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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the Matter of:

THE ELECTRONIC APPLICATION OF EAST
KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT OF RATES,

)

)

) Case No. 2025-00208
APPROVAL OF DEPRECIATION STUDY, )

)

)

AMORTIZATION OF CERTAIN REGULATORY
ASSETS, AND OTHER GENERAL RELIEF
DIRECT TESTIMONY OF STEPHEN J. BARON
I. QUALIFICATIONS AND SUMMARY
Please state your name and business address.
My name is Stephen J. Baron. My business address is J. Kennedy and Associates,
Inc. ("Kennedy and Associates"), 570 Colonial Park Drive, Suite 305, Roswell,

Georgia 30075.

Q. What is your occupation and by whom are you employed?
I am an Executive Consultant in the firm of Kennedy and Associates, a firm of

utility rate, planning, and economic consultants in Atlanta, Georgia.

Q. Please describe briefly the nature of the consulting services provided by Kennedy
and Associates.
A. Kennedy and Associates provides consulting services in the electric and gas utility

industries. Our clients include state agencies and industrial electricity consumers. The

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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firm provides expertise in system planning, load forecasting, financial analysis, cost-
of-service, and rate design. Current clients include the Georgia and Louisiana Public

Service Commissions, and industrial consumer groups throughout the United States.

Please state your educational background and experience.

I graduated from the University of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high honors
in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics and Computer
Science. In 1974, I received a Master of Arts Degree in Economics, also from the

University of Florida.

I have more than fifty years of experience in the electric utility industry in the areas of

cost and rate analysis, forecasting, planning, and economic analysis.

I have presented testimony as an expert witness in Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan,
Minnesota, Maryland, Missouri, Montana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West
Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and

in United States Bankruptcy Court.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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A complete copy of my resume and my testimony appearances is contained in Baron

Exhibit (SJB-1).

On whose behalf are you testifying in this proceeding?
I am testifying on behalf of the Office of the Attorney General of the Commonwealth
of Kentucky (“AG”) and Nucor Steel Gallatin (“Nucor”), a Large Special Contract

customer of EKPC.

Have you previously testified in East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
(“EKPC”) rate proceedings before the Kentucky Public Service Commission?

Yes. I testified in three prior EKPC cases in 2009, 2010, and 2021 (Case Numbers
2008-00409, 2010-00167, and 2021-00103). In addition, I have presented testimony

in 20 LG&E/KU cases since 1981.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

In Part I of my testimony, I address EKPC’s testimony and analysis associated with
the following issues: 1) the Average and Excess (“A&E”) class cost of service study
(“COSS”), 2) the need for a weather normalization of test year revenues and the
impact of a weather normalization adjustment on the class cost of service study, 3) the

allocation of the overall revenue increase to rate classes, and 4) EKPC’s Special

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Contract Pumping Station rate and the associated revenue attributed to this customer

based on market prices.

In Part II of my testimony, I discuss the interruptible credits offered in Rate D and the

Large Special Contract rate. I will explain why EKPC’s proposed interruptible credits

are not reasonable and recommend alternative interruptible credits that reflect the

updated cost of a simple cycle combustion turbine (“SSCT”).!

Would you please summarize your testimony?

Yes. I recommend the following:

e While EKPC’s use of an Average and Excess demand (“A&E”)
allocation methodology is a reasonable approach to use for class cost
allocation, there are six problems with EKPC’s cost study that require
revisions and/or corrections. These problems are related to:

a.

b.

Incorrect calculation of the interruptible revenue credit for the
Large Special Contract class.

Failure to adjust the cost study to reflect Economic Development
Rate credits.

Failure to adjust an imbalance in the fuel and purchased energy
revenues and expenses that are removed from the cost study.

An error in EKPC’s Rate G NCP demand calculation.

An error in the calculation of the 12 CP allocation factors used to
allocate transmission costs.

A failure to weather normalize the A&E allocation factors and the
test year revenue.

e My recommended class cost of service study, including all six of the
corrections and adjustments that I have developed, results in rate class

! EKPC’s Rate D provides three alternative interruptible credits that reflect different limits on the annual
maximum hours of interruption. For the Large Special Contract rate, the interruptible credits are shown as
the net rate (firm demand charge per kW less the interruptible credit).

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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increases that are shown in my Tables 10 and 11. My Table 15 shows
the rate class revenue increases that I am recommending that include
the impact of my recommended interruptible credit increases.

Based on my weather normalization analysis, EKPC’s test year
revenues should be increased by $34,277,416. This adjustment
impacts both the class cost of service results and the overall revenue
deficiency requested by EKPC in this case.

EKPC’s Pumping Station rate is designed to be a market-based rate.
Notwithstanding this, the Pumping Station rate fails to reasonably
reflect the current EKPC Network Integrated Transmission Service
(“NITS”) transmission rate. In addition, the Pumping Station rate
fails to recover any of EKPC’s PJM Location Reliability Charges
(“LRC”) that are associated with serving the Pumping Station load.
LRC is the demand charge that EKPC must pay to PJM for its native
load, including the Pumping Station load. The estimated costs of these
Pumping Station rate subsidies are being borne by all of EKPC’s other
customers and are estimated to be $3.97 million in the 12 month rate
year beginning with the effective date of new rates in the case. Either
the Pumping Station rate should be adjusted to properly reflect
market rates, or the Pumping Station rate class should be included in
the EKPC class cost of service study in a manner consistent with the
treatment of all other EKPC rate classes.

EKPC has not proposed to adjust its interruptible rate credits in Rate
D or for the Large Special Contract rate class, despite significant
evidence that the avoided capacity cost that is used as the basis for the
interruptible credits has increased dramatically. As a result, EKPC’s
interruptible credits are significantly below a reasonable estimate of
EKPC’s avoided capacity costs and should be increased.

Based on an updated measure of avoided capacity costs, a doubling of
the current Rate D and Large Special Contract class interruptible
credits is justified. However, in consideration of gradualism, I am
recommending an increase in the Rate D and Large Special Contract
rate interruptible credits of only $2/kW month.

CLASS COST OF SERVICE AND REVENUE APPORTIONMENT

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Have you reviewed EKPC’s class cost of service study filed in this case?

Yes. EKPC has each filed a class cost of service study that allocates production
demand related costs using a traditional Average and Excess demand methodology
(“A&E”). EKPC has previously used the A&E methodology to develop a class cost
of service study in Case No. 2021-00103. While I support EKPC’s use of the A&E
methodology and believe that it reasonably apportions production demand costs to
rate classes, I have identified six problems with EKPC’s class cost of service study
which produces highly inaccurate results. These six problems have resulted in
incorrect rates of return for each rate class, and importantly, an unreasonable proposed
allocation of the overall revenue increase to rate classes. EKPC has relied on its
erroneous cost of service study to allocate its overall $79.7 million revenue increase

to rate classes.

Would you summarize the six problems that you have found with EKPC’s class
cost of service study?

Yes. There are six specific errors in EKPC’s class cost of service study that must be
corrected.

1. An error in the calculation of the interruptible revenue included in the COSS for

the Large Special Contract rate class.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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2. A failure to treat the Economic Development Rate (“EDR”) credits for each rate

class as a system cost, rather than treating it as a cost of service for an individual
rate class. In the case of the Large Special Contract class, which has only a single
customer, the effect of EKPC’s treatment of the EDR credit results in assigning
the cost of the credit to only that customer, thus negating the purpose of the EDR
credit.

A failure to correctly synchronize the fuel and purchased energy costs and
revenues that are removed from the cost of service study.

A failure to correctly calculate the NCP demand for Rate G used in the
development of the A&E allocation factor.

A failure to use the correct 12CP demands in the development of the transmission
cost allocation factor.

A failure to recognize the very abnormal weather conditions that existed in the
2023 test year and its impact of both EKPC’s test year revenues and the A&E
allocation factors used in EKPC’s class cost of service study. The failure to adjust
EKPC’s test year for abnormal weather in 2023 will result in unreasonable rates

in 2026.

Interruptible Revenue Credit Allocation

Would you discuss the first error that you have found with EKPC’s class cost of

service study?

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Yes. This error concerns the methodology used to treat interruptible credits in the
COSS that a number of rate classes received during the test year. These rate classes
include customers that agree to be interrupted during EKPC and PJM emergencies in
which there is insufficient generation capacity available to provide reliable service to
firm load customers. In exchange for their agreement to be interrupted during these
emergency conditions, interruptible customers receive credits that reflect the value of
the capacity that EKPC is able to avoid as a result of its ability to interrupt load. On
a book basis, these credits reduce the amount of revenues recorded for the rate class

that is used in the COSS.

How do these interruptible credits impact the class cost of service results?

Absent some offsetting treatment, the reduction in revenues to a rate class with
interruptible load results in a lower reported rate of return on rate base because
customers agreed to a lower quality of service due to the interruptible agreement. If
the unadjusted class cost of service results are used to set the revenue increase in a rate
case, then the interruptible customers would essentially pay for their own interruptible
credits through higher base rates. Without an adjustment to the COSS to address this
issue, interruptible customers would essentially lose the interruptible credits when
new rates become effective, even though they have agreed to a lower level of

reliability (i.e., interruptions).

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Did EKPC recognize this problem in its class cost of service study?
Yes. The EKPC cost of service study correctly deals with this problem by reducing
the allocated production demand expenses for each rate class that receives
interruptible credits by the amount of the credit revenues. This is essentially the same
as adding back the revenue reduction produced by the credits. Then, because
interruptible load is a system reliability benefit to all rate classes, the EKPC study
properly reallocated the cost of these credits to each rate class based on excess demand

component of the A&E allocation factor.

Do you agree with EKPC’s methodology on this interruptible credit issue?

Yes. However, the calculations used by EKPC for the amount of the Large Special
Contract class are incorrect. The EKPC class cost of service study has developed the
interruptible credit amount for the Large Special Contract class using the correct credit
rate ($/kW) for the 90-minute interruptible service but used an incorrect credit rate for
the 10-minute notice interruptible service.? Table 1, below, shows the $1,550,487

error in the calculated Large Special Contract class interruptible credit revenues.

2 The Large Special Contract class is the only rate that has 10-minute notice interruptible service.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 1
Large Special Contract Rate Class
Interruptible Credit Error in COSS
Actual EKPC COSS
Tariff  Interruptible Interruptible Rate Revenue
Billing KW  Rate Credit Credit Difference Difference
Firm Rate $ 7.15
10-Minute 2,500,786 $ 0.93 $ 6.22 $ 560 $ 0.62 $1,550,487
90-Minute 542,587 $ 295 § 4.20 $ 420 $ - $ -
Total $ 1,550,487

The error in the 10-minute notice interruptible credit occurred because EKPC used the

Rate D interruptible credit of $5.60/kW, rather than the actual Large Special Contract

class credit amount of $6.22/kW. The effect of this error is an understatement of the

total interruptible credit adjustment for the Large Special Contract class of

$1,550,487. Table 2 compares the actual interruptible credits for each rate class to the

interruptible credits used in the EKPC cost of service study.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 2
Error in EKPC Rate Class Interruptible Credits
Interruptible
Interruptible Credit Used in
Rate Credit CCOSSs Difference
B $ (1,458,946) $  (1,458,946) $ -
C $ (1,438,614) $ (1,438,614) -
G $ (2,149,258) $  (2,149,258) -
E $ (48,574) $ (48,574) -
Large Special Contract $ (17,833,754) $ (16,283,267) $1,550,487
Total $ (22,929,146) $ (21,378,659) $1,550,487

This correction results in an increase in the test year operating income for the Large

Special Contract class and an increase in its reported rate of return.

Q. Are there any additional problems with EKPC’s calculation of the amount of the
interruptible credits that it used in its cost of service study?

A. Yes. As confirmed by EKPC’s response to AG/Nucor Request 111, there was an error
in the interruptible kW shown for Rate B. The correct kW demand should be 354,252
kW, rather than the 260,526 kW value used by EKPC.? I have included this correction

in my revised cost of service study.

Economic Development Rate

3 The response to AG/Nucor 1-111 reported that the corrected value is “345,252 kW.” However, the 345,252
should be 354,252 in order to match the Rate B interruptible credit shown in Exhibit JWW-4.,

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Would you explain the error that you have identified with the treatment of
Economic Development Rate credits in the cost of service study?

Yes. Table 3, below, shows the amounts of Economic Development Rate credits

associated with each of the rate classes.

Table 3
Rate Class EDR Credits

Rate EDR Credit
B $ (128,426)
C $ (14,904)
G $ (467,200)
E $ -

Large Special Contract $ (1,921,768)

Total $ (2,532,298)

These EDR credits reduce the revenues for each rate class, consistent with the
Commission’s intent to provide an incentive for customer expansion that would create
jobs in Kentucky and otherwise provide for an increase in economic activity that
would not occur without the incentive. The problem that I have identified is that
EKPC’s class cost of service study does not make any adjustment to allocate the cost
of these credits to all rate classes. As such, customers who receive these Commission
approved credits are essentially charged for the cost of providing the credits. In the
case of the Large Special Contract rate class, that has only a single customer, EKPC
effectively charges the customer for the EDR credits that it receives, thus fully

negating the credit and the economic incentive that it was designed to provide. Since

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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the EDR credits are designed to provide benefits to the entire EKPC system, the cost
of these credits (in the form of a reduction in rate class revenues used in the class cost
of service study to measure the rate of return produced by current rates for the class)

should be borne by all EKPC rate classes.

How should the class cost of service study treat these EDR credits?

The EDR credits should be removed from each rate class and reallocated to all rate
classes using a reasonable allocation factor in a manner similar to EKPC’s treatment
of interruptible credits. I believe that a reasonable allocation factor for the reallocation

of EDR credits is the A&E allocation factor.

Fuel and Purchased Energy Revenue/Expense Imbalance

Q.

Would you discuss the next error that you have found in EKPC’s class cost of
service study?

