability concerns in their discussion of 2025 Summer
Readiness.

At some point we find ourselves in need of every available
resource to keep the power flowing across our footprint almost
every summer. The continued reduction in accredited capacity

2https://www.nerc.com/pa/RAPA /ra/Reliability%20Assessments%20DL/NERC Long%20Term%20Relia

bility%20Assessment_2024.pdf

Bhttps://www.misoenergy.org/meet-miso/media-center/2025---news-releases/misos-planning-resource-

auction-indicates-sufficient-resources/
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makes it much more challenging, especially during heat waves,
hurricanes or other extreme weather events.'*

PJM is also facing resource adequacy concerns due to significant load growth,
slow development of new resources, and accelerated retirements, which have
resulted in a sharply increased level of Energy Emergency Alerts (“EEAS”) in
2025.5 These factors drove a high capacity price of $329.17/MW-day in their
most recent auction, which was at the price cap that was imposed due to the prior
auction’s high prices and their unfavorable impact to customers.'® The auction
also failed to procure enough capacity to meet the target Reliability Requirement,
despite clearing all offered generation except 17.2 MW (annual UCAP) due to
the price cap. Highlighting PJM’s reliability and affordability crises, nine state
governors, including Kentucky’s Governor Andy Beshear, sent an open letter to
PJM’s Board of Managers expressing concerns about PJM’s trajectory.!”
Furthermore, New Jersey lawmakers are considering legislation to explore
withdrawing from PJM and working with neighboring states on alternatives to
PJM’s markets.'®

Minor RTO rule changes and market construct revisions have not been sufficient
to address generation retirements and the potential for rapidly increasing load
growth from economic development, including data centers. Given the RTOs’
long-term nature of proposals to resolve their resource adequacy concerns and the
lengthy timelines for implementation when new generation is involved, the
Companies believe a triennially filed RTO study is both appropriate and
reasonable.

4https://www.misoenergy.org/meet-miso/media-center/2025---news-releases/miso-projects-adequate-
resources-are-available-to-serve-summer-demand-amid-rising-
risks/#:~:text=%E2%80%9CAt%20some%20point%20we%20find%20ourselves%20in,flowing%?20acro
55%200ur%?20footprint%20almost%20every%20summer

Bhttps://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/committees-groups/committees/pc/2025/20250805/20250805-
item-07---1-expansion-of-provisional-service---problem-statement.pdf

https://www.pjm.com/-/media/DotCom/markets-ops/rpm/rpm-auction-info/2026-2027/2026-2027-bra-
report.pdf

https://www.pjm.com//-/media/DotCom/about-pjm/who-we-are/public-disclosures/2025/2025071 7-nine-
governors-letter-regarding-board-vacancies.pdf

18 https://www.assemblydems.com/CivicAlerts.aspx? AID=12678
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 30
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Heather D. Metts

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 117. Provide cost
justification for each non-recurring charge, including the calculation of the charge
in Excel spreadsheet format with all formulas, rows, and columns unprotected
and fully accessible.

See the response to PSC 2-54, attachment labeled “2025 PSC DR1 LGE Attach
to Q54 - Exhibit TSL-12 Special Charges”.



Response to Question No. 31
Page 1 of 2
Bellar / Poplaski / Waldrab

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114

Question No. 31

Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / Vincent Poplaski / Peter W. Waldrab

Q-31.

A-31.

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Lonnie Bellar (Bellar Direct Testimony), page
3, lines 15 through 18. Explain how LG&E quantified the efficiencies gained
from harmonizing human resources operations throughout PPL and developing a
common storm response protocol. Provide all calculations in Excel spreadsheet
format with all formulas, rows, and columns unprotected and fully accessible.

Centralizing the company’s human resources operations has enhanced
organizational efficiency through harmonization, collaboration, and minimizing
redundancy. Though not discretely quantified, below are examples of the
operational efficiencies gained within human resources.

HR professionals are now assigned centrally to talent acquisition,
organizational development, compensation, HR information systems,
benefits, and employee relations, providing coordinated support and
implementing standard practices throughout the company. This approach
is in contrast to the prior approach where each operating company generally
had its own HR sub-functions.

Standardized HR policies and procedures have reduced ambiguity and
established a consistent approach to managing employees and programs.

The company’s centralized HR team fosters knowledge sharing among all
experience levels within HR, creating more strategic and consistent
operational HR decisions that are aligned with the company’s goals.

Coordinated HR programs (e.g., benefits) mitigate cost increases through
economies of scale and streamlined vendor relationships.

The implementation of a shared services model transferred administrative
and transactional tasks from HR Business Partners to a central group,
allowing HRBPs to focus on strategic activities.

Consolidation of the organizational development function provided a wider
range of professional development offerings across the organization.
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e Harmonized HR metrics provide the company’s leadership with the
information needed to make data driven decisions.

Regarding storm response, PPL has implemented a multi-disciplinary drill
structure across all operating companies that is conducted twice annually, pooling
resources and ensuring that all operating companies are following best practices.
This leads to both training and response efficiencies. PPL is also engaged in
negotiating labor contracts for storm response contractors jointly across all
operating companies. Joint negotiations are expected to produce efficiencies
from greater scale and consistency across off-system response resources.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 32
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / Christopher M. Garrett

Refer to Bellar Direct Testimony, page 9, lines 9 through 11. Explain why LG&E
would request regulatory asset treatment for the Lewis Ridge Pumped Storage
Project, should the project not go through.

LG&E believes the associated development costs are prudent expenditures,
which should be recovered from customers. These costs are both (1)
extraordinary and nonrecurring given the nature of the project and (2) a result of
a statutory or administrative directive; thus regulatory asset treatment would be
appropriate.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 33
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar

Refer to Bellar Direct Testimony, page 11, lines 16 through 17. Describe the costs
associated with each of the following generation outage projects.

a.  Mill Creek 3;
b.  Mill Creek 4;
c. Ghent1;
d. Ghent2; and
e.  Ghent 3.

The costs associated with generation outage projects are largely driven by
maintaining unit availability, boiler reliability and environmental compliance.
During the cited period, there is a diversity of projects that support continued
efficient operation of the generating units. Generation outage projects can be
necessitated by equipment end-of-life, regulatory considerations or
environmental compliance. Each of these supports the need for capital
investment.

a. For Mill Creek 3 specifically, the costs associated with the outages are
primarily driven by replacements and upgrades of major boiler components
and replacements of SCR catalysts.

b.  For Mill Creek 4 specifically, the costs associated with the outages are
primarily driven by replacements and upgrades of major boiler components,
replacements of SCR catalysts, and replacement of PJFF bags.

c.  For Ghent 1 specifically, the costs associated with the outages are primarily
driven by replacement of major boiler components, SCR catalysts, soot
blowing air compressors, and distributed controls system upgrade.

d.  For Ghent 2 specifically, the costs associated with the outages are primarily
driven by replacement of major boiler components, a cooling tower rebuild,
and upgrades to the ID Fan VFDs (Variable Frequency Drive).
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e.  For Ghent 3 specifically, the costs associated with the outages are primarily
driven by replacement of major boiler components, SCR catalysts, and
installation of a circulating water pipe lining system.



Q-34.

A-34.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 34
Responding Witness: Elizabeth J. McFarland

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Elizabeth McFarland (McFarland Direct
Testimony), page 9, lines 10 through 13. Explain why the longer-term goal of
making the combined Companies national quartile performance in transmission
reliability has not yet been achieved through the Transmission System
Improvement Project (TSIP).