Yes. This error concerns the removal of fuel and purchased energy expenses and
revenues from the COSS. EKPC presents its COSS without fuel and purchased
energy costs since these expenses and the test year revenues associated with the FAC
are recovered separately from base rates. While I have no objection to removing these
expenses and the associated revenues from the COSS, there are significant imbalances

between the expenses and the revenues that are being removed.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 4, below, shows a comparison of the fuel and purchased energy expenses and
revenues that have been removed from the EKPC COSS. As can be seen in Table 4,
for Rate E the amount of the expenses that are removed exceed the related revenues;
for all other rate classes the revenues that are removed significantly exceed the
expenses.
Table 4
Test Year Fuel/Purchased Energy Imbalances
in Class Cost of Service Study
FAC Revenue FAC Expense
Net FAC
Base Fuel Total Base/FAC Purchased Total FAC Removed
Revenue FAC Revenue Revenue Fuel Power Expense From CCOSS
Rate E 243,478,144 88,531,605 332,009,749 (246,564,215) (94,949,975)  (341,514,190) (9,504,441)
Rate B 28,094,418 8,938,456 37,032,874 (24,893,974) (10,590,865) (35,484,840) 1,548,035
Rate C 11,417,887 3,441,963 14,859,850 (9,586,011) (4,249,702) (13,835,713) 1,024,137
Rate G 16,947,607 3,638,371 20,585,977 (10,133,014) (5,887,291) (16,020,305) 4,565,672
Large Special Contract 36,479,771 11,490,400 47,970,172 (32,001,245) (13,718,774)  (45,720,018) 2,250,153
Sp Contract Pumping Stations - - - - - - -
Steam Service 5,136,753 1,719,239 6,855,992 (4,788,154) (1,960,714) (6,748,868) 107,124
Total System 341,554,580 117,760,035 459,314,615 (327,966,613)  (131,357,321)  (459,323,934) (9,319)

Q.

What is the impact of this expense/revenue imbalance on the results of the class
cost of service study?

Removing fuel and purchased energy expenses and revenues from the COSS that are
not balanced by rate class, as EKPC has done, ignores the cost of service impact of
excess or deficient revenue recovery in the FAC. For example, as shown in Table 4,
during the test year, Rate G was allocated $16.02 million of expenses in the COSS.

These fuel/purchased energy expenses were removed by EKPC from the cost study to

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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calculate the rate of return for the class. EKPC also removed $20.58 million of fuel
and purchased energy revenues for Rate G. During the test year, the fuel and
purchased energy revenues paid by Rate G in its base fuel and FAC charges exceeded
the allocated expenses by $4.56 million. Both the revenues and expenses were
removed from the cost study. This indicates that this rate class paid $4.56 million in
FAC charges above its responsibility for fuel and purchased energy. By simply
removing the amounts of expenses and revenues shown in Table 4, the COSS ignores

excess or deficient payments by rate classes compared to their cost responsibility.

How should this imbalance problem be addressed in the COSS?

First, while in general it is appropriate to remove the expenses and revenues that are
recovered in a rider or surcharge, such as the FAC, there is no reason why these costs
and revenues cannot remain in the cost study. If the expenses and revenues are
actually balanced, there would be no difference in the cost of service results whether
they were left in the cost study or whether they were removed (i.e., they would net out
to “0” for each rate class). However, because the expense and revenues are not
balanced by rate class, the most efficient approach would be to leave both the fuel and
purchased energy expenses and the revenues in the COSS. Doing so results in the rate
of return reflecting the fact that the rate class either under-recovered its share of fuel
and purchased energy expenses or over-recovered them. Effectively, this would

adjust the COSS results for any deficient or excess payments made in the FAC that

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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would otherwise not be considered in the cost analysis or in the FAC itself. This

adjustment increases the earned return for all rate classes except Rate E.

Rate G Non-Coincident Peak Error

Q.

Would you explain the error that you have identified with EKPC’s calculation
of the Rate G non-coincident peak demand that is used to develop the A&E
allocation factor?

Yes. The A&E allocation factor for each rate class, including Rate G, is based on the
class’s average demand (kWh energy usage) and its excess demand. Excess demand
is determined by first identifying the highest kW demand for the class across all hours
of the year. This value is referred to as the non-coincident peak (“NCP”) for the class.
Excess demand that is used in the A&E factor is calculated by subtracting the average

demand from the NCP demand.

Based on a review of EKPC’s hourly load data provided in response to AG/Nucor Set
1, Request 82a, EKPC calculated the Rate G NCP demand by using the time of the
combined Large Special Contract class load plus the Rate G load is at its maximum.
The combined NCP demand (Large Special Contract and Rate G) occurred in
November 2023. The NCP demand calculated by EKPC using this erroneous method
15 90,838 kW. The actual Rate G NCP demand in the 2023 test year was 103,000 kW

and occurred in December 2023. Since Rate G and the Large Special Contract rate

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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class are two totally different rate classes, there is no basis to determine the Rate G
NCP demand by combining it with the Large Special Contract class. I have corrected
this error in my revised cost of service study.* EKPC has now acknowledged this

error in its response to AG/Nucor Set 2, Request 28.

Allocation of Transmission Demand-Related Costs

Q.

Would you explain the error that you have found in EKPC’s allocation of
transmission demand costs?
Yes. On page 11 of Mr. Wernert’s testimony, he discusses how he allocated
transmission costs and states that he allocated these costs using the 12 coincident peak
methodology. He states as follows:
Q. HOW ARE DEMAND-RELATED COSTS ALLOCATED IN
EKPC’S COST OF-SERVICE STUDY?
A. Transmission demand-related costs are allocated using the 12CP
methodology. The 12CP methodology allocates costs based on the sum of the
twelve monthly coincident peak demands for each rate class. The 12CP
methodology is a very common and widely accepted approach to allocating
transmission costs and was used in EKPC’s last rate case.
Do you agree with EKPC’s use of the 12CP methodology to allocate transmission
costs?

Yes. However, upon a review of EKPC’s workpapers supporting the class cost of

service model, it appears that EKPC inadvertently used each rate class’s NCP demand

4 This correction to the Rate G NCP demand will be further adjusted to reflect the weather normalization
adjustment that I am recommending, which I discuss in a subsequent section of my testimony.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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rather than its 12CP demand to allocate transmission demand-related costs. For
example, the 12CP demand shown for the Large Special Contract class in the EKPC
cost of service study is 3,403,373 kW, which is identical to the sum of the three billing
demands for this rate class shown in EKPC Exhibit JWW-4.5 The correct 12CP
demand is 2,391,598 kW. Similar errors occurred for each rate class. I have corrected

this allocation in my revised cost of service study.®

Weather Normalization Issues

Q.

Would you discuss the weather normalization issue and how it impacts the class
cost of service study results?

Based on the testimony of EKPC, the winter season temperature in 2023 was 21.9%
warmer than normal.” In its 2025 IRP, EKPC presented a table (Table 3-7) that
showed the weather normalized for 2023, compared to the actual energy. My Table

5, below, reproduces EKPC’s Table 3-7 from its 2025 IRP report.

5 The three Large Special Contract class billing demands shown in JWW-4 are: 360,000 + 2,500,786 +
542,587 = 3,403,373.

% These are 12CP demands before weather normalization, which is discussed in the next section.

7 Campbell Direct Testimony at page 6.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 5
Table 3-7
EKPC Weather Normalized Annual Energy Sales (MWh) and
Energy Requirements (MWh),
2019 - 2023
2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Total Retails Sales by Member Systems
Recorded 12,326,390 ;| 12,001,809 : 12,430,821 i 12,926,204 | 12,784,809
Weather Normalized 12,792,825 12,762,891 | 12,689,844 : 12,952,587 : 13,498,499
EKPC
Recorded 13,140,704 : 12,794,457 : 13,183,458 | 13,700,232 | 13,465,331
Weather Normalized 13,134,522 ¢ 13,072,780 | 13,459,354 | 13,726,668 | 14,221,993

Note: Data is not normalized by class.

Based on EKPC’s own analysis, the 2023 test year had energy sales that were 756,662
MWh lower than would have occurred with normal weather conditions. This means
that, based on normal weather conditions, EKPC would have an additional 756,662
MWh of energy, and, importantly, an additional amount of revenue produced by this
energy. Ignoring this fact, as EKPC has done, results in two critical errors. First, the
class cost of service study that is based on actual test year, abnormal results, would be
used to set rates that are biased and unrepresentative of the period when new EKPC
rates become effective. Second, the test year revenue deficiency calculated by EKPC
would be significantly overstated because it is based on an abnormal test year. Both
of these problems can be addressed by including a weather normalization adjustment
for both class cost of service purposes and in the determination of EKPC’s revenue
deficiency. It is important to recognize that a test year, even an historic test year, is

designed to produce rates that will be just and reasonable once they become effective.
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If the test year MWh and the related revenues are significantly understated due to

abnormal weather, then the resulting rates will not be just and reasonable, absent a

weather normalization.

Q. How do the temperatures in the test year compare to historic temperatures and

normal temperatures for EKPC?

A. Using data for the Lexington area as a proxy for EKPC, temperatures in 2023 were

significantly higher in the winter than would typically occur. Table 6 shows the

monthly heating degree days (“HDD”) in 2023 compared to normal HDD.

Jan Feb
2023 674 500
Normal 966 769

%Difference  -30.2% -35.0%

Table 6

2023 Lexington Monthly Heating Degree Days vs. Normal Heating Degree Days

Mar Apr My Jun Jul
528 250 72 4 0
594 287 96 8 0

-11.1%  -12.9% -25.0% -50.0%  0.0%

Ang Sep

1 Ly}

0.0% -100.0%

Oct

189

256

-26.2%

Nov

490

569

-13.9%

Dec

645

845

-23.7%

Annual

3352

4433

-24.4%

Figure 1 provides a comparison of the 2023 annual HDD to the HDD in years 2000

through 2024.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.




10

11

12

13

14

5000
4500
4000
3200
3000
2500
2000
1500
1000
500
0

v

S
& &S S

Stephen J. Baron
Page 21

Figure 1
Annual HDD per year

| | | | | 3200

AN
&
S S S S S S S S S S

The upper horizontal line (in orange) represents the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (“NOAH”) normal HDD based on data from 1991 to
2020. The value for 2023 stands out as being significantly below normal. The lower
horizontal line (in green) marks the 2023 HDD value to make comparisons to values
in other years. The 2023 value is below every year during the period 2000 through
2024. This confirms that the 2023 HDD is lower than every other year during the

2000 to 2024 period (25 years).

What conclusion did you reach regarding whether the 2023 test year is a
reasonable basis to set rates in this case?
The 2023 test year is not representative of normal operations for EKPC due to

abnormalities in the weather data. Given the significant difference between normal

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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weather and the heating weather during the test year, a weather normalization
adjustment is required. This will impact both the rate class A&E allocation factors,
including the system load factor that is a critical element in the A&E calculation.
More importantly, the abnormal weather also impacts the test year level of revenues

that should be used to determine just and reasonable rates in this case.

Did EKPC employ any weather normalization in its test year class cost of service
study or to determine test year revenues?

No. EKPC has taken the position that by using an historical test year, it cannot include
a pro-forma adjustment to account for abnormal weather [see EKPC’s response to
AG-Nucor Request 19, attached as Exhibit (SJB-2)]. AG/Nucor witness Lane
Kollen addresses EKPC’s position that the Commission is not likely to approve a
weather normalization adjustment for EKPC because it is using an historic test year.
As Mr. Kollen discusses, the Commission has accepted such weather normalization
adjustments for many years. In its current base rate case before the Commission,
Kentucky Power Company has included a weather normalization adjustment to its
historic test year revenue requirement, as it has done in many previous historic test
year rate cases. In its last historic test year rate case, Big Rivers included a weather
normalization adjustment. Gas utilities in Kentucky routinely weather normalize their
historic test year cost of service studies. The relevant rate case statutes apply equally

to gas and electric utilities.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Have you developed a weather normalization analysis to adjust the test year
A&E allocation factors and the revenues used by EKPC in its class cost of service
study?

Yes. Using EKPC’s own weather normalization calculations for 2023, I developed a
weather normalization adjustment to the Rates E, B, C and G MWh, NCP demands,
and revenues that reflects EKPC’s weather normalized MWh from its IRP (its IRP
Table 3-7) and EKPC’s weather normalized 2023 system peak provided in response
to AG/Nucor Request 2-14. Table 7, below, shows the weather normalized peak

demands provided in response to AG/Nucor Request 2-14.

Table 7
Weather Normalized 2023 System Peaks (per Response to AG/Nucor 2-14
Weather
Actual 2023 Normalized
Peak 2023 Peak Difference
Jan 2,546 3,433 887
Feb 2,562 3,250 688
Mar 2,707 2,970 263
Apr 1,962 2,347 385
May 2,017 2,050 33
Jun 2,094 2,319 225
Jul 2,497 2,636 139
Aug 2,498 2,414 (84)
Sep 2,281 2,288 7
Oct 2,024 1,938 (86)
Nov 2,669 2,629 (40)
Dec 2,677 3,186 509
Max 2,707 3,433 726

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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In addition, using this same data, I also developed a weather normalized system
coincident peak load factor, again reflecting EKPC’s own 2023 weather normalized

energy and CP demand.

Would you describe how you performed your analysis?

Based on EKPC’s IRP analysis, I added 756,662 MWh to EKPC’s test year energy
for Rates B, C, G and E on a pro-rata basis using test year sales as the allocator. I did
not make any weather normalization adjustment to the Large Special Contract class,
the Special Pumping rate class or the Steam rate class, since these rate classes are not
weather sensitive. This adjustment provided weather normalized kWh billing
determinants that [ used to calculate weather normalized average demand for the A&E
allocation factor and to calculate weather normalized revenues. The weather
normalized revenues reflect both the impact of abnormal weather on test year kWh

energy and test year billing demand.

Did you make any adjustment to remove the base fuel and purchased energy that
is included in the Rate B, C, G and E energy charges?

Yes. I removed the base fuel and purchased energy amount ($0.037490 per kwh)
from the energy charges of each of these rates in pricing out the impact of the

weather normalization.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Q. What are the results of your recommended weather normalization?
Table 8 summarizes the revenue weather normalization that [ am recommending. Test
year demand and energy revenue, less associated fuel and purchased energy expense,
is increased by $34.27 million.
Table 8
Weather Normalization of Test Year Revenues
Share of CP Demand  Share of Energy AverageRate  Energy
Demand Adj  AverageRate  Revenue Adj less FAC Revenue  Total Revenue
Rate E 2,578,285.7 6.7322 17,357,660 609,196,555 0.020336 12,388,371.7 29,746,032
Rate B 182,697.2 7.6701 1,401,301 70,743,057 0.013644 965,218 2,366,519
Rate C 64,121.9 7.4900 480,273 28,812,305 0.013644 393,115 873,388
Rate G 101,177.2 7.3000 738,594 47,910,122 0.011540 552,883 1,291,477
2,926,282.0 19,977,828 756,662,039 14,299,588 34,277,416
Q. Did you make an adjustment in the cost of service study to reflect the NCP
demands that are used in the A&E allocation factor calculation?
A. Yes. Table 9, below, shows the weather normalized adjusted NCP demands.
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Table 9
Weather Normalized Adjusted NCP Demands

Rate NCP Demand WN NCP
As-Filed* Demand

E 2,170,713 2,852,234

B 177,629 235,439

C 63,217 76,316

G 103,014 125,613

LG Sp Contract 297,567 297,567

* Rate G adjusted for error.

Based on EKPC’s weather normalization analysis of its peak demands that it provided
(my Table 7), the weather normalized peak for 2023 was compared to the actual
system peak. For purposes of my weather normalization analysis, I assumed that the
difference between the actual peak each month and the weather normalized peak for
that month was attributable to Rates E, B, C and G on a relative CP demand basis for
these four weather sensitive rate classes. This produced a weather normalized CP
demand for the class each month. Then using the test year ratio of NCP/CP demand

for the class, I calculated a weather normalized NCP demand.

Did you also develop a 2023 weather normalized 1 CP load factor for EKPC that
can be used in the A&E allocation factor development?
Yes. My Table 7 showed EKPC’s weather normalized peak demand for 2023. Based

on the weather normalized peak shown in my Table 7, together with the weather

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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normalized energy shown in my Table 5, I calculated a weather normalized 2023 load
factor for the system of 47.29%. This compares to the system load factor used in
EKPC’s cost of service study of 55.2%. As part of an overall weather normalization
of the class cost of service study, using a weather normalized load factor to allocate
production demand costs is appropriate and would maintain consistency in the

adjustment.

Did you also adjust the rate class 12 CP demand allocation factor that is used to
allocate transmission costs in the EKPC cost of service study?

Yes. Consistent with the weather normalized adjustments to the A&E allocation
factors used to allocate production demand related costs to rate classes, it is necessary
to also apply a weather normalization adjustment to the 12 CP demands. For this
purpose, [ used EKPC’s weather normalized monthly peaks for 2023, as shown in my

Table 7.

What is the impact of your proposed weather normalization adjustment on the
class cost of service results?

Baron Exhibit  (SJB-3) and Table 10 provide the results of my six corrections to
EKPC’s cost of service study, including a weather normalization adjustment of
$34,277,416. Table 10 presents the rate increases at full cost of service, without any

mitigation.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 10
East Kentucky Power Cooperative
Summary of Cost of Service Study
For the 12 Months Ended December 31, 2023
Increase to Equal ROR

EKPCProp  Prop % As SCInt Add Leave RateG  Transmission ~ Weather % Incrto Eq.ROR
Increases Incr Filed Credit* EDR Adj FACin NCP 12cp Norm  w/All Adjustments

§ 55,695,648 6.94%  $46553,010 § 48,279,048 $ 50,234,142 $ 59738594 $ 58,764,589 $ 65836577 § 42,005074  5.05%
6898655 9.00% 711145 6672638 6708018 5159984 511142 4591681 3377821  4.27%
2723550 9.00% 2553204 2574243 2618300 1504163 1582291 744,054 (296790)  -0.95%
5027071 1100% 6448564 6475140 6092916 1527244 2683370 965021 (510,035  -1.09%
9063888 11.00% 20265015 18930177 17,077,869 15007,717 14906027 11466583 4837422  587%
79408811  7.66% 82,931,245 82931245 82931245 83047703 83047703 83603916 49433491  4.61%

- 0.00% 92358 923586 923586 923586 923586 367373 207387 157%
308663 250%  (4122,95) (4122,956) (4,122,956) (4230,081)  (4230081) (4230081 (4230352  -3033%
§ 79757474 7.49%  $79,731,875 § 79,73L875 § 79731875 $ 79741200 $ 79,741,209 $ 79,741,209 § 45410506  4.13%

* Also includes the correction to the Rate B interruptible KW, per response to AG/Nucor Request 111.

Q.

Using the results of your revised COSS, and adopting EKPC’s mitigation factors,

what is your recommendation for rate class revenue increases?

EKPC has two general mitigation factors. First, no class should get a rate reduction.

Second, the percentage increase to any rate class should not exceed 1.5 times the

system average increase. Adopting these two mitigation factors, I have developed a

set of increases based on the full (equal rate of return) cost of service increases shown

inmy Table 10. Table 11 shows the results, after applying the mitigation adjustments.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 11
East Kentucky Power Cooperative
Summary of Cost of Service Study
For the 12 Months Ended December 31, 2023
Increases with Mitigation
EKPCProp  Prop% As SClint Add Leave RateG  Transmission ~ Weather  Mitigated % Incr
Increases Incr Filed Credit* EDR Adj FACin NCP 12CpP Norm w/All Adjustments
Schedule E 55695648  6.94%  $53,77L,284 $ 54549110 § 54,844,269 $ 61,789,531 § 60626020 $ 64,327,067 $ 37614072  4.52%
Schedule B 6898655 9.00% 8481308 7751204 7512981 5373165 5310889 4477239 3046292  3.86%
Schedule C 2723550 9.00% 303988 2992015 2935169 1643583 1,627,742 676,363 0.00%
Schedule G 5027071 1100% 5027071 5027071 5027070 1522545 2,764,172 847,954 - 0.00%
Large SC 9,063,888 11.00% 9,063,888 9063888 9,063,888 9063888 9,063,888 9,063,888 4401665  534%
Subtotal 79383378 79383378 79383378 79392712 79392712 79392712 45062029  4.21%
SC-TGP 0 000% - - - - - - - 0.00%
Steam Service 348,663 2.50% 348497 348497 348,497 348497 348497 348497 348497 2.50%
Total 79757474 749%  $79,73L875 $ 79,731,875 $ 79,73L875 $ 79,741,209 § 79,741,209 $ 79,741,209 § 45410526  4.13%
It should be noted that the revenue increases shown in Table 11 do not include the
impact of the increases in interruptible credits that I will discuss in the next section of
my testimony. Also, while the increases reflect the weather normalized revenues that
I am recommending since this adjustment has been incorporated in the class cost of
service study, I have not incorporated the other revenue requirement adjustments
made by AG/Nucor witnesses Lane Kollen and Randy Futral.
Q. To the extent that the Commission approves an overall revenue increase in this
case that is less than requested by EKPC, how should the increases shown in your
Table 11 be adjusted?
A. A reasonable approach would be to simply reduce each of the revenue increases

shown in my Table 11 on a uniform basis to produce the Commission’s approved

Increase.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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The increases that you are recommending are based on a 1.5 times the system
average percentage increase cap as a mitigation measure. Are you
recommending that this 1.5 times cap be adopted as a Commission policy for all
regulated electric utilities in Kentucky?

No. While EKPC’s proposed 1.5 times cap is reasonable and appropriate in this case

it may not be appropriate in other electric utility base rate cases.

Have you identified any additional issues associated with EKPC’s class cost of
service study?

Yes. EKPC has not included the Contract Pumping Station class in the class cost of
service study in a manner consistent with Rates E, B, C, G and the Large Special
Contract class. The reason for this is that EKPC states that the Contract Pumping
Station rates are based on PJM market rates, not an allocation of embedded EKPC

costs.

Do you have any concerns with the proposed PJM market-based Pumping
Station rates?

Yes. The Pumping Station rate class, which serves a single regulated gas utility
customer, represents a significant load on the EKPC system (31.9 MW). I have two

concerns with the EKPC’s proposed rate. First, the present and proposed Pumping

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Station demand charge, which is designed to recover market transmission costs, is
based on an agreed contract value of $1.75/kW month. This rate was set in a contract
executed and approved by the Commission in 2000, more than 25 years ago. EKPC’s
current Network Integrated Transmission Service (“NITS”) charge is $2.568/kW
month, 47% greater than the proposed rate.® If the Pumping Station rate is designed
to reflect market-based pricing for transmission service, the demand charge should be
set at the current level of EKPC’s NITS charge. Based on the Pumping Station rate
demand billing determinants of 511,879 kW, this would produce an additional
$418,717 in revenue to EKPC once rates become effective in this case based on the
2025 OATT NITS rate. These additional transmission costs would not have to be paid

by EKPC’s other customers.

The second concern that I identified is that the present and proposed Pumping Station
rate does not include a market-based production demand charge. EKPC must
purchase generation capacity from PJM to serve its Pumping Station load. In response
to AG/Nucor Second Set Request 22, EKPC stated that in 2023 it incurred $490,749
in Locational Reliability Charges (“LRC”) associated with its Pumping Station load.’
Notwithstanding this, EKPC does not recover even $1 of this cost from the Pumping

Station customer. As a result, the market capacity cost incurred to serve the Pumping

8 See response to AG/Nucor Second Set, Request 17, attached as Baron Exhibit__ (SIB-4).
9 See response to AG/Nucor Second Set, Request 22, attached as Baron Exhibit _ (SIB-5).
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Station load is being assigned to customers on Rates E, B, C, G and the Large Special
Contract rate. There is no basis to support such an unreasonable subsidy to a regulated

gas utility.

Q. Once rates become effective in this case, would this LRC subsidy to a regulated
gas utility increase dramatically?

A. Yes. This will occur because the PJM Base Residual Auction clearing rates will
increase from a 2023 average rate of 40.79/MW-day to an average of $309.42/MW-

day.!?

Q. Have you calculated the additional Pumping Station costs that EKPC and its
other customers will incur associated with the OATT transmission charges and
the LRC capacity charges once rate become effective in this case?

A. Yes. Table 12, below, provides this calculation. The total annual subsidy starting in
February 2026 that is directly given to the Pumping Station load is estimated to be

$3,970,550.

10 The weighted average of the 2025/26 and 2026/27 delivery year rates for the period 12 months ending January
2027, which is the one-year period following the effective date of new rates.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 12
Unrecovered Pumping Station OATT and Locational Reliability Charges
(12 months ending January 2027)
2025 Pumping Pumping Additional Total
Rate Year Pumping Pumping Service Service Pumping Additional
(12 Mo. Ending 2025/2026 2026/2027  Service Service  Transmission Billing Service Rate Year
Jan 2027) DY DY Load Cost OATT Cost Rate Demand Revenue Revenue

Feb 269.92 0§ 325497 2.568 1.75 42,657 § 34,893 $ 360,390
Mar 269.92 0§ 293,997 2.568 1.75 42,657 § 34,893 $ 328890
Apr 269.92 0§ 325497 2.568 1.75 42,657 $ 34,893 $ 360,390
May 269.92 0 $ 314,997 2.568 1.75 42,657 $ 34,893 $ 349,800
Jun 0 329.17 $ 396,946 2.568 1.75 42,657 $ 34,893 $ 431,839

Jul 0 329.17 § 265,640 2.568 1.75 42,657 $ 34,893 $ 300,533
Aug 0 329.17 § 274,495 2.568 1.75 42,657 $ 34,893 $ 309,388
Sep 0 329.17 § 274,495 2.568 1.75 42,657 $ 34,893 § 309,388
Oct 0 329.17 § 265,640 2.568 1.75 42,657 § 34,893 $ 300,533
Nov 0 329.17 § 274,495 2.568 1.75 42,657 $ 34,893 $ 309,388
Dec 0 329.17 § 265,640 2.568 1.75 42,657 $ 34,893 $ 300,533
Jan 0 329.17 § 274,495 2.568 1.75 42,657 § 34,893 $ 309,388
Total Rate Year $3,551,833 511,879 § 418,717 $ 3,970,550

Have you made any adjustment in your class cost of service study or revenue
allocation analysis to address these two problems?

No. However, if the Pumping Station rate is to be based on a market rate, rather than
an allocated cost of service based rate as all other customers (other than Steam) are
charged, then EKPC should revise its proposed Pumping Station rate design to reflect
a correct market-based rate. Alternatively, EKPC should set the Pumping Station rate
class revenue target based on the class cost of service study analysis in which the

Pumping Station customer is served under a standard rate.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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III. INTERRUPTIBLE RATE ISSUES

Please describe the interruptible rate program that EKPC offers to its
customers?

EKPC provide service to 28 interruptible customers through its Rate D and the
Large Special Contract rate class. Rate D provides a general set of interruptible
rates that are available to all customers on Rates B, C, G and E; while the Large
Special Contract rate class has two specific interruptible credits applicable only to
this rate class. Each EKPC rate class has interruptible load that receives these
credits. Rate D offers three alternative rates, each with a different maximum annual
hours of interruption (200 hours, 300 hours, 400 hours). The notice period for an
interruption is not stated in the tariff, but rather in individual contracts. Based on
EKPC’s response to AG/Nucor First Request, Question 1-112, all interruptible rates

are based on contracts that have a 30-minute notice period.

The Large Special Contract rate has two different interruptible credits; 1) one for
10-minute notice interruptible service and 2) the second for 90-minute notice
interruptible service. The single customer on the Large Special Contract rate has
208 MW of load on the 10-minute notice rate and 45 MW of load on the 90-minute

rate.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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What are the current and proposed interruptible credits for each rate class?

Table 13 shows the current credit and the proposed credit.

Table 13
EKPC Present and Proposed Rate Class Interruptible Credits
Present
Interruptible Proposed Credit Proposed

Rate Credit Increase Credit
B $5.60 $0.00 $5.60
C $5.60 $0.00 $5.60
G $5.60 $0.00 $5.60
E $5.60 $0.00 $5.60
Large Special Contract

10-Minute $6.22 $0.00 $6.22

90-Minute $4.20 $0.00 $4.20

As can be seen, EKPC is not proposing any increase in the interruptible credit in

this case.

What is EKPC’s justification for maintaining the current interruptible credit
level?

The justification is based on an analysis of avoided capacity cost that is presented
by EKPC witness Jacob Watson. Mr. Watson’s analysis, which he attaches as his
Exhibit 16, Attachment JRW-3, purports to support an avoided capacity cost of

$5.54/kW- month, which is less than the current Rate D interruptible credit.

Do you agree with Mr. Watson’s analysis of the value of interruptible load?

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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No. His analysis is based on an installed cost of a combustion turbine (“CT”) of
$836/kW. This CT capital cost is significantly lower than the CT cost used in
EKPC’s recent CPCN case that requested approval of its Reciprocating Internal
Combustion Engine (‘RICE”) generating units. In that case (Case No. 2024-
00310), EKPC supported an economic analysis that compared the cost of a CT to
its proposed RICE units. The CT cost used in EKPC’s CPCN case was $1,329/kW
for a 2029 installation, based on recent data from the National Renewable Energy
Laboratory (“NREL”). Baron Exhibit (SJB-6) is an excerpt from the EKPC

economic study. !

What do you conclude from the EKPC CPCN case analysis?
In support of its request for approval of its CPCN, EKPC relied on a CT cost that

is 59% higher than the CT cost used in Mr. Watson’s analysis in this case.

Is EKPC’s estimated installed cost of a new CT ($1,329/kW) consistent with
other recent estimates that you have seen from other sources?
Yes. If anything, it may be too low. In a recent LG&E/KU CPCN case in Kentucky

(Case No. 2025-00045), LG&E/KU submitted information that based on more

1 Also see Baron Exhibit__(SJB-7), which contains a copy of EKPC’s response to PSC Request 6 in the
CPCN case (2024-00310).