TSIP was primarily designed to elevate LG&E and KU to second quartile
performance within 5-10 years—which it successfully accomplished. However,
reaching first quartile performance requires significantly more time and
investment to address the large number of aging and end-of-life assets still present
on the transmission system, which is why the TSIP’s longer term goal of first
quartile performance was stated as 15-20 years. To meet this need, the
Companies have carefully planned and developed the Transmission System
Hardening and Resiliency Plan (“TSHARP”), which like its TSIP predecessor,
includes both system modernization and integrity plans (end of life asset
replacements) that harden the system against disruptions, and resiliency plans that
help minimize the frequency and impact of outages.



Q-35.

A-35.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 35
Responding Witness: Elizabeth J. McFarland

Refer to McFarland Direct Testimony, Exhibit BIM-2, page 35 of 87. Confirm if
there are any quantifiable benefits associated with the implementation of
TSHARP. If confirmed, explain when those benefits will be seen by LG&E and
Kentucky Utilities Company’s (KU) (jointly, LG&E/KU) customers.

Yes, there are quantifiable benefits associated with the implementation of
TSHARP. As noted in McFarland’s Direct Testimony (page 10), TSHARP is a
continuation of the Transmission System Improvement Plan (“TSIP”) initiated in
2017. As a continuation of TSIP, the Companies project that TSHARP will
deliver a 30%—-50% improvement in SAIDI compared to 2025 performance over
the expected timeframe. These reliability improvements will immediately benefit
LG&E/KU customers by reducing the frequency and duration of transmission-
related outages as projects are completed.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 36
Responding Witness: Vincent Poplaski / Peter W. Waldrab

Q-36.  Refer to the Direct Testimony of Peter Waldrab (Waldrab Direct Testimony),
page 20, lines 5 through 7. State the growth rate for labor rates for distribution
line tech employees from 2020-2025.

A-36. Distribution line tech labor rates have increased on average 4.4% per year and
23.6% cumulatively between 2020-2025.



Q-37.

A-37.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 37
Responding Witness: Peter W. Waldrab

Refer to Waldrab Direct Testimony, page 20, lines 11 through 15. Explain
whether LG&E/KU have evaluated any alternative pad mount transformers with
the recent cost increases.

Yes, in 2022 in response to transformer supply shortages and costs increases, the
Companies issued a competitive Request for Quotation to domestic and
international transformer manufacturers. As a result of this RFQ, the Companies
added new suppliers, both domestically and internationally. The Companies
further worked with transformer manufacturers to review the Companies’
transformer specifications for cost savings opportunities.



Q-38.

A-38.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 38

Responding Witness: Vincent Poplaski

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Vincent Poplaski (Poplaski Direct Testimony)
at 12. Provide a breakdown of the listed criteria and percentage in terms of the
descriptions below. For any criteria that are not relevant to the below descriptions,
provide an explanation.

a.

b.

Financial Goals;
Safety Goals;
Customer Satisfaction Goals; and

Individual Goals.

Financial Goals (0%);
Safety Goals (0%);
Customer Satisfaction Goals (65%);

The Customer Satisfaction objective (12.5%) is directly tied to Customer
Satisfaction and uses the JD Power Electric Residential Customer
Satisfaction Index. The service reliability objectives are also indirectly tied
to customer satisfaction: electric reliability (17.5%); generation reliability
EFOR (5%); generation reliability EAF (5%); gas operations gas leak
response time — on hours (5%); gas operations gas leak response time — off
hours (5%); corporate strategic initiatives (15%).

Individual Goals (35%)

The individual achievement portion of the STI, which comprises 35% of the
overall STI target, is based on management’s assessment of individual
achievements over the course of the plan year relative to others, including
but not limited to: significant accomplishments or key projects, execution
of day-to-day job responsibilities, achievements relative to individual goals
set for the year and their impact on the organization, and demonstration of
PPL’s values and constructive behaviors.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 39
Responding Witness: Vincent Poplaski

Q-39.  Refer to the Poplaski Direct Testimony at 13-14. Compare the benefit structure
of an employee hired before January 1, 2006, (but ineligible for the defined
benefit plan) to the structure for similarly situated employees hired on or after
January 1, 2006.

A-39.  There are no employees hired before 1/1/2006 who are not eligible for the DB
plan.

This is the 401k employer match and employer contribution structure:

Employees Hired Employees Hired
AUl S e Befors 1/1/2006 1/1/2006 or Later
Employer Match e 100% of the first 3% of e 100% of the first 3% of
(dependent on employee’s contribution employee’s contribution
employee e Maximum employer match of [ ®  50% of next 3% of
contributions) 3% if employee contributes employee’s contribution
3% e Maximum employer match of
4.5% if employee contributes
6%
Employer e Not eligible due to e Employee’s service (in years)
Contribution (percent participation in a company at end of year:
of employee’s eligible sponsored pension plan. = <6 Years:3%
contribution based on =  6-10 Years: 4%
employee service) = ]1-15 Years: 5%
=  16-20 Years: 6%
= 21+ Years: 7%




Q-40.

A-40.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 40
Responding Witness: Christopher M. Garrett

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Christopher Garrett (Garrett Direct Testimony)
at 9. Provide the estimated difference between the actual storm damage
restoration and vegetation management costs and the respective amounts in base
rates in the forecasted period. Provide also whether a regulatory asset or liability
is expected to be recorded for these amounts.

At this time, there is no estimated difference between the actual storm damage
restoration and vegetation management costs and the respective amounts in base
rates. A difference will only exist when actual costs are incurred for the
forecasted test period, calendar year 2026.

Storm damage restoration and vegetation management O&M costs are projected
to be $6.9 million and $13.9 million, respectively, for the forecasted test period.
To the extent actual costs are higher than those amounts, a regulatory asset will
be recorded. To the extent actual costs are lower than those amounts, a regulatory
liability will be recorded.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 41
Responding Witness: Christopher M. Garrett

Q-41. Refer to the Garrett Direct Testimony at 11. Provide the descriptions and
depreciable lives of the underlying software/IT assets.

A-41.  See attachment being provided in a separate file.



Q-42.

A-42.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 42
Responding Witness: Christopher M. Garrett

Refer to the Garrett Direct Testimony at 14. Provide support for amortizing the
AMI regulatory assets over a longer period than the AMI regulatory liabilities.

The Companies are requesting AMI regulatory assets be amortized over 15 years
consistent with the depreciable lives of the new AMI assets per the Companies’
depreciation studies. The Companies have requested the AMI regulatory
liabilities be amortized over a period of five years in an effort to reduce the rate
impact by returning savings to customers over a shorter time period.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 43
Responding Witness: John J. Spanos

Q-43.  Refer to the Direct Testimony of John Spanos (Spanos Direct Testimony), Exhibit
JIS-KU-1, Intangible Plant. Explain specifically what items (particular software)
are included in each of the following categories: cloud software; dms cloud
software; cloud software-prepaids; and dms cloud software — prepaids.

A-43.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 44
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos

Q-44.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJIS-KU-1, Steam Production Plant,
Structures and Improvements. Explain what investments were made to Trimble
Unit 2 that resulted in the increase in original cost as well as book depreciation
reserve since the 2020 study.

A-44.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 45
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos
Q-45.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJIS-KU-1, Steam Production Plant,
Structures and Improvements. Explain what specific factors, since 2020, resulted

in the increase to calculated annual accrual rate for Trimble Unit 2.

A-45.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 46
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos

Q-46.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJIS-KU-1, Steam Production Plant,
Structures and Improvements. Explain the approximate 300 percent increase in
the original cost and book depreciation reserve for System Laboratory since 2020.

A-46.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 47
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos

Q-47.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJIS-KU-1, Steam Production Plant,
Boiler Plant Equipment.

a.  Explain what facts resulted in the change in annual accrual rate and
composite remaining life for the Brown Units 1-3 Scrubbers and the Ghent
Unit 1 scrubber when the original book remained approximately the same.

b.  Explain why the book depreciation reserve increased significantly from
2020 for the Brown Units 1-3 Scrubbers. Include in that explanation a
reconciliation of that information with the accrual rate and composite
remaining life as discussed in Item 47(a).

A-47.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 48
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos
Q-48.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJIS-KU-1, Steam Production Plant,
Boiler Plant Equipment. Explain why Brown Unit 3’s annual accrual rate

increased from 5.81 percent in 2020' to 10.22 percent in this application.

A-48.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.

19 Case No. 2020-00350, (filed Nov. 25, 2020), Direct Testimony of John Spanos, Exhibit JJS-1,
Depreciation Study (2020 Study).



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 49
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos

Q-49.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJS-KU-1, Steam Plant Production,
Turbogenerator Units. Explain why Brown Unit 3’s original cost remained

constant from 2020?°, and the book depreciation doubled, from approximately
$10.9 million to $21.5 million.

A-49. Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.

202020 Study.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 50
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos

Q-50. Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJS-KU-1, Turbogenerator Units,
generally. Explain why the accrual rates for all of the units listed in the 2024
report increased, in different increments, except Brown 3 and include in the
explanation why the accrual rates increased in different increments.

A-50. Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 51
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos

Q-51.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJS-KU-1, Other Production Plant,
Land Rights. Explain with specificity why both the annual accrual rate increased
as well as the composite remaining life. As part of this response, provide the
current termination date for the land rights’ contract listed in the account.

A-51.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 52
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos
Q-52.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJS-KU-1, Other Production Plant,
Structures and Improvements. Explain why both Brown Solar and Simpsonville

Solar were removed from account 341.00.

A-52.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 53
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos

Q-53.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJS-KU-1, Other Production Plant,
Fuel Holders, Producers and Accessories.

a.  Explain with specificity why Haefling Units 1-3 had an annual accrual rate
increase from 4.75 in the 2020 Depreciation Study to 6.26 in the 2024
Depreciation Study.

b.  Explain with specificity why Brown CT Pipeline had an annual accrual rate
increase from 4.75 in the 2020 Depreciation Study to 6.26 in the 2024
Depreciation Study.

A-53.

a-b.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 54
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos

Q-54.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJS-KU-1, Other Production Plant,
Account 342.30.

a.  Explain why this account is included in the 2024 Depreciation Study
Summary but was not included in the 2020 Depreciation Study Summary.

b.  Explain why the accrual rates for the inspections are generally so much
higher than other accounts.

c.  Identify and explain the aspects and assets of this account that depreciate.
A-54.

a-c.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 55
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar / John J. Spanos

Q-55.  Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJS-KU-1, Other Production Plant,
Miscellaneous Power Plant Equipment. Explain why the composite remaining
life increased for Cane Run CC7. Include in the explanation any projects or
expenditures specific to that unit undertaken to prolong the life of the unit.

A-55. Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 56
Responding Witness: John J. Spanos

Q-56. Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJS-KU-1, Transmission Plant,
Account 352.20. Explain what assets are included in this account and why it was
not included in the 2020 Depreciation Study.

A-56.  Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114

Question No. 57

Responding Witness: Shannon L. Montgomery / John J. Spanos

Q-57. Refer to Spanos Direct Testimony, Exhibit JJS-KU-1, Transmission Plant,
Accounts 352 .10 and 352.20.

a.

b.

A-57.

a-c.

Explain what assets are included in each account.
Explain the distinction between non-system and system control.

Explain why the two accounts were not listed as such in the 2020
Depreciation Study.

Explain why the estimated service life is estimated to be 60 years for the
non-system control.

Explain why the service life is estimated to be 30 years for the system
control. Include in this explanation why there is a decrease in the estimated
service life between the 2020 depreciation study and the 2024 depreciation
study.

Provide a list of each customer service location that LG&E closed or no
longer utilizes since the final Order in Case No. 2020-00350; whether that
space is currently being utilized by any party for any purpose; the fair
market value and a timeline for the dispensation of the property.

Not applicable to LG&E as this refers to KU plant.

See attachment being provided in a separate file.



Q-58.

A-58.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 58
Responding Witness: Peter W. Waldrab

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 41. Provide a list of
the transformers as prioritized by the companies as “at risk” by risk ranking.
Include in this list the allocated company name, the location of the transformer,
the criteria used to place the transformer on the list in its respective position as
well as the criteria generally by importance.

See attachment being provided in a separate file for current ranking list. The
criteria used for ranking is weighted with the number of transformers removed,
the number of customers impacted and the amount of load served by the
transformer receiving the most weight. Circuit ties with other substations,
transformer age and project costs are also considered. If multiple transformers
can be addressed with a single project, their benefits are combined and ratioed
with the total project cost to get their final ranking.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 59
Responding Witness: Daniel Johnson

Q-59. Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 56(a). The response
was not responsive. Provide a list of cybersecurity programs or services provided
utilized by the utility.

A-59.  List of internal cybersecurity programs utilized by the utility:

Security Operations and Monitoring
Incident response

Threat Intelligence

Vulnerability Management

Security Engineering

Operational Technology Security
Identity and Access Management
Product and Application Development Security
Cybersecurity Risk Management
Third Party Risk Management
Cybersecurity Compliance

List of capabilities by service providers utilized the utility:
Security Operations Center

Vendor Risk Questionnaire

Threat Intelligence

Application Security Scanning

Penetration Testing



Q-60.

A-60.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 60
Responding Witness: Daniel Johnson

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 56(b). Provide the
report referenced for the most recent year prior to 2022. If no report, has ever
been completed, please include that in the response.

See attachment being provided in separate file which is an executive summary of
a report prepared by an external consultant to the Companies in 2021. The
information requested is confidential and proprietary and is being provided under
seal pursuant to a petition for confidential protection. The report contains detailed
information concerning cybersecurity capabilities and vulnerabilities which, if
accessed by a threat actor, could subject the Companies to heightened security
risks and harm.



Q-61.

A-61.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 61
Responding Witness: Daniel Johnson

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Report, Item 56(c). Provide the
NIST Cybersecurity Framework utilized by LG&E.

See attachment being provided in separate file, which is the NIST Cybersecurity
Framework 1.1. This version was in use for the report provided in response to
Question No. 60. Note that the NIST Cybersecurity Framework has been updated
to version 2.0 and is expected to be utilized in connection with future Company
evaluations until updated again in the future and can be sourced from the NIST
website: https://www.nist.gov/cyberframework.



https://www.nist.gov/cyberframework

Q-62.

A-62.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 62
Responding Witness: Christopher M. Garrett / John J. Spanos

Refer to the LG&E’s response to the Attorney General’s First Request for
Information, Item 101(a), Attachment. Provide all seven versions of the
depreciation study referenced in the emails.