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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recent cost estimates the cost of a CT increased from $1,636/kW to $1,901/kW in

2030 dollars. '?

Is EKPC’s estimated cost of a new CT of $1,329/kW consistent with recent
PJM studies of CT costs that PJM relies on to conduct its Base Residual
Auction?

The answer is “Yes,” with respect to the $1,329/kW cost used in EKPC’s CPCN
case; “No,” with respect to the $836/kW cost used in Mr. Watson’s Exhibit 16,

Attachment JWW-3.

In a recent study of the cost of CTs for PJM, Brattle Group (“Brattle”) presented
information showing an overnight (without capitalized construction period interest)
CT cost to be $1,361/kW, and a total installed cost to be $1,674/kW for a June 2028
installation. Baron Exhibit (SJB-8) contains an excerpt from the Brattle Report.
I should note that this cost estimate is almost identical to the CT used by EKPC in
its recent CPCN case. This Brattle study was commissioned by PJM to provide the
required cost estimates needed to compute a key input (Net CONE — cost of new
entry) into the design of the PJM Base Residual Auctions (“BRA”) for delivery

years 2028 through 2031.13

12 See LG&E/KU CPCN Case No. 2025-00045, Attachment 1 to Response to PSC-3 Question No. 8(b)
Page 7 of 23.
3 BRATTLE 2025 CONE REPORT FOR PJM, April 9, 2025.
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In addition to the capital cost of a CT, did you find any other problems with
EKPC’s analysis of avoided capacity cost that it presented in Exhibit 16,
Attachment JRW-3?

Yes. First, the cost of debt used in Mr. Watson’s analysis was 3.74%, which is
EKPC’s composite (average) cost of debt at April 30, 2025. To compute avoided
capacity cost, the cost of debt should be based on the incremental cost of debt, not
the average. EKPC issued debt in August 2024 at 4.207%. This is a reasonable

estimate of the cost of debt to employ in the calculation of an interruptible credit.

The next problem that I found is that Mr. Watson’s analysis used a TIER of 1.0 to
calculate revenue requirement of the capital cost of a CT. In this case, EKPC is
requesting a TIER of 1.5. This should be used in the avoided capacity cost

calculation.

Finally, Mr. Watson’s analysis did not include an adjustment to reflect the fact that

interruptible load avoids capacity plus the otherwise applicable reserve margin that

EKPC applies to load. The reserve margin adjustment recognizes that, for example,

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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100 MW of interruptible load would actually avoid 107 MW of generating capacity

based on EKPC’s summer and winter planning reserve margins of 7%. '

Q. Why is it appropriate to adjust the avoided capacity cost for the winter and
summer reserve margins in the determination of an appropriate interruptible
credit?

A. Based on EKPC’s current planning criteria, it requires a 7% reserve margin applied
to load in both the winter and the summer. All else being equal, if a 10 MW
interruptible load is treated as firm load, it would require 10.7 MW of generating
resources in the winter and summer. To properly reflect this in the interruptible

credit, the avoided capacity cost must be adjusted upward by the reserve margin.

Q. Have you developed an updated calculation of avoided capacity cost and an
interruptible credit using the corrections that you discussed above?
A. Yes. Baron Exhibit (SJB-9) shows the development of my updated interruptible

credit. Using EKPC’s CT cost that was presented to the Commission in EKPC’s

14 See Direct Testimony of Julia J. Tucker, Vice President of Power Supply and Planning for East Kentucky
Power Cooperative, Inc., at page 12 (“The 2024 load forecast serves as the basis for evaluating resource
planning needs. Capacity Planning Reserve Margin (“Reserve Margin”) is then added to the base forecast,
7% for winter and summer peak, to account for unknown risks in weather and generation availability”).
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CPCN case, coupled with the other corrections that I discussed, the interruptible
credit should be $11.54/kW month. This represents a substantial increase compared

to the current credits for both Rate D and the Large Special Contract rate.

Are you recommending that the current interruptible credits be increased to
$11.54/KW in this case?

No. While I believe that the $11.54/kW month credit that I developed is justified
on a cost basis, it represents a significant increase. My specific recommendation is

to increase each of EKPC’s interruptible credits by $2/kW-month.

Table 14 presents a summary of my recommendation and the revenue impact for

each rate class.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Table 14
Reccomended Rate Class Interruptible Credits
Impact of
Present Proposed Interruptilbe
Interruptible Proposed Interruptible Interruptible Credit
Rate Credit Increase Credit Billing kW Increase
B $5.60 $2.00 $7.60 354,252 $708,504
C $5.60 $2.00 $7.60 256,895 $513,791
G $5.60 $2.00 $7.60 383,796 $767,592
E $5.60 $2.00 $7.60 8,674 $17,348
Large Special Contract
10-Minute $6.22 $2.00 $8.22 2,500,786  $5,001,572
90-Minute $4.20 $2.00 $6.20 542,587  $1,085,174
Total 4,046,990  $8,093,981

Based on Table 14, the total cost of the interruptible credit increase that you

are recommending is $8,093,981. This additional interruptible credit expense

to EKPC was not included in EKPC’s revenue requirement. How should this

cost be recovered by EKPC?

My recommendation is to use the same approach used by EKPC in its class cost of

service study. EKPC allocated the total cost of interruptible credits to rate classes

using the excess demand component of the A&E allocation factor. Table 15, below,

shows the allocation of my recommended $8.1 million increase in the interruptible

credit expense.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.




10

11

12

13

Stephen J. Baron

Page 42
Table 15
Allocation of Interruptible Credit Increase Expense
Increase in  Interruptilble Incremental Allocation of
Rate A&E Excess Interruptible  Load Billing Interruptible Interruptible
Schedule Demand Factor Credit kW Expense Expense
Schedule E 83.86% $2.00 8,674 $ 17,348 $ 6,787,781
Schedule B 5.41% $2.00 354,252 708,504 $ 437,683
Schedule C 1.20% $2.00 256,895 513,791 $ 97,227
Schedule G 2.39% $2.00 383,796 767,592 $ 193,224
Large Special Contract 7.14% $2.00 3,043,373 6,086,746 $ 578,066
Subtotal 100.00% $2.00 4,046,990 $ 8,093,981 § 8,093,981
Special Contract - Pumping 0.00% $0.00 -
Steam Service 0.00% $0.00 -
Total 100.00% $ 8,093,981 § 8,093,981

Would the proposed increase in EKPC’s interruptible credits affect most of

EKPC’s distribution cooperatives?

Yes. Baron Exhibit (SJB-10) provides a summary of the interruptible contracts

governing EKPC’s interruptible service. As can be seen in the Exhibit, 13 of

EKPC’s distribution cooperatives have 28 customers taking interruptible service.

These 13 distribution cooperatives represent 81% of the 16 total EKPC distribution

cooperative owner members.

Do you have any additional issues to address regarding EKPC’s interruptible

rates?
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Yes. Based on the response to AG/Nucor Request 1-118 2™ Supplemental Response,
during the 2023 test year EKPC received about $3.4 million in capacity revenues from
PJM associated with its sales of interruptible load into the PJM Capacity Market (see
Baron Exhibit _ (SJB-11) for a copy of this response). EKPC included these revenues
as a credit to its overall test year revenue requirements. As shown in the response to
AG/Nucor 118(b), during the test year, the PJM capacity revenues paid to EKPC for
its interruptible load was $50/MW Day for the period January to June 2023, and

$34.13 for the period July through December.

How do these PJM capacity rates compare to the PJM capacity rates that will be
effective once new base rates become effective in this case?

The PJM capacity rates that will be effective in February 2026 when new EKPC rates
become effective will be much, much higher. The PJM delivery year 2025/26
capacity rate will be $269.92/MW-day during the period February 1, 2026 through
May 31, 2026, and increase to $329.17/MW-day starting in June 2026. This will result
in significantly more PJM capacity revenues available to EKPC. Table 16
summarizes the $12.44 million increase in these capacity revenues for the 12-month

period following the effective date of new rates in this case.
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Table 16
Revenue Impact From 2025/26 and 2026/27 Delivery Year Rates on EKPC Interruptilbe Load Revenues
(UCAP MW w/ELCC Adjustment)
Lg Sp Contract B C E G Total
2025/26 -2026/27 Delivery Year
UCAP MW* 166 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7 208.1
UCAP MW w/ELCC Adjustment 114.54 9.729 7.245 3.312 8.763 143.6
DY25/26 BRAS/MW-Day $269.92 $269.92 $269.92  $269.92  $269.92
DY26/27 BRAS$/MW-Day $329.17 $329.17 $329.17  $329.17  $329.17
Annual Revenue $12,935,953  $1,098,777  $818,238 $374,052  $989,678 $16,216,698
2023 Test Year
UCAP MW Jan-Jun* 236.9 20.4 0 1 7.1 265.4
2023 Calendar Year BRA$/MW-Day Jan-Jun 50 50 50 50 50
UCAP MW Jul-Dec * 1752 7 199 7 154 " 13 T 43 216.1
2023 Calendar Year BRAS/MW-Day Jul-Dec 34.13 34.13 34.13 34.13 34.13
2023 Revenue $3,252,985 $310,102 $95,922  $17,222  $91,571 $3,767,802
Difference $12,448,895
*Response to 2nd Supplemental Request, AG/Nucor 118.

As shown in Table 16, EKPC is expected to receive an additional $12.44 million in

revenues, compared to the test year level.

Q. Does that complete your testimony?

Yes.

J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc.
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Professional Qualifications
Oof

Stephen J. Baron

Mr. Baron graduated from the University of Florida in 1972 with a B.A. degree with high
honors in Political Science and significant coursework in Mathematics and Computer
Science. In 1974, he received a Master of Arts Degree in Economics, also from the
University of Florida. His areas of specialization were econometrics, statistics, and public
utility economics. His thesis concerned the development of an econometric model to
forecast electricity sales in the State of Florida, for which he received a grant from the
Public Utility Research Center of the University of Florida. In addition, he has advanced

study and coursework in time series analysis and dynamic model building.

Mr. Baron has more than forty years of experience in the electric utility industry in the areas

of cost and rate analysis, forecasting, planning, and economic analysis.

Following the completion of my graduate work in economics, he joined the staff of the
Florida Public Service Commission in August of 1974 as a Rate Economist. His
responsibilities included the analysis of rate cases for electric, telephone, and gas utilities, as
well as the preparation of cross-examination material and the preparation of staff

recommendations.

In December 1975, he joined the Utility Rate Consulting Division of Ebasco Services, Inc.
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as an Associate Consultant. In the seven years he worked for Ebasco, he received
successive promotions, ultimately to the position of Vice President of Energy Management
Services of Ebasco Business Consulting Company. His responsibilities included the
management of a staff of consultants engaged in providing services in the areas of
econometric modeling, load and energy forecasting, production cost modeling, planning,

cost-of-service analysis, cogeneration, and load management.

He joined the public accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand in 1982 as a Manager of the
Atlanta Office of the Utility Regulatory and Advisory Services Group. In this capacity he
was responsible for the operation and management of the Atlanta office. His duties included
the technical and administrative supervision of the staff, budgeting, recruiting, and
marketing as well as project management on client engagements. At Coopers & Lybrand,
he specialized in utility cost analysis, forecasting, load analysis, economic analysis, and

planning.

In January 1984, he joined the consulting firm of Kennedy and Associates as a Vice
President and Principal. Mr. Baron became President of the firm in January 1991. In

January 2024, Mr. Baron became an Executive Consultant with Kennedy and Associates.

He has presented numerous papers and published an article entitled "How to Rate Load
Management Programs" in the March 1979 edition of "Electrical World." His article on

"Standby Electric Rates" was published in the November 8, 1984 issue of "Public Utilities
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Fortnightly." In February of 1984, he completed a detailed analysis entitled "Load Data
Transfer Techniques" on behalf of the Electric Power Research Institute, which published

the study.

Mr. Baron has presented testimony as an expert witness in Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Kentucky, Louisiana, Maine, Michigan,
Minnesota, Maryland, Missouri, Montana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, West
Virginia, Wisconsin, Wyoming, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission and in

United States Bankruptcy Court. A list of his specific regulatory appearances follows.
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Oct 2025
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
4/81 203(B) KY Louisville Gas Louisville Gas Cost-of-service.
& Electric Co. & Electric Co.

4/81 ER-81-42 MO Kansas City Power Kansas City Forecasting.

& Light Co. Power & Light Co.

6/81 U-1933 AZ Arizona Corporation Tucson Electric Forecasting planning.

Commission Co.

2/84 8924 KY Airco Carbide Louisville Gas Revenue requirements,
& Electric Co. cost-of-service, forecasting,
weather normalization.
3/84 84-038-U AR Arkansas Electric Arkansas Power Excess capacity, cost-of-
Energy Consumers & Light Co. service, rate design.
5/84 830470-El FL Florida Industrial Florida Power Allocation of fixed costs,

Power Users' Group Corp. load and capacity balance, and
reserve margin. Diversification
of utility.

10/84 84-199-U AR Arkansas Electric Arkansas Power Cost allocation and rate design.

Energy Consumers and Light Co.

11/84 R-842651 PA Lehigh Valley Pennsylvania Interruptible rates, excess

Power Committee Power & Light capacity, and phase-in.

Co.
1/85 85-65 ME Airco Industrial Central Maine Interruptible rate design.

Gases Power Co.

2/85 [-840381 PA Philadelphia Area Philadelphia Load and energy forecast.

Industrial Energy Electric Co.

Users' Group

3/85 9243 KY Alcan Aluminum Louisville Gas Economics of completing fossil

Corp., etal. & Electric Co. generating unit.

3/85 3498-U GA Attorney General Georgia Power Load and energy forecasting,
Co. generation planning economics.
3/85 R-842632 PA West Penn Power West Penn Power Generation planning economics,

Industrial Co. prudence of a pumped storage

Intervenors hydro unit.

5/85 84-249 AR Arkansas Electric Arkansas Power & Cost-of-service, rate design

Energy Consumers Light Co. return multipliers.