See attachments being provided in separate files that set forth the seven
preliminary depreciation calculations that were referenced in response to the AG-
KIUC 1-101(a) attachment. Additionally, a document explaining the brief
differences from one version to another is included. See attachments provided.



Q-63.

A-63.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 63

Responding Witness: Daniel Johnson

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 64 and Item 66.

a.

Using the chart/table provided in the response to Item 64, provide
approximate dates, month and year, for each milestone provided in the chart
for all items.

Provide the in-service date for each software upgrade listed in the response
to Item 64.

Provide the full cost of each item, using the milestones listed to delineate
expenditures, including the amount contained in the forecasted test year if
different than the total provided by item listed in the response to Item 64.

LG&E is continuing to refine our project milestones and planned
deliverable dates for these initiatives. See attachment being provided in
separate file for the latest updated list of project milestones and expected
completion dates for those milestones along with a revised GANTT view in
the Chart tab that aligns with the spreadsheet.

See the response to part (a).

The referenced projects were not budgeted at the milestone level, so we are
unable to provide budgeted cost estimates at the milestone level. Budgets
are created at the initiative or project level. See the attachment provided in
response to part (a).



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 64
Responding Witness: Drew T. McCombs

Q-64. Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 81(c). Confirm that
the actual response isn’t storm costs were lower but that storm costs were booked
as a regulatory asset. If not confirmed, explain the response.

A-64.  This question is not applicable to LG&E.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 65

Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar

Q-65.  Refer to Trimble 2 generally. Several responses were provided discussing the
expense related to the ongoing operation of the unit. Based on the current
condition of the unit, provide the expected costs of the operating and
maintenance, including any of the repairs discussed, for the years 2025 through
2030 in comparison to the benefit of Trimble 2’s generation production for the
years 2020 to 2025 to date.

A-65.

Business Plan Costs
($M's) (Net)"

2025 2026 2027 2028 2029
Trimble 2 Capital $ 63.1 $ 68.9 $ 63.3 $ 69.2 $ 425
Trimble 2 O&M $ 19.7 $ 262 $ 246 $ 27.0 § 258
Trimble 2 Cost of Sales $ 9.0 $ 81 $§ 9.0 $ 10.2 § 183

(1) These costs are net IMEA and IMPA’s portion has been removed)

(2) 2030 was outside the five-year business planning window.

Projected O&M spending for Trimble Unit 2 from 2025 to 2030 aligns with
normal lifecycle expectations and is necessary to support the unit through its
planned operational life.

Major reliability work during this period includes a stack liner replacement to
ensure structural integrity and environmental compliance. Additional scope
includes upgrades to boiler and turbine components, selective catalytic reduction
(“SCR”) catalyst replacements, a distributed controls system (“DCS”) upgrade,
pulse-jet fabric filter bag and cage replacements, coal handling improvements,
and high-energy piping repairs.

While the planned repairs are intended to support the unit through its planned
operational life, LG&E does not currently expect these repairs to extend the unit’s
useful life beyond that timeline.
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Trimble County 2 is a beneficial unit that has generally operated at a low
operating cost relative to other baseload units as shown in the following table.

LG&E Base Load Generator Production Expenses 2020-2025

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 ﬁ‘lﬁi (2‘352;’{
G:;Erg;:irs ¢/kWh ¢/kWh ¢/kWh ¢/kWh ¢/kWh ¢/kWh
Cane Run 7 2.028 2.660 3.925 2.750 2.710 2.898
Mill Creek 1 3.114 3.435 3.476 3.550 3.764 Retired
Mill Creek 2 3.646 3.404 3.256 3.152 3.428 3.611
Mill Creek 3 3.186 3.239 3394 3.125 3.812 3511
Mill Creek 4 3.201 2.871 3.635 3.028 3.175 3.771
Trimble County 1 |  2.814 3.008 3.061 3.182 3.043 3213
Trimble County 2 | 2.589 2.527 3.024 3.160 3.020 2.919




Q-66.

A-66.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 78. Explain how the
lower capitalization threshold range of $200-$500 for office furniture was

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114

Question No. 66

Responding Witness: Heather D. Metts

reflected in rate base for the forecasted test period.

Below is a list of the capital projects incorporated into the forecasted test period

for tools and equipment based on the lower capitalization threshold range.

Project Project Description Test Year
172364 OF Tools & Equip 2026 $ 5,000
172376 CR7 Tools & Equip 2026 $ 5,500
173409LGE | TC TOOLS & EQUIP OFFICEMA $ 59,960
173463LGE | TC CT TOOLS & EQUIP OFFICE- $ 13,849
173648 MC Tools Equip Office 2026 $ 102,229
GEDTLS26L | GE Tools Equip Office 2026-LGE $ 7,283
26SMTL345 | Small Tools - MANAGER ELECTRIC DISTRIBUTION $ 100,000
26SMTL344 | Small Tools - UNDERGROUND CONSTRUCTION $ 75,000
26SMTL316 | Small Tools - SCM LOUISVILLE $ 16,000

Small Tools - SUBSTATION RELAY, PROTECTION &
26SMTL356 | CONTROL - LGE $ 11,000
24SMTLTL 24 Small Tools Tech Train LGE $ 170,000
465000008 Small Tools 2026 004650 $ 9,750
Total | $ 575,570
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 67
Responding Witness: Peter W. Waldrab

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 46. Explain why in
2024, 2022, and 2020 LG&E did not reach its target miles.

The Companies’ goal was to maintain an average trim cycle of five years or less.
This approach supported flexibility in scheduling, such that if the system’s overall
average cycle remained within the five-year threshold, specific portions of the
target —the 3,572 miles of the total 17,862 miles—may not have been trimmed
in a given year. This approach enabled the Companies to align vegetation work
more closely with reliability goals, resource availability, and system risk profiles,
thereby maximizing the value of each dollar invested in vegetation management.
The Companies’ plan is to maintain a proactive trim cycle while balancing the
reactive needs of worst performing circuits.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 68
Responding Witness: Drew T. McCombs / Heather D. Metts
Refer to Application, Schedule F-3.

a.  Provide a breakdown of all expenditures related to employee recognition
included in the base period.

b.  Explain how LG&E forecasted employee recognition its test period.

a.  The Company does not separately track employee recognition expenses in
such a way to provide a meaningful breakdown of charges. Some examples
of employee recognition expenses are retirement and service anniversary
awards, year-end recognition, and holiday events. Employee recognition
expenses are considered a below-the-line expense and are not included in
the Company’s revenue requirement.

b.  Employee recognition is forecasted in the test year using a baseline dollar
amount per employee adjusted as appropriate by each line of business.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 69

Responding Witness: Drew T. McCombs

Refer to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 79 Attachment.

a.

Provide the number of company credit cards along with the position of
authorized users.

Provide any written policies related to the usage of company credit cards.

Explain what controls are in the place to ensure proper credit card use.

See attachments being provided in separate files. Please note the
Companies have provided a list of the names of authorized users. The
position of each employee is not available and would require manual
mapping to HR system(s).

See attachments being provided in separate files.

See attachment being provided in a separate file.



Q-70.

A-70.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114

Question No. 70

Responding Witness: John Bevington / Michael E. Hornung

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Michael Hornung (Hornung Direct Testimony),
page 4.

a.

Explain whether any prospective Data Center (DC) customer(s) is aware of
or has reviewed or commented on the proposed Extremely High Load
Factor (EHLF) Tariff.

Explain the reasoning behind using an 85 percent load factor.

Explain why more than 100 MVA load size was chosen as the minimum
load for EHLF tariff eligibility.

The Companies have shared the proposed EHLF rate schedule with several
projects’ representatives. The Companies have mentioned the EHLF rate
schedule to multiple other projects’ representatives, as well. It is also
possible that projects’ representatives have researched and read the terms of
the proposed tariff on their own without the knowledge of the Companies.
The Companies do not have feedback at this point as to prospects’ opinions
of the proposed tariff.

The 85% load factor was chosen based on industry research for large data
centers. While data centers aim for a 99% load factor, backup generation
reduces what utilities observe. Setting the load factor at 85% ensures data
centers meet the EHLF tariff requirements and protects other customers.

The 100 MVA load size was chosen based on the combination of
understanding the Companies’ resource needs to serve large loads and peer
industry review. Loads lower than 100 MV A do not require the same level
of investment to serve and would fall under the traditional Retail
Transmission Service (RTS) tariff.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 71

Responding Witness: Charles R. Schram

Q-71.  Refer to Schram Direct Testimony, pages 34-36 and the Commission’s August
30, 2024 Order in Case No. 2023-00404, 2'page 21 and footnote 91.

a.

b.

A-T71.

Explain why LG&E did not utilize a NGCC for capacity values and costs.

Provide specific evidence demonstrating that LG&E is not currently
avoiding costs in light of Case No. 2022-00402.2?

Based on the Companies’ resource planning, the Companies consider
battery energy storage systems (“BESS”) to be the most appropriate
avoidable resource for QF PPAs. The Companies used PLEXOS to
evaluate each QF technology’s contribution to the timing and size of the
Companies’ future need for capacity. Only the 80 MW QF PPA for “other
technologies,” which was assumed to be fully dispatchable, resulted in a
change to the Companies’ optimal resource plan in PLEXOS. Specifically,
the addition of the 80 MW PPA for fully dispatchable “other” generation
resulted in an optimal resource plan with a decreased amount of Cane Run
BESS capacity. Therefore, the Companies recommended an avoided
capacity cost for “other” technologies only, based on Cane Run BESS costs.

See the response to part (a). As the PLEXOS evaluation demonstrates, 80
MW QF PPAs for single-axis tracking solar, fixed tilt solar, and wind have
no impact on the Companies’ optimal resource plan. As discussed in Mr.
Schram’s referenced testimony, the Companies demonstrated that a QF
facility would only result in capacity avoidance (i.e., changes to the optimal

21 Case No. 2023-00404, Electronic Tariff Filings of Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky
Utilities Company to Revise Purchase Rates for Small Capacity and Large Capacity Cogeneration and
Power Production Qualifying Facilities and Net Metering Service-2 Credit Rates (Ky. PSC Aug. 30, 2024),
Order at 21 and footnote 91.

22 Case No. 2022-00402, Electronic Joint Application of Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville Gas
and Electric Company for Certificates of Public Convenience and Necessity and Site Compatibility
Certificates and Approval of a Demand Side Management Plan and Approval of Fossil Fuel-Fired
Generating Unit Retirements.
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resource plan) for fully dispatchable technologies and have proposed a
corresponding avoided capacity cost.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 72
Responding Witness: Lonnie E. Bellar

Refer to Staff’s Second Request, Item 33. Explain how the companies determined
the allocation of costs between LG&E and KU for the Lewis Ridge Pumped
Storage Project.

Actuals to date for the Lewis Ridge Pumped Storage Project have been allocated
through the Generation Ratio for LGE-KU. This ratio is updated annually. In
2024 the allocation was 42% to LGE and 58% to KU. In 2025 the allocation is
40% to LGE and 60% to KU.

In the Business Plan, the ownership was set to match that of Mercer County and
Marion Solar (37% LGE / 63% KU), which is based on the energy split between
LGE/KU. The Companies will update the ownership allocation considering load
and resource plans at the time of requesting a CPCN for Lewis Ridge Pumped
Storage.

The ownership allocation was incorrectly inverted in the Test Year (63% LGE /
37% KU) and will be corrected in the Errata Filing along with actuals to date.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 73
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / Andrea M. Fackler

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Andrea M. Fackler (Fackler Direct Testimony),
pages 35-36. Explain if the parties who were included in the Stipulation
Agreement in LG&E’s 2020 rate case, Case No. 2020-00350, were notified of the
proposed changes and revisions.

On April 4, 2025, LG&E filed its notice of intent to file an application for a
general adjustment in its electric and gas rates, including changes to its electric
and gas tariffs and certain regulatory and accounting treatments, with the
Commission. All parties of record in Case No. 2020-00350 were provided the
notice via e-mail at the same time. On May 30, 2025, LG&E filed its completed
application with the Commission and subsequently notified all parties of record
in Case No. 2020-00350 via a separate e-mail with a link to the documents filed
in Case No. 2025-00114. In addition, LG&E posted on its corporate website a
redline version of tariff changes, including the changes to the Retired Asset
Recovery rider discussed on pages 35-36 of the Fackler Direct Testimony.
Moreover, the proposed changes and revisions referenced at pages 35-36 are not
substantive with respect to how Rider RAR functions; rather, they clarify terms
and wording that were used in various documents filed in the 2020 rate case (e.g.,
Blake Stipulation Testimony, Stipulation Agreement, Rider RAR Tariff, and the
Commission’s Order).
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 74
Responding Witness: Robert M. Conroy / Counsel

Refer to Case No. 2020-00350, Stipulation Testimony, Exhibit KWB-1, Section
6.14 on page 18. Explain why the amendments to the tariff do not violate this
provision of the Stipulation Agreement since the Retirement Asset Recovery
Rider (Rider RAR) was tendered as Stipulation Exhibit 8 and Stipulation Exhibit
9.

Stipulation Agreement Section 6.14 states:

The Parties agree that this Stipulation is a product of negotiation
among all Parties hereto, and no provision of this Stipulation shall
be strictly construed in favor of or against any Party.
Notwithstanding anything contained in the Stipulation, the Parties
recognize and agree that the effects, if any, of any future events
upon the operating income of the Utilities are unknown and this
Stipulation shall be implemented as written.

LG&E assumes this request does not concern the first sentence of Section 6.14.

The second sentence is intended to ensure no party attempts to circumvent the
impact of the agreement on the utilities’ operating income, which is why the
agreement is to be implemented as written. It is precisely because LG&E is
attempting to implement the substance of the agreement as written that LG&E
has proposed revising Rider RAR. As stated in the Fackler Direct Testimony and
in response to Question No. 73,2 the purpose of LG&E’s proposed Rider RAR
tariff revisions is to give full effect to, not to alter, the substance of Stipulation
Agreement Section 5.3 as approved by the Commission. Thus, rather than
violating Section 6.14, LG&E’s proposed Rider RAR revisions give effect to it
and arguably are required by it.

Note also that Stipulation Agreement Section 6.8 states, “The Stipulation shall in
no way be deemed to affect or diminish the jurisdiction of the Commission of
jurisdiction under Chapter 278 of the Kentucky Revised Statutes.” Therefore, if
the Commission agrees with LG&E that the proposed Rider RAR provisions

23 Fackler Testimony at 6 (“The Companies continue to believe their proposed revisions enhance the clarity
and transparency of the tariff text, and they are therefore re-proposing the revisions here.”).