5/85 City of Chamber of Santa Clara Cost-of-service, rate design.
Santa Commerce Municipal
Clara
6/85 84-768- Wwv West Virginia Monongahela Generation planning economics,
E-42T Industrial Power Co. prudence of a pumped storage
Intervenors hydro unit.
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Oct 2025
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
6/85 E-7 NC Carolina Duke Power Co. Cost-of-service, rate design,
Sub 391 Industrials interruptible rate design.
(CIGFUR 1ll)
7/85 29046 NY Industrial Orange and Cost-of-service, rate design.
Energy Users Rockland
Association Utilities
10/85 85-043-U AR Arkansas Gas Arkla, Inc. Regulatory policy, gas cost-of-
Consumers service, rate design.
10/85 85-63 ME Airco Industrial Central Maine Feasibility of interruptible
Gases Power Co. rates, avoided cost.
2/85 ER- NJ Air Products and Jersey Central Rate design.
8507698 Chemicals Power & Light Co.
3/85 R-850220 PA West Penn Power West Penn Power Co. Optimal reserve, prudence,
Industrial off-system sales guarantee plan.
Intervenors
2/86 R-850220 PA West Penn Power West Penn Power Co. Optimal reserve margins,
Industrial prudence, off-system sales
Intervenors guarantee plan.
3/86 85-299U AR Arkansas Electric Arkansas Power Cost-of-service, rate design,
Energy Consumers & Light Co. revenue distribution.
3/86 85-726- OH Industrial Electric Ohio Power Co. Cost-of-service, rate design,
EL-AIR Consumers Group interruptible rates.
5/86 86-081- Wv West Virginia Monongahela Power Generation planning economics,
E-Gl Energy Users Co. prudence of a pumped storage
Group hydro unit.
8/86 E-7 NC Carolina Industrial Duke Power Co. Cost-of-service, rate design,
Sub 408 Energy Consumers interruptible rates.
10/86 U-17378 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Excess capacity, economic
Service Commission Utilities analysis of purchased power.
Staff
12/86 38063 IN Industrial Energy Indiana & Michigan Interruptible rates.
Consumers Power Co.
3/87 EL-86- Federal Louisiana Public Gulf States Cost/benefit analysis of unit
53-001 Energy Service Commission Utilities, power sales contract.
EL-86- Regulatory Staff Southern Co.
57-001 Commission
(FERC)
4/87 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Load forecasting and imprudence
Service Commission Utilities damages, River Bend Nuclear unit.
Staff
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Oct 2025
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
5/87 87-023- Wv Airco Industrial Monongahela Interruptible rates.
E-C Gases Power Co.
5/87 87-072- Wv West Virginia Monongahela Analyze Mon Power's fuel filing
E-G1 Energy Users' Power Co. and examine the reasonableness
Group of MP's claims.
5/87 86-524- Wwv West Virginia Monongahela Economic dispatching of
E-SC Energy Users' Group Power Co. pumped storage hydro unit.
5187 9781 KY Kentucky Industrial Louisville Gas Analysis of impact of 1986 Tax
Energy Consumers & Electric Co. Reform Act.
6/87 3673-U GA Georgia Public Georgia Power Co. Economic prudence, evaluation
Service Commission of Vogtle nuclear unit - load
forecasting, planning.
6/87 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Phase-in plan for River Bend
Service Commission Utilities Nuclear unit.
Staff
7187 85-10-22 CT Connecticut Connecticut Methodology for refunding
Industrial Light & Power Co. rate moderation fund.
Energy Consumers
8/87 3673-U GA Georgia Public Georgia Power Co. Test year sales and revenue
Service Commission forecast.
9/87 R-850220 PA West Penn Power West Penn Power Co. Excess capacity, reliability
Industrial of generating system.
Intervenors
10/87 R-870651 PA Duquesne Dugquesne Light Co. Interruptible rate, cost-of-
Industrial service, revenue allocation,
Intervenors rate design.
10/87 1-860025 PA Pennsylvania Proposed rules for cogeneration,
Industrial avoided cost, rate recovery.
Intervenors
10/87 E-015/ MN Taconite Minnesota Power Excess capacity, power and
GR-87-223 Intervenors & Light Co. cost-of-service, rate design.
10/87 8702-El FL Occidental Chemical Florida Power Corp. Revenue forecasting, weather
Corp. normalization.
12/87 87-07-01 CT Connecticut Industrial Connecticut Light Excess capacity, nuclear plant
Energy Consumers Power Co. phase-in.
3/88 10064 KY Kentucky Industrial Louisville Gas & Revenue forecast, weather
Energy Consumers Electric Co. normalization rate treatment
of cancelled plant.
3/88 87-183-TF AR Arkansas Electric Arkansas Power & Standby/backup electric rates.

Consumers

Light Co.
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Oct 2025
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
5/88 870171C001 PA GPU Industrial Metropolitan Cogeneration deferral
Intervenors Edison Co. mechanism, modification of energy
cost recovery (ECR).
6/88 870172C005 PA GPU Industrial Pennsylvania Cogeneration deferral
Intervenors Electric Co. mechanism, modification of energy
cost recovery (ECR).
7/88 88-171- OH Industrial Energy Cleveland Electric/ Financial analysis/need for
EL-AIR Consumers Toledo Edison interim rate relief.
88-170-
EL-AIR
Interim Rate Case
7/88 Appeal 19th Louisiana Public Gulf States Load forecasting, imprudence
of PSC Judicial Service Commission Utilities damages.
Docket Circuit
U-17282 Court of Louisiana
11/88 R-880989 PA United States Carnegie Gas Gas cost-of-service, rate
Steel design.
11/88 88-171- OH Industrial Energy Cleveland Electric/ Weather normalization of
EL-AIR Consumers Toledo Edison. peak loads, excess capacity,
88-170- General Rate Case. regulatory policy.
EL-AIR
3/89 870216/283 PA Armco Advanced West Penn Power Co. Calculated avoided capacity,
284/286 Materials Corp., recovery of capacity payments.
Allegheny Ludlum
Corp.
8/89 8555 X Occidental Chemical Houston Lighting Cost-of-service, rate design.
Corp. & Power Co.
8/89 3840-U GA Georgia Public Georgia Power Co. Revenue forecasting, weather
Service Commission normalization.
9/89 2087 NM Attorney General Public Service Co. Prudence - Palo Verde Nuclear
of New Mexico of New Mexico Units 1, 2 and 3, load fore-
casting.
10/89 2262 NM New Mexico Industrial Public Service Co. Fuel adjustment clause, off-
Energy Consumers of New Mexico system sales, cost-of-service,
rate design, marginal cost.
11/89 38728 IN Industrial Consumers Indiana Michigan Excess capacity, capacity
for Fair Utility Rates Power Co. equalization, jurisdictional
cost allocation, rate design,
interruptible rates.
1/90 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Jurisdictional cost allocation,
Service Commission Utilities O&M expense analysis.
Staff
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of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Oct 2025
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
5/90 890366 PA GPU Industrial Metropolitan Non-utility generator cost
Intervenors Edison Co. recovery.
6/90 R-901609 PA Armco Advanced West Penn Power Co. Allocation of QF demand charges
Materials Corp., in the fuel cost, cost-of-
Allegheny Ludlum service, rate design.
Corp.
9/90 8278 MD Maryland Industrial Baltimore Gas & Cost-of-service, rate design,
Group Electric Co. revenue allocation.
12/90 U-9346 M Association of Consumers Power Demand-side management,
Rebuttal Businesses Advocating Co. environmental externalities.
Tariff Equity
12/90 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Revenue requirements,
Phase IV Service Commission Utilities jurisdictional allocation.
Staff
12/90 90-205 ME Airco Industrial Central Maine Power Investigation into
Gases Co. interruptible service and rates.
1/91 90-12-03 CT Connecticut Industrial Connecticut Light Interim rate relief, financial
Interim Energy Consumers & Power Co. analysis, class revenue allocation.
5/91 90-12-03 CT Connecticut Industrial Connecticut Light Revenue requirements, cost-of-
Phase Il Energy Consumers & Power Co. service, rate design, demand-side
management.
8/91 E-7, NC North Carolina Duke Power Co. Revenue requirements, cost
SUB 487 Industrial allocation, rate design, demand-
Energy Consumers side management.
8/91 8341 MD Westvaco Corp. Potomac Edison Co. Cost allocation, rate design,
Phase | 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.
8/91 91-372 OH Armco Steel Co., L.P. Cincinnati Gas & Economic analysis of
EL-UNC Electric Co. cogeneration, avoid cost rate.
9/91 P-910511  PA Allegheny Ludlum Corp., West Penn Power Co. Economic analysis of proposed
P-910512 Armco Advanced CWIP Rider for 1990 Clean Air
Materials Co., Act Amendments expenditures.
The West Penn Power
Industrial Users' Group
9/91 91-231 wv West Virginia Energy Monongahela Power Economic analysis of proposed
-E-NC Users' Group Co. CWIP Rider for 1990 Clean Air
Act Amendments expenditures.
10/91 8341 - MD Westvaco Corp. Potomac Edison Co. Economic analysis of proposed
Phase Il CWIP Rider for 1990 Clean Air
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of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Oct 2025
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
Act Amendments expenditures.

10/91 U-17282 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Results of comprehensive

Service Commission Utilities management audit.

Staff
Note: No testimony
was prefiled on this.
11/91 U-17949 LA Louisiana Public South Central Analysis of South Central

Subdocket A

12/91 91-410- OH
EL-ARR

12/91 P-880286  PA

1/92 C-913424  PA

6/92 92-02-19 CT

8/92 2437 NM

8/92 R-00922314 PA

9/92 39314 D

10/92  M-00920312 PA

C-007

12192 U-17949 LA

12/92  R-00922378 PA

1/93 8487 MD

2/93 E002/GR-  MN
92-1185

Service Commission
Staff

Armco Steel Co.,
Air Products &
Chemicals, Inc.

Armco Advanced
Materials Corp.,

Allegheny Ludlum Corp.

Duquesne Interruptible
Complainants

Connecticut Industrial
Energy Consumers

New Mexico
Industrial Intervenors

GPU Industrial
Intervenors

Industrial Consumers
for Fair Utility Rates

The GPU Industrial
Intervenors

Louisiana Public

Service Commission
Staff

Armco Advanced
Materials Co.

The WPP Industrial

Intervenors

The Maryland

Industrial Group

North Star Steel Co.
Praxair, Inc.

Bell Telephone Co.

and proposed merger with
Southemn Bell Telephone Co.
Cincinnati Gas

& Electric Co.

West Penn Power Co.

Duquesne Light Co.
Yankee Gas Co.
Public Service Co.

of New Mexico

Metropolitan Edison
Co.

Indiana Michigan
Power Co.

Pennsylvania
Electric Co.

South Central Bell
Co.

West Penn Power Co.

Baltimore Gas &

Electric Co.

Northern States
Power Co.

Bell's restructuring and

Rate design, interruptible
rates.

Evaluation of appropriate
avoided capacity costs -
QF projects.

Industrial interruptible rate.

Rate design.

Cost-of-service.

Cost-of-service, rate

design, energy cost rate.

Cost-of-service, rate design,
energy cost rate, rate treatment.

Cost-of-service, rate design,
energy cost rate, rate treatment.

Management audit.

Cost-of-service, rate design,
energy cost rate, SO allowance
rate treatment.

Electric cost-of-service and
rate design, gas rate design
(flexible rates).

Interruptible rates.
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Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Oct 2025
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
4/93 EC92 Federal Louisiana Public Gulf States Merger of GSU into Entergy
21000 Energy Service Commission Utilities/Entergy System; impact on system
ER92-806- Regulatory  Staff agreement.
000 Commission
(Rebuttal)
7/93 93-0114- WV Airco Gases Monongahela Power Interruptible rates.
E-C Co.
8/93 930759-EG FL Florida Industrial Generic - Electric Cost recovery and allocation
Power Users' Group Utilities of DSM costs.
9/93 M-009 PA Lehigh Valley Pennsylvania Power Ratemaking treatment of
30406 Power Committee & Light Co. off-system sales revenues.
11/93 346 KY Kentucky Industrial Generic - Gas Allocation of gas pipeline
Utility Customers Utilities transition costs - FERC Order 636.
12/93 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Cajun Electric Nuclear plant prudence,
Service Commission Power Cooperative forecasting, excess capacity.
Staff
4/94 E-015/ MN Large Power Intervenors Minnesota Power Cost allocation, rate design,
GR-94-001 Co. rate phase-in plan.
5/94 U-20178 LA Louisiana Public Louisiana Power & Analysis of least cost
Service Commission Light Co. integrated resource plan and
demand-side management program.
7194 R-00942986 PA Armeo, Inc.; West Penn Power Co. Cost-of-service, allocation of
West Penn Power rate increase, rate design,
Industrial Intervenors emission allowance sales, and
operations and maintenance expense.
7194 94-0035- WV West Virginia Monongahela Power Cost-of-service, allocation of
E-42T Energy Users Group Co. rate increase, and rate design.
8/94 EC%4 Federal Louisiana Public Gulf States Analysis of extended reserve
13-000 Energy Service Commission Utilities/Entergy shutdown units and violation of
Regulatory system agreement by Entergy.
Commission
9/94 R-00943 PA Lehigh Valley Pennsylvania Public Analysis of interruptible rate
081 Power Committee Utility Commission terms and conditions, availability.
R-00943
081C0001
9/94 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Cajun Electric Evaluation of appropriate avoided
Service Commission Power Cooperative cost rate.
9/94 U-19904 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Revenue requirements.
Service Commission Utilities
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of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Oct 2025
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
10/94 5258-U GA Georgia Public Southem Bell Proposals to address competition
Service Commission Telephone & in telecommunication markets.
Telegraph Co.
11/94 EC9%4-7-000 FERC Louisiana Public El Paso Electric Merger economics, transmission
ER94-898-000 Service Commission and Central and equalization hold harmless
Southwest proposals.
2/95 941-430EG CO CF&l Steel, L.P. Public Service Interruptible rates,
Company of cost-of-service.
Colorado
4/95 R-00943271 PA PP&L Industrial Pennsylvania Power Cost-of-service, allocation of
Customer Alliance & Light Co. rate increase, rate design,
interruptible rates.
6/95 C-00913424 PA Duquesne Interruptible Duquesne Light Co. Interruptible rates.
C-00946104 Complainants
8/95 ER95-112 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, Open Access Transmission
-000 Service Commission Inc. Tariffs - Wholesale.
10/95 U-21485 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Nuclear decommissioning,
Service Commission Utilities Company revenue requirements,
capital structure.
10/95 ER95-1042 FERC Louisiana Public System Energy Nuclear decommissioning,
-000 Service Commission Resources, Inc. revenue requirements.
10/95 U-21485 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Nuclear decommissioning and
Service Commission Utilities Co. cost of debt capital, capital
structure.
11/95 [-940032 PA Industrial Energy State-wide - Retail competition issues.
Consumers of all utilities
Pennsylvania
7/96 U-21496 LA Louisiana Public Central Louisiana Revenue requirement
Service Commission Electric Co. analysis.
7/96 8725 MD Maryland Industrial Baltimore Gas & Ratemaking issues
Group Elec. Co., Potomac associated with a Merger.
Elec. Power Co.,
Constellation Energy
Co.
8/96 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Cajun Electric Revenue requirements.
Service Commission Power Cooperative
9/96 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Decommissioning, weather
Service Commission States, Inc. normalization, capital
structure.
2/97 R-973877 PA Philadelphia Area PECO Energy Co. Competitive restructuring