Response to Question No. 74
Page 2 of 2
Conroy / Counsel

more accurately reflect and give effect to the substance of Section 5.3, the
Commission’s approving those revisions would be fully consistent with the
Stipulation Agreement and the Commission’s statutory authority.

Furthermore, Stipulation Agreement 6.4 states in relevant part, “The Parties
commit to notify immediately any other Party of any perceived violation of this
provision so the Party may have an opportunity to cure any perceived violation,
and all Parties commit to work in good faith to address and remedy promptly any
such perceived violation.” LG&E has received no indication that any party to the
agreement perceives any of the proposed Rider RAR tariff revisions to be
inconsistent with the agreement.

Finally, the Stipulation Agreement parties are sophisticated, repeat intervenors in
LG&E’s cases before the Commission. They received the same public notice of
this proceeding provided to all customers and additional notice as noted in the
response to Question No. 73. It is therefore reasonable to assume that if any
Stipulation Agreement parties had perceived LG&E’s proposed Rider RAR tariff
revisions to be a violation of any part of the agreement, such party or parties
would have expressed so through discovery in this proceeding and opposed the
perceived violation. No party has done so.



Q-75.

A-75.

LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 75
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Refer to the Hornung Direct Testimony, page 28, lines 2—11. Explain whether
there will be any additional cost to Firm Commercial Gas Service or Firm
Industrial Gas Service customers related to an inspection of a customer’s gas-
fired generator installation.

No. There will not be a fee or other charge to Firm Commercial Gas Service or
Firm Industrial Gas Service customers related to an inspection of the customer’s
gas-fired generator installation.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 76
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Refer to the Hornung Testimony, page 28, lines 12—22. Explain why the current
provision in the Standard Facilities Contribution Rider (Rider SFC) that adds 100
basis points to the five-year Treasury constant maturity rate does not adequately
account for the customer credit risk LG&E bears under the terms of Rider SFC.

This increase covers LG&E’s borrowing cost plus additional spread to cover
credit risk that LG&E bears for the borrowing customer.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 77
Responding Witness: Tom C. Rieth

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Tom C. Rieth, page 17, lines 11-22, pertaining
to revisions to the Firm Transportation Service Tariff (Rate FT). Explain the
circumstances that would cause LG&E to decide to install remote flow equipment
to control and limit the amount of gas taken by a Rate FT customer from LG&E.

Circumstances that could impact LG&E’s ability to provide reliable service to
other customers may cause LG&E to decide to install remote flow equipment on
one or more Rate FT customer meters. For individual customers, LG&E would
consider factors such as, but not limited to, the volume of gas used by the
customer and the location of the customer on LG&E’s gas system. For example,
if a customer is in an area of LG&E’s gas system where it could jeopardize service
to other customers by using more than its hourly or Maximum Daily Quantity of
gas, LG&E could install flow control equipment to limit the customer’s gas use
if necessary to maintain system reliability. With respect to all Rate FT customers,
LG&E would consider its limited ability to balance under-deliveries by Pool
Managers. LG&E is concerned that Pool Managers have violated winter
Operational Flow Orders in the past by under-delivering gas to LG&E. This
circumstance has the potential to impact the reliability of LG&E’s entire gas
system. LG&E could mitigate this risk by installing remote flow equipment on
the meters of larger Rate FT customers allowing for timely flow control.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 78
Responding Witness: Tom C. Rieth

Q-78.  Refer to the Rieth Direct Testimony, page 6, “Public Works capital, $millions”
table. State the number of public works projects that LG&E conducted for each

year from 2020-2025.

A-78.  See the response to METRO 1-62(e).
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 79

Responding Witness: Andrea M. Fackler

Refer to the Application, Tab 5, Gas Tariff, page 85 of 148.

a.

Explain whether the current calculation of the Gas Line Tracker (GLT)
revenue requirement based on the overall rate of return on capital authorized
in the Company’s latest base gas rate case has caused LG&E to under- or
over-recover its GLT revenue requirement through the operation of the
mechanism. If not, explain why LG&E is proposing the change to reflect
changes in short- and long-term debt.

Provide the annual dollar impact the proposed change to the weighted
average cost of capital calculation would have had on LG&E’s cost
recovery through the GLT over the last five years.

Explain whether the GLT Program Factors’ current methodology of
allocating program cost to customers in proportion to their relative base
revenue share approved in the Company's most recent general rate case has
caused LG&E to under-or over-recover its GLT revenue requirement
through the operation of the mechanism. If not, explain why LG&E is
proposing the change to allocate cost in proportion to their customers’
relative base revenue share as reflected in the Company’s most recent load
forecast.

Provide the annual dollar impact the proposed change in cost allocation
methodology would have had on LG&E’s cost recovery through the GLT
over the last five years.

The Application on page 14 references the proposed changes to the GLT
mechanism, including the removal of unbilled revenues from the calculation
of the GLT’s over- or under-recovery position to “eliminate the estimation
that comes with unbilled accruals and create consistency with LG&E’s
other cost-recovery mechanisms.” Provide the annual dollar impact the
proposed change to the under/over-recovery calculation would have had on
LG&E’s cost recovery through the GLT over the last five years.
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Using the overall rate of return on capital authorized in the Company’s latest
base gas rate case does not impact the Company’s under- or over-recovery
of its GLT revenue requirement because the current operation of the
mechanism does not allow for a true-up of the overall rate of return to reflect
the Company’s actual costs of capital. The Company is proposing to use
more current cost of capital data to more closely reflect its actual costs of
capital when determining its GLT revenue requirements. Additionally, as
discussed in the Fackler Direct Testimony, page 41, using more current cost
of capital information will bring the operation of the GLT mechanism more
in line with LG&E’s DSM and ECR mechanisms.

The Company has estimated the annual dollar impact the proposed change
to the weighted average cost of capital calculation would have had on the
Company’s actual calendar year GLT revenue requirements for 2022 to be
an $8,662 understatement, for 2023 to be a $136,974 understatement, and
for 2024 to be a $137,406 understatement. For 2020 and 2021, the
Companies have not performed a weighted average cost of capital
calculation utilizing a 13-month average.

The current methodology of allocating program costs to customers in
proportion to their relative base revenue share approved in LG&E’s 2020
base rate case is not a direct contributing factor to whether LG&E under- or
over-recovered its GLT revenue requirement. This allocation establishes
how much GLT revenue should be collected from each customer group.
Actual billings during the year generate the collected GLT revenues. The
difference between the allocated revenue requirement and the GLT
revenues collected establishes LG&E’s under- or over-recovery position.

In this proceeding, LG&E is proposing to allocate program costs to
customers in proportion to their relative base revenue share based on
LG&E’s most recent load and revenue forecast so that the GLT revenue
requirement allocation and the resulting GLT Program Factors are based on
the most current customer composition. Additionally, as discussed in the
Fackler Direct Testimony, page 41, using more current load and revenue
forecast information will bring the operation of the GLT mechanism more
in line with LG&E’s DSM, ECR, and RAR mechanisms.