Industrial Energy
Users Group

policy issues, stranded cost,
transition charges.
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6/97 Civil US Bank- Louisiana Public Cajun Electric Confirmation of reorganization
Action ruptcy Service Commission Power Cooperative plan; analysis of rate paths
No. Court produced by competing plans.
94-11474  Middle District
of Louisiana
6/97 R-973953  PA Philadelphia Area PECO Energy Co. Retail competition issues, rate
Industrial Energy unbundling, stranded cost
Users Group analysis.
6/97 8738 MD Maryland Industrial Generic Retail competition issues
Group
7197 R-973954  PA PP&L Industrial Pennsylvania Power Retail competition issues, rate
Customer Alliance & Light Co. unbundling, stranded cost analysis.
10/97 97-204 KY Alcan Aluminum Corp. Big River Analysis of cost of service issues
Southwire Co. Electric Corp. - Big Rivers Restructuring Plan
10/97 R-974008 PA Metropolitan Edison Metropolitan Edison Retail competition issues, rate
Industrial Users Co. unbundling, stranded cost analysis.
10/97 R-974009 PA Pennsylvania Electric Pennsylvania Retail competition issues, rate
Industrial Customer Electric Co. unbundling, stranded cost analysis.
11/97 U-22491 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Decommissioning, weather
Service Commission States, Inc. normalization, capital
structure.
11/97 P-971265 PA Philadelphia Area Enron Energy Analysis of Retail
Industrial Energy Services Power, Inc./ Restructuring Proposal.
Users Group PECO Energy
12/97 R973981 PA West Penn Power West Penn Retail competition issues, rate
Industrial Intervenors Power Co. unbundling, stranded cost
analysis.
12/97 R-974104  PA Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Retail competition issues, rate
Intervenors Light Co. unbundling, stranded cost
analysis.
3/98 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Retail competition, stranded
(Allocated Stranded Service Commission Utilities Co. cost quantification.
Cost Issues)
3/98 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public Gulf States Stranded cost quantification,
Service Commission Utilities, Inc. restructuring issues.
9/98 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Cajun Electric Revenue requirements analysis,

Service Commission

Power Cooperative,
Inc.

weather normalization.
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12/98 8794 MD Maryland Industrial Baltimore Gas Electric utility restructuring,

Group and and Electric Co. stranded cost recovery, rate

Millennium Inorganic unbundling.

Chemicals Inc.
12/98 U-23358 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Nuclear decommissioning, weather

Service Commission States, Inc. normalization, Entergy System

Agreement.

5/99 EC-98- FERC Louisiana Public American Electric Merger issues related to
(Cross- 40-000 Service Commission Power Co. & Central market power mitigation proposals.
Answering Testimony) South West Corp.
5/99 98-426 KY Kentucky Industrial Louisville Gas Performance based regulation,
(Response Utility Customers, Inc. & Electric Co. seftlement proposal issues,
Testimony) cross-subsidies between electric.

6/99 98-0452 wv

7199 99-03-35  CT

7/99 Adversary  U.S.
Proceeding  Bankruptcy
No. 98-1065 Court

7/99 99-03-06 CT

1099  U-24182 LA

12199 U17735 LA

0300  UA7735 LA

0300  99-1658-  OH
EL-ETP

West Virginia Energy
Users Group

Connecticut Industrial
\Energy Consumers

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

Connecticut Industrial
Energy Consumers

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

Louisiana Public
Service Commission

AK Steel Corporation

Appalachian Power,
Monongahela Power,
& Potomac Edison
Companies

United llluminating
Company

Cajun Electric
Power Cooperative

Connecticut Light
& Power Co.

Entergy Gulf
States, Inc.

Cajun Electric
Power Cooperative,
Inc.

Cajun Electric
Power Cooperative,
Inc.

Cincinnati Gas &
Electric Co.

And gas services.

Electric utility restructuring,
stranded cost recovery, rate
unbundling.

Electric utility restructuring,
stranded cost recovery, rate
unbundling.

Motion to dissolve
preliminary injunction.

Electric utility restructuring,
stranded cost recovery, rate
unbundling.

Nuclear decommissioning, weather
normalization, Entergy System
Agreement.

Ananlysi of Proposed
Contract Rates, Market Rates.

Evaluation of Cooperative
Power Contract Elections

Electric utility restructuring,
stranded cost recovery, rate
Unbundling.
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08/00 98-0452 Wv West Virginia Appalachian Power Co. Electric utility restructuring
E-GI Energy Users Group American Electric Co. rate unbundling.
08/00 00-1050 Wwv West Virginia Mon Power Co. Electric utility restructuring
E-T Energy Users Group Potomac Edison Co. rate unbundling.
00-1051-E-T
09/00 00-1178-E-T WV West Virginia Appalachian Power Co. Electric utility restructuring
Energy Users Group Wheeling Power Co. rate unbundling
10/00 SOAH 473- X The Dallas-Fort Worth TXU, Inc. Electric utility restructuring
00-1020 Hospital Council and rate unbundling.
PUC 2234 The Coalition of
Independent Colleges
And Universities
12/00 U-24993 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Nuclear decommissioning,
Service Commission States, Inc. revenue requirements.
12/00 EL00-66- LA Louisiana Public Entergy Services Inc. Inter-Company System
000 & ER00-2854 Service Commission Agreement: Modifications for
EL95-33-002 retail competition, interruptible load.
04/01 U-21453, LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Jurisdictional Business Separation -
U-20925, Service Commission States, Inc. Texas Restructuring Plan
U-22092
(Subdocket B)
Addressing Contested Issues
10/01 14000-U GA Georgia Public Georgia Power Co. Test year revenue forecast.
Service Commission
Adversary Staff
11/01 U-25687 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf Nuclear decommissioning requirements
Service Commission States, Inc. transmission revenues.
11/01 U-25965 LA Louisiana Public Generic Independent Transmission Company
Service Commission (“Transco”). RTO rate design.
03/02 001148-El FL South Florida Hospital Florida Power & Retail cost of service, rate
and Healthcare Assoc. Light Company design, resource planning and
demand side management.
06/02 U-25965 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf States RTO Issues
Service Commission Entergy Louisiana
07/02 U-21453 LA Louisiana Public SWEPCO, AEP Jurisdictional Business Sep. -

Service Commission

Texas Restructuring Plan.
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08/02 U-25888 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Modifications to the Inter-
Service Commission Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Company System Agreement,
Production Cost Equalization.
08/02 ELO1- FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services Inc. Modifications to the Inter-
88-000 Service Commission and the Entergy Company System Agreement,
Operating Companies Production Cost Equalization.
11/02 02S-315EG CO CF&I Steel & Climax Public Service Co. of Fuel Adjustment Clause
Molybdenum Co. Colorado
01/03 U-17735 LA Louisiana Public Louisiana Coops Contract Issues
Service Commission
02/03 02S-594E CO Cripple Creek and Aquila, Inc. Revenue requirements,
Victor Gold Mining Co. purchased power.
04/03 U-26527 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Weather normalization, power
Service Commission purchase expenses, System
Agreement expenses.
11/03 ER03-753-000 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, Inc. Proposed modifications to
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating System Agreement Tariff MSS-4.
Staff Companies
11/03 ER03-583-000 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, Inc., Evaluation of Wholesale Purchased
ER03-583-001 Service Commission the Entergy Operating Power Contracts.
ER03-583-002 Companies, EWO Market-
Ing, L.P, and Entergy
ER03-681-000, Power, Inc.
ER03-681-001
ER03-682-000,
ER03-682-001
ER03-682-002
12/03 U-27136 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Evaluation of Wholesale Purchased
Service Commission Power Contracts.
01/04 E-01345- AZ Kroger Company Arizona Public Service Co. Revenue allocation rate design.
03-0437
02/04 00032071  PA Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Light Company Provider of last resort issues.
Intervenors
03/04 03A-436E  CO CF&I Steel, LP and Public Service Company Purchased Power Adjustment Clause.

Climax Molybedenum

of Colorado
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04/04 2003-00433 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co.  Cost of Service Rate Design
2003-00434 Customers, Inc. Kentucky Utilities Co.
0-6/04  03S-539E CO Cripple Creek, Victor Gold Aquila, Inc. Cost of Service, Rate Design
Mining Co., Goodrich Corp., Interruptible Rates
Holcim (U.S.,), Inc., and
The Trane Co.
06/04 R-00049255 PA PP&L Industrial Customer PPL Electric Utilities Corp. Cost of service, rate design,
Alliance PPLICA tariff issues and transmission
service charge.
10/04 04S-164E  CO CF&l Steel Company, Climax Public Service Company Cost of service, rate design,
Mines of Colorado Interruptible Rates.
03/05 CaseNo.  KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Utilities Environmental cost recovery.
2004-00426 Utility Customers, Inc. Louisville Gas & Electric Co.
Case No.
2004-00421
06/05 050045-E  FL South Florida Hospital Florida Power & Retail cost of service, rate
and Healthcare Assoc. Light Company design
07/05 U-28155 LA Louisiana Public Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Independent Coordinator of
Service Commission Staff Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Transmission — Cost/Benefit
09/05 Case Nos. WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Environmental cost recovery,
05-0402-E-CN Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Securitization, Financing Order
05-0750-E-PC
01/06 2005-00341 KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Power Company Cost of service, rate design,
Utility Customers, Inc. transmission expenses. Congestion
Cost Recovery Mechanism
03/06 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Separation of EGSI into Texas and
Commission Staff Louisiana Companies.
03/06 05-1278-E-PC WV West Virginia Appalachian Power Co. Retail cost of service, rate
-PW-42T Energy Users Group Wheeling Power Co. design.
04/06 U-25116 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Louisiana, Inc. Transmission Prudence Investigation
Commission Staff
06/06 R-00061346 PA Duquesne Industrial Duquesne Light Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design, Transmission
C0001-0005 Intervenors & [IECPA Service Charge, Tariff Issues
06/06 R-00061366 Met-Ed Industrial Energy Metropolitan Edison Co. Generation Rate Cap, Transmission Service
R-00061367 Users Group and Penelec Pennsylvania Electric Co. Charge, Cost of Service, Rate Design, Tariff
P-00062213 Industrial Customer Issues
P-00062214 Alliance
07/06 U-22092 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Separation of EGSI into Texas and
Sub-J Commission Staff Louisiana Companies.
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07/06 CaseNo.  KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Utilities Environmental cost recovery.
2006-00130 Utility Customers, Inc. Louisville Gas & Electric Co.
Case No.
2006-00129
08/06 CaseNo. VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Co. Cost Allocation, Allocation of Rev Incr,
PUE-2006-00065 For Fair Utility Rates Off-System Sales margin rate treatment
09/06 E-01345A- AZ Kroger Company Arizona Public Service Co. Revenue allocation, cost of service,
05-0816 rate design.
11/06 Doc.No. CT Connecticut Industrial Connecticut Light & Power Rate unbundling issues.
97-01-15RE02 Energy Consumers United llluminating
01/07 CaseNo. WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Retail Cost of Service
06-0960-E-42T Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Revenue apportionment
03/07 U-29764 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Implementation of FERC Decision
Commission Staff Entergy Louisiana, LLC Jurisdictional & Rate Class Allocation
05/07 CaseNo. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Power, Columbus Environmental Surcharge Rate Design
07-63-EL-UNC Southermn Power
05/07 R-00049255 PA PP&L Industrial Customer PPL Electric Utilities Corp. Cost of service, rate design,
Remand Alliance PPLICA tariff issues and transmission
service charge.
06/07 R-00072155 PA PP&L Industrial Customer PPL Electric Utilities Corp. Cost of service, rate design,
Alliance PPLICA tariff issues.
07/07 Doc.No. CO Gateway Canyons LLC Grand Valley Power Coop. Distribution Line Cost Allocation
07F-037E
09/07 Doc. No. WiI Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Electric Power Co. Cost of Service, rate design, tariff
05-UR-103 Energy Group, Inc. Issues, Interruptible rates.
11/07 ER07-682-000 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, Inc. Proposed modifications to
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating System Agreement Schedule MSS-3.
Staff Companies Cost functionalization issues.
1/08 Doc. No. WY Cimarex Energy Company Rocky Mountain Power Vintage Pricing, Marginal Cost Pricing
20000-277-ER-07 (PacifiCorp) Projected Test Year
1/08 CaseNo. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison Class Cost of Service, Rate Restructuring,
07-551 Cleveland Electric llluminating ~ Apportionment of Revenue Increase to
Rate Schedules
2/08 ER07-956  FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, Inc. Entergy’s Compliance Filing
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating System Agreement Bandwidth
Staff Companies Calculations.
2/08 Doc No. PA West Penn Power West Penn Power Co. Default Service Plan issues.
P-00072342 Industrial Intervenors
3/08 Doc No. AZ Kroger Company Tucson Electric Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
E-01933A-05-0650
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05/08 08-0278 Wv West Virginia Appalachian Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost “ENEC”
E-GI Energy Users Group American Electric Power Co.  Analysis.
6/08 CaseNo. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison Recovery of Deferred Fuel Cost
08-124-EL-ATA Cleveland Electric llluminating
7/08 DocketNo.  UT Kroger Company Rocky Mountain Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
07-035-93
08/08 Doc.No.  WI Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Power Cost of Service, rate design, tariff
6680-UR-116 Energy Group, Inc. and Light Co. Issues, Interruptible rates.
09/08 Doc.No. WI Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Public Cost of Service, rate design, tariff
6690-UR-119 Energy Group, Inc. Service Co. Issues, Interruptible rates.
09/08 Case No. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison Provider of Last Resort Competitive
08-936-EL-SSO Cleveland Electric llluminating ~ Solicitation
09/08 Case No. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison Provider of Last Resort Rate
08-935-EL-SSO Cleveland Electric llluminating  Plan
09/08 Case No. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Power Company Provider of Last Resort Rate
08-917-EL-SSO Columbus Southemn Power Co. Plan
08-918-EL-SSO
10/08 2008-00251 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co.  Cost of Service, Rate Design
2008-00252 Customers, Inc. Kentucky Utilities Co.
11/08 08-1511 wv West Virginia Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost “ENEC”
E-Gl Energy Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Analysis.
11/08 M-2008- PA Met-Ed Industrial Energy Metropolitan Edison Co. Transmission Service Charge
2036188, M- Users Group and Penelec Pennsylvania Electric Co.
2008-2036197 Industrial Customer
Alliance
01/09 ER08-1056 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, Inc. Entergy’s Compliance Filing
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating System Agreement Bandwidth
Companies Calculations.
01/09 E-01345A- AZ Kroger Company Arizona Public Service Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
08-0172
02/09 2008-00409 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility East Kentucky Power Cost of Service, Rate Design
Customers, Inc. Cooperative, Inc.
5/09 PUE-2009 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Transmission Cost Recovery
-00018 Fair Utility Rates Power Company Rider
5/09 09-0177- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Expanded Net Energy Cost
E-Gl Users Group Company “ENEC” Analysis
6/09 PUE-2009 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Fuel Cost Recovery
-00016 Fair Utility Rates Power Company Rider
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6/09 PUE-2009 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Fuel Cost Recovery
-00038 For Fair Utility Rates Company Rider
7109 080677-El  FL South Florida Hospital Florida Power & Retail cost of service, rate
and Healthcare Assoc. Light Company design
8/09 U-20925 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Louisiana Interruptible Rate Refund
(RRF 2004) Commission Staff LLC Settlement
9/09 09AL-299E CO CF&l Steel Company Public Service Company Energy Cost Rate issues
Climax Molybdenum of Colorado
9/09 Doc. No.  WI Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Electric Power Co.  Cost of Service, rate design, tariff
05-UR-104 Energy Group, Inc. Issues, Interruptible rates.
9/09 Doc.No.  WI Wisconsin Industrial Wisconsin Power Cost of Service, rate design, tariff
6680-UR-117 Energy Group, Inc. and Light Co. Issues, Interruptible rates.
10/09 DocketNo. UT Kroger Company Rocky Mountain Power Co. Cost of Service, Allocation of Rev Increase
09-035-23
10/09 09AL-299E CO CF&l Steel Company Public Service Company Cost of Service, Rate Design
Climax Molybdenum of Colorado
11/09 PUE-2009 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Cost of Service, Rate Design
-00019 Fair Utility Rates Power Company
11/09 09-1485 wv West Virginia Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost “ENEC”
E-P Energy Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Analysis.
12/09  Case No. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison Provider of Last Resort Rate
09-906-EL-SSO Cleveland Electric llluminating Plan
12/09 ER09-1224 FERC Louisiana Public Entergy Services, Inc. Entergy’s Compliance Filing
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating System Agreement Bandwidth
Companies Calculations.
12/09 CaseNo. VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Co. Cost Allocation, Allocation of Rev Increase,
PUE-2009-00030 For Fair Utility Rates Rate Design
2/10 DocketNo. UT Kroger Company Rocky Mountain Power Co. Rate Design
09-035-23
310 CaseNo. WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Retail Cost of Service
09-1352-E-42T Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Revenue apportionment
3/10 E015/ MN Large Power Intervenors Minnesota Power Co. Cost of Service, rate design
GR-09-1151
4/10 EL09-61 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Inc. System Agreement Issues
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating Related to off-system sales
Companies
4/10 2009-00459 KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Power Company Cost of service, rate design,

Utility Customers, Inc.

transmission expenses.
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4/10 2009-00548 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
2009-00549 Customers, Inc. Kentucky Utilities Co.
710 R-2010- PA Philadelphia Area Industrial PECO Energy Company Cost of Service, Rate Design
2161575 Energy Users Group
09/10 2010-00167 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility East Kentucky Power Cost of Service, Rate Design
Customers, Inc. Cooperative, Inc.
09/10 10M-245e  CO CF&l Steel Company Public Service Company Economic Impact of Clean Air Act
Climax Molybdenum of Colorado
11/10 10-0699- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Cost of Service, Rate Design,
E-42T Users Group Company Transmission Rider
1110 Doc. No. Wi Wisconsin Industrial Northern States Power Cost of Service, rate design
4220-UR-116 Energy Group, Inc. Co. Wisconsin
12110 10A-554EG CO CF&l Steel Company Public Service Company Demand Side Management
Climax Molybdenum Issues
1210 10-2586-EL- OH Ohio Energy Group Duke Energy Ohio Provider of Last Resort Rate Plan
SSO Electric Security Plan
311 20000-384- WY Wyoming Industrial Energy Rocky Mountain Power Electric Cost of Service, Revenue
ER-10 Consumers Wyoming Apportionment, Rate Design
511 2011-00036 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Cost of Service, Rate Design
Customers, Inc. Corporation
6/11 DocketNo. UT Kroger Company Rocky Mountain Power Co. Class Cost of Service
10-035-124
6/11 PUE-2011 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Fuel Cost Recovery Rider
-00045 Fair Utility Rates Power Company
07/11 U-29764 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Inc. Entergy System Agreement - Successor
Commission Staff Entergy Louisiana, LLC Agreement, Revisions, RTO Day 2 Market
Issues
07/11 Case Nos. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Power Company Electric Security Rate Plan,
11-346-EL-SSO Columbus Southern Power Co.  Provider of Last Resort Issues
11-348-EL-SSO
08/11 PUE-2011- VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Co. Cost Allocation, Rate Recovery
00034 For Fair Utility Rates of RPS Costs
09/11 2011-00161 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co. Environmental Cost Recovery
2011-00162 Kentucky Utilities Company
09/11 Case Nos. OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Power Company Electric Security Rate Plan,
11-346-EL-SSO Columbus Southern Power Co.  Stipulation Support Testimony
11-348-EL-SSO
10/11 11-0452 Wwv West Virginia Mon Power Co. Energy Efficiency/Demand Reduction
E-P-T Energy Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Cost Recovery
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11111 11-1272 wv West Virginia Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost “ENEC”
E-P Energy Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Analysis
111 E-01345A- AZ Kroger Company Arizona Public Service Co. Decoupling
11-0224
12/11 E-01345A- AZ Kroger Company Arizona Public Service Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
11-0224
312 CaseNo.  KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Company Environmental Cost Recovery
2011-00401 Consumers
412 2011-00036 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Cost of Service, Rate Design
Rehearing Case Customers, Inc. Corporation
512 2011-346  OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Power Company Electric Security Rate Plan
2011-348 Interruptible Rate Issues
6/12 PUE-2012 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Fuel Cost Recovery
-00051 For Fair Utility Rates Company Rider
6/12 12-00012 TN Eastman Chemical Co. Kingsport Power Demand Response Programs
12-00026 Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. ~ Company
6/12 DocketNo. UT Kroger Company Rocky Mountain Power Co. Class Cost of Service
11-035-200
6/12 12-0275- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Energy Efficiency Rider
E-Gl Users Group Company
6/12 12-0399- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-P Users Group Company
712 120015-El  FL South Florida Hospital Florida Power & Retail cost of service, rate
and Healthcare Assoc. Light Company design
M2 2011-00063 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Environmental Cost Recovery
Customers, Inc. Corporation
8/12 CaseNo.  KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Kentucky Power Company Real Time Pricing Tariff
2012-00226 Consumers
9112 ER12-1384 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Inc. Entergy System Agreement, Cancelled
Commission Plant Cost Treatment
912 2012-00221 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
2012-00222 Customers, Inc. Kentucky Utilities Co.
11/12 12-1238 Wwv West Virginia Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost
E-Gl Energy Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Recovery Issues
12/12 U-29764 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States Purchased Power Contracts
Commission Staff Louisiana
12/12 EL09-61 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Inc. System Agreement Issues

Service Commission

and the Entergy Operating

Related to off-system sales
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Companies Damages Phase
12/12 E-01933A- AZ Kroger Company Tucson Electric Power Co. Decoupling
12-0291
1713 12-1188 Wwv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Securitization of ENEC Costs
E-PC Users Group Company
113 E-01933A- AZ Kroger Company Tucson Electric Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
12-0291
4/13 12-1571 Wwv West Virginia Mon Power Co. Generation Resource Transition
E-PC Energy Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Plan Issues
413 PUE-2012 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Generation Asset Transfer
-00141 For Fair Utility Rates Company Issues
6/13 12-1655 Wv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Generation Asset Transfer
E-PC/11-1775 Users Group Company Issues
-E-P
06/13 U-32675 LA Louisiana Public Service Entergy Gulf States, Inc. MISO Joint Implementation Plan
Commission Staff Entergy Louisiana, LLC Issues
73 130040-El  FL WCF Health Utility Alliance Tampa Electric Company Cost of Service, Rate Design
73 13-0467- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-P Users Group Company
73 13-0462- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Energy Efficiency Issues
E-Gl Users Group Company
8/13 13-0557- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Right-of-Way, Vegetation Control Cost
E-P Users Group Company Recovery Surcharge Issues
10/13 2013-00199 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Ratemaking Policy Associated with
Customers, Inc. Corporation Rural Economic Reserve Funds
10/13 13-0764- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Rate Recovery Issues — Clinch River
E-CN Users Group Company Gas Conversion Project
1113 R-2013- PA United States Steel Duquesne Light Company Cost of Service, Rate Design
2372129 Corporation
1113 13A-0686EG CO CF&l Steel Company Public Service Company Demand Side Management
Climax Molybdenum of Colorado Issues
1113 13-1064- WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Right-of-Way, Vegetation Control Cost
E-P Users Group Potomac Edison Co. Recovery Surcharge Issues
4114 ER-432-002 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Inc. System Agreement Issues
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating Related to Union Pacific Railroad
Companies Litigation Settlement
514 2013-2385 OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Power Company Electric Security Rate Plan

2013-2386

Interruptible Rate Issues
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514 14-0344- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-Gl Users Group Company
5114 14-0345- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Energy Efficiency Issues
E-PC Users Group Company
514 DocketNo. UT Kroger Company Rocky Mountain Power Co. Class Cost of Service
13-035-184
714 PUE-2014 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Renewable Portfolio Standard
-00007 For Fair Utility Rates Company Rider Issues
714 ER13-2483 FERC Bear Island Paper WB LLC Old Dominion Electric Cost of Service, Rate Design Issues
Cooperative
8/14 14-0546- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Rate Recovery Issues — Mitchell
E-PC Users Group Company Asset Transfer
8/14 PUE-2014 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Biennial Review Case - Cost
-00026 Company of Service Issues
9114 14-841-EL- OH Ohio Energy Group Duke Energy Ohio Electric Security Rate Plan
SSO Standard Service Offer
10/14 14-0702- WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
E-42T Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
11114 14-1550- WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-P Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
12/14 EL14-026 SD Black Hills Power Industrial Black Hills Power, Inc. Cost of Service Issues
Intervenors
12/14 14-1152- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Cost of Service, Rate Design
E-42T Users Group Company transmission, lost revenues
2115 141297  OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison Electric Security Rate Plan
EI-SS0 Cleveland Electric llluminating Standard Service Offer
3/15 2014-00396 KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Power Company Cost of service, rate design,
Utility Customers, Inc. transmission expenses.
3/15 2014-00371 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
2014-00372 Customers, Inc. Kentucky Utilities Co.
515 EL10-65 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Inc. System Agreement Issues
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating Related to Interruptible load
Companies
515 15-0301- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-Gl Users Group Company
5115 15-0303- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Energy Efficiency/Demand Response
E-P Users Group Company, Wheeling Power Co.
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6/15 14-1580-EL- OH Ohio Energy Group Duke Energy Ohio Energy Efficiency Rider Issues
RDR
715 EL10-65 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Inc. System Agreement Issues
Service Commission and the Entergy Operating Related to Off-System Sales
Companies and Bandwidth Tariff
8/15 PUE-2015 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Renewable Portfolio Standard
-00034 For Fair Utility Rates Company Rider Issues
8/15 87-0669- WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
E-P Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
11115 D2015- MT Montana Large Customer Montana Dakota Utilities Co. Class Cost of Service, Rate Design
6.51 Group
11115 15-1351- WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-P Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
3/16 EL01-88 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Inc. System Agreement Issues
Remand Service Commission and the Entergy Operating Related to Bandwidth Tariff
Companies
5116 16-0239- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Company
6/16 E-01933A- AZ Kroger Company Tucson Electric Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
15-0322
6/16 16-00001 TN East Tennessee Energy Kingsport Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
Consumers
6/16 14-1297- OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison Electric Security Rate Plan
EL-SS0-Rehearing Cleveland Electric llluminating Standard Service Offer
06/16 15-1734-E- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Demand Response Rider
T-PC Users Group Company, Wheeling Power Co.
7116 160021-El  FL South Florida Hospital Florida Power & Retail cost of service, rate
and Healthcare Assoc. Light Company design
7116 16AL-0048E CO CF&l.Steel LP Public Service Company Cost of Service, Rate Design
Climax Molybdenum of Colorado
7116 16-0403- WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Energy Efficiency/Demand Response
E-P Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
10/16 16-1121- WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
1116 16-0395-  OH Ohio Energy Group Dayton Power & Light Electric Security Rate Plan
EL-SSO
1116 EL09-61-004 FERC Louisiana Public Service Entergy Services, Inc. System Agreement Issues

Remand

Service Commission

and the Entergy Operating
Companies

Related to off-system sales
Damages Phase
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12/16 1139 D.C. Healthcare Council of the Potomac Electric Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
National Capital Area
117 E-01345A- AZ Kroger Arizona Public Service Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
16-0036
217 16-1026- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Co. Wind Project Purchase Power
E-PC Users Group Agreement
N7 2016-00370 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
2016-00371 Customers, Inc. Kentucky Utilities Co.
517 16-1852 OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Power Company Electric Security Rate Plan
Interruptible Rate Issues
mnr 17-00032 TN East Tennessee Energy Kingsport Power Co. Vegetation Management Cost
Consumers Recovery
817 17-0631- WV West Virginia Energy Monongahela Power Co. Electric Energy Purchase Agreement
E-P Users Group
817 17-0296- WV West Virginia Energy Monongahela Power Co. Generation Resource Asset Transfer
E-PC Users Group
a7 20170179  KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Power Company Cost of service, rate design,
Utility Customers, Inc. transmission cost recover.
a7 17-0401 wv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Energy Efficiency Issues
E-P Users Group Company
1217 17-0894- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Co. Wind Project Asset Purchase
E-PC Users Group
518 1150/ D.C. Healthcare Council of the Potomac Electric Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
1151 National Capital Area Tax Cut and Jobs Act Issues
6/18 17-00143 TN East Tennessee Energy Kingsport Power Co. Storm Damage Rider Cost
Consumers Recovery
718 18-0503- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Company
7118 18-0504- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Vegetation Management Cost
E-P Users Group Company Recovery
718 G.0.236.1 WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Tax Cut and Jobs Act Issues
Users Group Company
718 G.0.236.1 WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Tax Cut and Jobs Act Issues
Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
10/18 18-0646- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Cost of Service, Rate Design
E-42T Users Group Company TCJA issues
10/18 18-00038 TN East Tennessee Energy Kingsport Power Co. Tax Cut and Jobs Act Issues