LG&E’s proposed changes to use annual load and revenue forecasts should
be looked at together, not separately, in evaluating impacts. If LG&E were
to apply updated revenue forecasts to its prior GLT filings to allocate GLT
costs, there would be an impact on the under- or over-recovery position —
although it would primarily be a shift between the rate class groups —if there
was not a corresponding update made to the GLT Program Factors. Both
updates need to be applied to the prior filings, which would result in
different GLT Program Factors that would have been billed to customers
based on actual billing volumes. As discussed in the response to part (c),
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the resulting under- or over-recovery position would likely have resulted in
a very similar, if not the same, amount as was reflected in the prior filings
(with consideration being given to the fact that there are different GLT
Program Factors applied depending on the customer’s rate class).

Of importance, the inclusion of unbilled revenues in the calculation of the
GLT over- or under-recovery is a temporary impact to the under- or over-
recovery position because it allows the GLT mechanism to recognize
unbilled revenues in the month when service was rendered. If unbilled
revenues were not included, as the Company has proposed in this case, the
unbilled revenues will impact the Company’s under- or over-recovery
position once they are reported as billed revenues. The estimated annual
dollar impact the proposed change to remove unbilled revenues would have
had on the Company’s actual calendar year GLT under- or over-recovery
position is a $521,598 understated under-recovery for 2020, a $187,942
overstated under-recovery for 2021, a $450,887 understated over-recovery
for 2022, a $337,122 overstated under-recovery for 2023, and a $265,712
understated under-recovery for 2024. Therefore, the inclusion of unbilled
revenues in determining the under- or over-recovery position is variable
from one year to the next.
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 80
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Tom C. Rieth
Refer to the Application, Tab 5, Gas Tariff, page 87 of 148.

a. A text change is made to expand the definition of Gas Supply Cost by
adding the phrase “but not limited to” to the elements that are eligible for
inclusion in Expected purchased gas cost. Explain whether the addition of
this phrase could enable LG&E in the future to include costs that are not
specifically enumerated in the proposed list of gas supply costs that can be
recovered through expected purchased gas cost.

b. A further text change adds compressed natural gas and its dispatch and
delivery to the list of recoverable gas cost. Explain whether LG&E currently
includes compressed natural gas in the calculation of Expected purchased
gas costs.

a. LG&E added the “but not limited to” phrase to ensure the tariff had some
flexibility to allow LG&E to recover other expected purchased gas costs not
known today that may be used in the future to serve customers.

b.  LG&E does not currently include compressed natural gas in the calculation
of expected purchased gas costs; however, LG&E has on occasion utilized
compressed natural gas to serve customers when construction projects have
necessitated a pipeline being temporarily out of service. The cost has
historically been included in the capital project. LG&E proposed the tariff
revision in this proceeding in order to have certainty that the compressed
natural gas costs can be recovered through the Gas Supply Clause if
incurred in order to reliably serve customers.
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Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 81
Responding Witness: Andrea M. Fackler

Q-81.  Refer to the Application, Tab 5, Gas Tariff, page 98 of 148. Explain how the
deletion of the annual evaluation report on the results of the Performance Based
Rate (PBR) Mechanism will impact the Commission’s ability to review final
recoveries through the PBR mechanism, and if that review will occur only in the
Gas Supply Clause mechanism.

A-81.  The annual evaluation reports on the results of the PBR Mechanism do not
include information on actual recoveries of the PBR rate component of the Gas
Supply Clause rate. This information is reported annually in Exhibit E-1 of
LG&E’s August GSC Filings.**

24 See Case No. 2025-00188 Exhibit E-1 for LG&E’s PBR Mechanism recoveries for the service rendered
February 1, 2024 through January 31, 2025. The final recoveries will be filed with the Commission in
LG&E’s August 2026 GSC Filing.
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 82
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Refer to the Application, Tab 5, Gas Tariff, page 119 of 148. Also refer to
LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second Request, Item 24, proposed new tariff
language regarding incidental or occasional services states: “Upon Customer’s
request, Company may perform incidental or occasional utility-related services
not addressed by other tariff provisions. If Company agrees to perform such
Customer-requested services, Company will bill Customer for reimbursement of
Company’s costs, including without limitation costs of materials and labor
required to perform such services.” The response states that LG&E recovers its
actual cost of providing such services. State whether LG&E has provided cost
support for all charges made to customers for these services. If all incidental
services are already reflected in LG&E’s tariffed charges, explain why this tariff
addition is necessary.

This activity covers services outside current filed tariffs. Project costs are offset
by customer payments, resulting in no impact on revenue requirements for rate
recovery. The added language clarifies that customers must pay for these non-
standard services.
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 83
Responding Witness: Shannon L. Montgomery

Refer to the Application, Tab 5, Gas Tariff, page 124 of 148, as well as to the
Montgomery Direct Testimony and to LG&E’s response to Staff’s Second
Request, Item 18. With regard to the new language addition of paperless billing
being the default for the bills of customers with emails on file, confirm that page
10 of the Montgomery Testimony estimates 45 percent of customers will receive
paperless bills, and that the response indicates that 42 percent of new and still
active customers since 2023 are enrolled in paperless billing. Explain why it is
reasonable to establish paperless billing as the default unless the customer opts
out, as opposed to continuing to allow customers to opt in to paperless billing
from paper bills, given the relatively small increase expected in participating
customers.

While the LG&E active customers since 2023 opt-in rate for new customer
accounts is 42 percent, the overall LG&E and KU combined paperless billing rate
for customers is approximately 28 percent. The potential increase to 45 percent
is 17 percent and should create more than one million dollars in savings for
LG&E and KU combined.
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 84
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung

Refer to the Application, Tab 5, Gas Tariff, page 137 of 148. Explain why LG&E
is proposing to reduce the number of days’ notice of discontinuance of service
from 15 days to 10 days when a customer or applicant refuses or neglects to
provide reasonable access and/or easements to premises.

The Companies are proposing to align the time period with 807 KAR 5:006
Section 15(1)(c):

For refusal of access. If a customer refuses or neglects to provide
reasonable access to the premises for installation, operation,
meter reading, maintenance, or removal of utility property, the
utility may terminate or refuse service. The action shall be taken
only if corrective action negotiated between the utility and
customer has failed to resolve the situation and after the
customer has been given at least ten (10) days' written notice of
termination pursuant to Section 14(5) of this administrative
regulation.
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 85
Responding Witness: Michael E. Hornung / Shannon L. Montgomery

Q-85.  Refer to the Application, Tab 5, Gas Tariff, page 138 of 148. Regarding condition
number 8 relating to discontinuance due to non-payment of bills, explain whether
LG&E currently mails to paperless billing customers a hard copy of the notice
that is in addition to the original bill.

A-85. The Companies currently, and will continue to, email and mail disconnection
notice for non-payment to paperless billing customers.
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Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 86
Responding Witness: Andrea M. Fackler / Tom C. Rieth

Q-86.  Refer to the Reith Direct Testimony, page 7. The table shows $387 million in
capital on gas-related projects from January 1, 2022, to June 30, 2026. State how
much of the $387 million is included in the current case for rate recovery and
indicate the specific location in the record of the cost support for each project, or
whether the projects are included in the GLT for recovery.

A-86.  All of the $387 million is included in the current case for rate recovery and none
of it is GLT related. The capital is embedded in Schedule B (Filing Requirement
Tab 55 - 807 KAR 5:001 Section 16(8)(b) for Plant in Service and Construction
Work in Progress).
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 87

Responding Witness: Tom C. Rieth

Refer to the Reith Direct Testimony, page 9.

a.

Provide a comparison of the annual percentage of gas losses experienced by
the Doe Run storage field with the annual losses of LG&E’s other storage
fields for the last five years.

The Testimony states that retiring the storage field, as compared to
continuing to operate it with minimal capital improvements, saves over $41
million by 2072. State whether this savings is net of any lost gas cost savings
that might have been achieved through storage in this field, and if it reflects
the cost of replacing winter season storage deliveries from the field with
firm winter season gas supply and interstate pipeline transportation service.

See below for annual storage field gas losses for the 2018-2022 time period.
Doe Run storage field gas withdrawals ceased on April 7, 2023, as
explained to the Commission in Case No. 2023-00089. As shown in the
table below, the Doe Run storage field accounted for about 80% of gas
losses annually during this time period. Please note that LG&E performed
a storage inventory analysis of all five storage fields in 2022 for the
preceding five year period (Spring 2016 to Fall 2021). The analysis led to
adjustments in the annual write-offs for various fields, as well as one-time
inventory adjustments for Doe Run (-671.067 MMCF), Muldraugh (-
207.334 MMCF) and Magnolia Deep (+42.2 MMCF), which were made to
the book inventories in February 2022.
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Annual Gas Losses
Storage Field 2018 2019 2020 2021 *2022*
Name (Mcf) (Mcf) (Mcf) (Mcf) (Mcf)
Doe Run 385,683 | 384,334 | 375,925 | 378,933 | 1,021,107
Muldraugh 34,396 33,806 32,964 32,366 267,334
Magnolia Upper 0 0 0 0 0
Magnolia Deep 56,997 59,591 58,621 61,212 -221
Center 0 0 0 0 0
Total Gas Loss 477,076 | 477,731 | 467,511 | 472,511 | 1,288,220
Doe Run Percent 80.84% | 80.45% | 80.41% | 80.20% 79.26%

The financial analysis performed included replacing the winter season
storage capacity from the field with seasonal short-term firm transportation
service from Texas Gas Transmission Company for 5 months of the year.
Also, the analysis assumed that LG&E would lose the financial arbitrage
normally experienced from using the storage capacity to purchase lower
cost gas during the summer injection season and withdrawing the gas during
the typically higher cost winter season.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information

Dated July 30, 2025
Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 88

Responding Witness: Tom C. Rieth

Refer to the Reith Direct Testimony, page 14.

a.

Confirm that LG&E currently recovers leak detection cost through base
rates, and state whether LG&E proposes to shift all leak detection to the
GLT or only those costs related to the proposed LDAR Rule.

If all leak detention costs are proposed to be recovered through the GLT,
provide the amount of both current leak detection and incremental LDAR-
related cost proposed for GLT recovery or indicate the location in the record
of this information.

Explain why it is reasonable to give increased leak detection requirements
the same eligibility for recovery through the GLT mechanism as the
previous replacement of aging and unsafe pipeline.

LG&E currently recovers leak detection costs through base rates. LG&E is
proposing to shift all leak detection to the GLT.

The LDAR rule includes both leak detection and repair. Both the current
and incremental costs are proposed to be recovered through the GLT. Total
combined current and incremental detection and repair costs proposed for
GLT recovery include O&M of $2.353 million and capital of $6.599
million.

KRS 278.509 gives the Commission authority to allow utilities to recover
costs for replacement programs if they are deemed fair, just and reasonable.
The costs associated with complying with the proposed LDAR regulations
are appropriate for recovery through the GLT mechanism because they are
necessary to meet the public and environmental safety requirements set
forth by the rules mandated through the PHMSA rulemaking process. The
timing for the final LDAR rule and subsequent compliance starting date are
not known, and recovering costs through the GLT will benefit customers
because customers will only get charged for the costs required to comply
with the rule at the time compliance is required versus having the costs in
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base rates, which may not match the timing of the rule. Additionally, a
period of time will be needed to determine actual costs to comply with the
new requirements due to the extensive changes impacting all aspects of leak
survey, investigation, and repair. Through the GLT annual filing process,
the Commission and interested parties have continuous oversight and
scrutiny of recovered costs. Additionally, the GLT mechanism ensures the
Company ultimately recovers actual costs to meet the regulations.



LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 89
Responding Witness: Tom C. Rieth

Q-89.  Refer to the Reith Direct Testimony, page 14. Provide the amount of cost
recovery included in the current case for the Pipeline Safety Management System,
and state the estimated cost of the system as recommended by NASB when it is
100 percent complete.

A-89. See the response to AG 1-25 for direct administration and execution costs.
Employees within the organization will also have work associated with PSMS
activities.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 90
Responding Witness: Andrea M. Fackler / Tom C. Rieth

Refer to the Fackler Direct Testimony, page 40. Provide the impact on proposed
base rates if the Commission denies the new LDAR Rule requirements for
recovery through the GLT.

The impact on LG&E’s gas revenue requirement if the total combined current
and incremental LDAR detection and repair costs were denied from GLT
recovery would be approximately $2.8 million. As discussed in the Fackler and
Rieth Direct Testimony, the Company proposed to move all leak detection related
work, including that associated with the new LDAR Rule requirements, to the
GLT for cost recovery going forward. If the Commission were to deny that
request, the entire approximately $2.8 million would need to be included in base
rate revenue requirement.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 91
Responding Witness: Charles R. Schram / Timothy S. Lyons

Provide or indicate the location in the record of the impact of weather
normalization on LG&E’s normalized gas revenues, and state whether any
adjustment to normalized revenue due to temperature was calculated using the
methodology contained in the Lyons Direct Testimony Exhibit TSL-9 beginning
on page 150.

The methodology contained in the Lyons Direct Testimony, Exhibit TSL-9
beginning on page 150 was used to estimate design day demands by rate class,
which were used to allocate the demand portion of distribution mains. The
methodology nor results were used to normalize gas revenues. In terms of
forecasted gas revenues, the load forecasts use normal weather to forecast the gas
billing determinants that are used to forecast gas revenues, so no adjustment is
necessary.
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LOUISVILLE GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

Response to Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information
Dated July 30, 2025

Case No. 2025-00114
Question No. 92
Responding Witness: Andrea M. Fackler

Provide a comparison of the percentage of revenue responsibility allocated to
each customer class at present and proposed rates or indicate the location of that
information in the record. The information should be in sufficient detail to show
the percentage of revenue collected through each fixed and volumetric rate of
each class and should be provided in Excel spreadsheet format with all formulas,
rows, and columns unprotected and fully accessible.

See the Excel spreadsheets “2025 PSC DRI LGE Attach to Q54 - Sch M
Base Forecast - Electric.xlsx” (tabs “Sch M-2.17, “Sch M-2.3 (2)”, and “Sch M-
2.3 (3)”) and “2025 PSC DR1 LGE Attach to Q54 - Sch M Forecast Gas.xlsx”
(tabs “Sch M-2.1-G” and “Sch M-2.3 Pg. 2-11”) attached to the response to PSC
1-54. Schedule M-2.1 provides a comparison of base rate revenues by rate class
at present and proposed rates (see columns (2) and (4)). The percentage of
revenue responsibility for each rate class can be derived using Schedule M-2.1.
Schedule M-2.3 provides a detailed comparison of revenues by rate class at
present and proposed rates for each base rate component. The percentage of

revenue for fixed and volumetric rates for each rate class can be derived using
Schedule M-2.3.
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