Consumers
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11/18 18-1231- WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
1118 2018-00054 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power Tax Cut and Jobs Act Issues
For Fair Utility Rates Company
12118 2018-00134 VA Collegiate Clean Energy Appalachian Power Competitive Service Provider Issues
Company
119 2018-00294 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
2018-00295 Customers, Inc. Kentucky Utilities Co.
119 2018-00101 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Cost of Service
Fair Utility Rates Power Company
2119 UD-18-07  City of Crescent City Power Users Group ~ Entergy New Orleans Cost of Service, Rate Design
New Orleans
4/19 42310 GA Georgia Public Service Georgia Power Company 2019 Integrated Resource Plan
Commission Staff Optimal Reserve Margin Issues
719 19-0396 Wwv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Energy Efficiency Issues
E-P Users Group Company
10/19 19-0387 Wv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Economic Development Fund
E-PC Users Group Company
10/19 19-0564 wv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Mitchell Generating Plant Surcharge
E-T Users Group Company
1019 E-01933A- AZ Kroger Company Tucson Electric Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
19-0028
1119 19-0785 wv West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
1119 2018-00101 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Cost of Service
Fair Utility Rates Power Company
11/22 2019-00170 NM COG Operating, LLC Southwestern Public Service Co.  Cost of Service, Rate Design
Ut
12/19 19-1028 wv West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. PURPA Contract Buy-out
E-PC Users Group Potomac Edison Co.
4120 20-00064  KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Big Rivers Electric Rate Design
Customers, Inc. Cooperative, Inc.
7120 2019-226-E SC The South Carolina Office of Dominion Energy South 2020 Integrated Resource Plan
Regulatory Staff Carolina Load Forecasting, Reserve Margin Issue
7120 2020-00015 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power 2020 Triennial Review Case - Cost
For Fair Utility Rates Company Allocation, Revenue Apportionment
8/20 E-01345A- AZ Kroger Company Arizona Public Service Co Cost of Service, Rate Design
19-0236
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10/20 2020-00174 KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Power Company Cost of service, net metering,
Utility Customers, Inc., KY AG transmission costs.
11/20  20-0665 Wv West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Potomac Edison Co
2121 2019-224-E  SC The South Carolina Office of Duke Energy Carolinas 2020 Integrated Resource Plan
2019-225-E Regulatory Staff Duke Energy Progress Load Forecasting, Reserve Margin Issue
3121 2020-00349 KY Kentucky Industrial Utility Louisville Gas & Electric Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design.
2020-00350 Customers, Inc. Kentucky Utilities Co. Net Metering issues
3121 20AL-0432E CO Climax Molybdenum Public Service Company Cost of Service, Rate Design
of Colorado
3121 20-1476-  OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison Electric Security Rate Plan
Cleveland Electric llluminating Standard Service Offer
5/21 20-1040 Wv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Environmental CCN and Surcharge
E-CN Users Group Company
521 20-1012 Wwv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Infrastructure Investment Tracker
E-P Users Group Company and Surcharge
521 2020-00238 NM COG Operating, LLC Southwestern Public Service Co.  Cost of Service, Rate Design
Ut
6/21 2021-00045 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Coal Combustion Residuals Rider CCR
Fair Utility Rates Power Company Cost Allocation, Rate Design
7121 20-1049 Wwv West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Excess Accumulated. Def. Income Tax
E-P Users Group Potomac Edison Co Rate Treatment
7121 2100339 WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Wheeling Power Co.
9/21 2021-00058 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Cost of Service
Fair Utility Rates Power Company 2020 Triennial Review Case - Cost
Allocation, Revenue Apportionment
11121 21-0658 wv West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Potomac Edison Co
2/22 2021-0481 KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Power Company Acquisition of Kentucky Power Co.
Utility Customers, Inc., KY AG Liberty Utilities by Liberty Utilities
2/22 21-0813- WV West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Solar Energy Rate Recovery
E-CS Users Group Potomac Edison Co
3/22 2021-00229 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia Nuclear Plant Upgrade
Fair Utility Rates Power Company Rider SNL
322 21-00107 TN East Tennessee Energy Kingsport Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
Consumers
3/22 2021-00206 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power 2021 RPS Plan

For Fair Utility Rates

Company

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.



Exhibit SJB-1

Page 28 of 29
Expert Testimony Appearances
of
Stephen J. Baron
As of Oct 2025
Date Case Jurisdict. Party Utility Subject
5122 44160 GA Georgia Public Service Georgia Power Company 2022 Integrated Resource Plan
Commission Staff Optimal Reserve Margin Issues
6/22 2021-00156 VA VA Committee For Dominion Virginia 2021 RPS Cost Allocation
Fair Utility Rates Power Company
9/22 2200393 WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Wheeling Power Co. Coal Inventory Prudence Issues
10/22 44280 GA Georgia Public Service Georgia Power Company 2022 Rate Case
Commission Staff
11/22 220793 Wwv West Virginia Energy Mon Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Potomac Edison Co
1/23 E-01933A- AZ Kroger Company Tucson Electric Power Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
22-0107
2/23 21-00387  KY Kentucky Industrial Kentucky Power Company Special Contract.
Utility Customers, Inc.,
Kentucky Attorney General
323 2022-00166 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power 2022 RPS Cost Recovery
For Fair Utility Rates Company
4123 22-00286 NM COG Operating, LLC Southwestern Public Service Cost of Service, Rate Design
-UT Company
5123 E-01345A- AZ Kroger Company Arizona Public Service Co Rate Design
22-0144
6/23 23-23 OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Power Company Electric Security Rate Plan
Transmission Rider Rate Design
7123 2023-00002 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power 2023 Triennial Review Case - Cost
For Fair Utility Rates Company Allocation, Revenue Apportionment
8/23 23-0377 wv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)
E-ENEC Users Group Wheeling Power Co. Coal Inventory Prudence Issues
10/23 23AL-0243E CO Climax Molybdenum Public Service Company Cost of Service, Rate Design
of Colorado
10/23 2023-00002 VA Virginia Committee Virginia Electric Power 2023 Biennial Review Case - Cost
For Fair Utility Rates Company (Dominion) Allocation, Revenue Apportionment
1023 23-301 OH Ohio Energy Group Ohio Edison, Toledo Edison Electric Security Rate Plan
EL-SS0O
12/23  2023-00312 KY Domtar Paper Co., LLC Big Rivers Electric Corporation Standby and Maintenance Power Rates
7124 2024-00024 VA Old Dominion Committee Appalachian Power 2024 Biennial Review Case - Cost

For Fair Utility Rates

Company

Allocation, Revenue Apportionment
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7124 24-0413 Wwv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Co. Expanded Net Energy Cost (‘ENEC”)

E-ENEC Users Group Wheeling Power Co. Issues
4/25 24-0854 Wwv West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Co Cost of Service, Rate Design

E-42T Users Group Wheeling Power Co
5/25 24-0310- WV West Virginia Energy Appalachian Power Co Securitization Issues

E-PC Users Group Wheeling Power Co
6/25 57568 1D Freeport McMoRan, Inc. El Paso Electric Co. Cost of Service, Rate Design
8/25 2025-00113 KY Kentucky Industrial Louisville Gas & Electric Cost of Service, Rate Design

2025-00114 Utility Customers, Inc., KY AG Kentucky Utilities

J. KENNEDY AND ASSOCIATES, INC.
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
CASE NO. 2025-00208
FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

ATTORNEY GENERAL AND NUCOR’S REQUEST DATED SEPTEMBER 8, 2025
REQUEST 19

RESPONSIBLE PARTY: Objection — Legal
Request 19. Provide a schedule for each month during the test year and each month after

the test year showing for each member cooperative and in total for all member cooperatives:
temperature normalized member revenues by class and member tariff, and temperature normalized

member revenues by class and member tariff that would have been flowed through, remitted to,

and recorded by EKPC.
Response 19. Objection. This request is overly broad and unduly burdensome in light of

the fact that the Commission has never accepted an electric weather normalization adjustment in
a litigated historic test year proceeding. The request would require EKPC to undertake original
work not previously performed or contemplated. Given the previous Commission decisions on this
subject, the requested adjustments would likely not be accepted. The request would require EKPC
to expend considerable effort for no reasonable purpose and therefore, EKPC objects to providing

the requested adjustments.
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC
Cost of Service Study
Rate Schedule Allocation
12 Months Ended
CORRECTED AND REVISED CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY December 31, 2023
12 MONTHS ENEDING DECEMBER 2023
Allocation Total
Description Ref Name Vector System Rate E Rate B Rate C
Cost of Service Summary -- Unadjusted
Operating Revenues
Sales to Members REVUC RO1 $ 1,064,315,497 § 802,186,833 $ 76,651,718 $ 30,261,664
Sales for Resale Energy $ 45436 $ 31,713 $ 3,659 $ 1,487
FAC Over/Under Recovery (Non-Steam) FACAS $ (15,706,696) $ (11,983,191) $ (1,209,864) $ (465,887)
FAC Over/Under Recovery (Steam) $ (182,800)
ES Over/Under Recovery (Non-Steam) ESAS $ 4,467,824 $ 3,418,263 $ 327,914 $ 132,992
ES Over/Under Recovery (Steam) $ 89,646
Off System Sales Revenue Energy $ 49,049,722 $ 34,235484 $ 3,950,359 $ 1,605,470
Wheeling Revenue LSDPR RBTRN $ 4,429,668 $ 3,534,787 $ 263,102 $ 89,525
Other Operating Revenue OTHREV RBPLT $ 4,572,854 $ 3,652,968 $ 279,635 $ 93,472
Rate E Generation Credit $ (486,854) $ (486,854)
DLC Credit given to Members $ (582,113) $ (582,113)
Total Operating Revenues TOR $ 1,110,012,185 §$ 834,007,891 $ 80,266,523 $ 31,718,723
Operating Expenses
Operation and Maintenance Expenses $ 856,245,903 $ 624,513,227 $ 64,911,735 $ 25,215,826
Depreciation and Amortization Expenses 142,167,053 113,472,462 8,835,614 2,907,390
Accretion Expenses 1,576,871 1,322,397 85,269 18,942
Property and Other Taxes 248,466 198,976 15,205 5,009
Other Deductions 1,195,294 957,215 73,147 24,096
Total Operating Expenses TOE $ 1,001,433,586 $ 740,464,276  $ 73,920,970 $ 28,171,263
Utility Operating Margin $ 108,578,598 $ 93,543,614 $ 6,345,553 $ 3,547,460
Non-Operating Items
Interest Income RBPLT $ 9,034,623 $ 7,217,197  $ 552,477 $ 184,674
Other Non-Operating Income RBPLT $ 6,509,157 $ 5,199,759 $ 398,042 $ 133,051
Other Credits RBPLT $ 912,500 $ 728,939 $ 55,800 $ 18,652
Interest on Long Term Debt $ (107,360,754) $ (85,976,586) $ (6,570,000) $ (2,164,270)
Other Interest Expense RBPLT $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total Non-Operating ltems $ (90,904,474) $ (72,830,691) $ (5,563,681) $ (1,827,893)
Net Utility Operating Margin TOM $ 17,674,124 $ 20,712,923 $ 781,872 $ 1,719,567
Net Cost Rate Base $ 3,265,972,555 $ 2,608,981,704 $ 199,717,666 $ 66,758,601
|Return on Rate Base -- Utility Operating Margin Divided by Rate Base 3.32%]| 3.59%]| 3.18%] 5.31%]|
Exhibit JWW-2
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CORRECTED AND REVISED CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY
12 MONTHS ENEDING DECEMBER 2023

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC

Cost of Service Study

Rate Schedule Allocation

12 Months Ended
December 31, 2023

Baron Exhibit__ (SJB-3)
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Allocation Large Special Contract
Description Ref Name Vector Rate G Special Contract Pumping Stations Steam Service
Cost of Service Summary -- Unadjusted
Operating Revenues
Sales to Members REVUC RO1 $ 45,700,646 $ 82,398,978 $ 13,169,153 $ 13,946,505
Sales for Resale Energy $ 2,207 $ 4,752 $ 948 $ 669
FAC Over/Under Recovery (Non-Steam) FACAS $ (492,471) $ (1,555,283) $ - $ -
FAC Over/Under Recovery (Steam) $ (182,800)
ES Over/Under Recovery (Non-Steam) ESAS $ 196,583 $ 353,196 $ 38,877 $ -
ES Over/Under Recovery (Steam) $ 89,646
Off System Sales Revenue Energy $ 2,383,004 $ 5,129,424 $ 1,023,702 $ 722,279
Wheeling Revenue LSDPR RBTRN $ 143,905 $ 347,305 $ 51,044 $ -
Other Operating Revenue OTHREV RBPLT $ 153,093 $ 356,595 $ 13,790 $ 23,300
Rate E Generation Credit
DLC Credit given to Members
Total Operating Revenues TOR $ 48,086,968 $ 87,034,968 $ 14,297,514 $ 14,599,599
Operating Expenses
Operation and Maintenance Expenses $ 38,198,287 $ 83,990,414 $ 12,033,122 $ 7,383,293
Depreciation and Amortization Expenses 4,787,848 11,221,357 233,463 708,919
Accretion Expenses 37,644 112,619 - -
Property and Other Taxes 8,256 19,335 484 1,200
Other Deductions 39,716 93,016 2,330 5,774
Total Operating Expenses TOE $ 43,071,750 $ 95,436,741 $ 12,269,399 $ 8,099,187
Utility Operating Margin $ 5,015,217 $ (8,401,774) $ 2,028,115 $ 6,500,413
Non-Operating Items
Interest Income RBPLT $ 302,468 $ 704,528 $ 27,245 $ 46,035
Other Non-Operating Income RBPLT $ 217,918 $ 507,590 $ 19,629 $ 33,166
Other Credits RBPLT $ 30,549 $ 71,158 $ 2,752 $ 4,650
Interest on Long Term Debt $ (3,567,306) $ (8,354,648) $ (209,285) $ (518,660)
Other Interest Expense RBPLT $ - $ - $ - $ -
Total Non-Operating Items $ (3,016,370) $ (7,071,372) $ (159,659) $ (434,809)
Net Utility Operating Margin TOM $ 1,998,847 $ (15,473,145) $ 1,868,457 $ 6,065,603
Net Cost Rate Base $ 109,340,637 $ 254,683,612 $ 9,849,082 $ 16,641,253
|Return on Rate Base -- Utility Operating Margin Divided by Rate Base 4.59%] -3.30%]| 20.59%] 39.06%
Exhibit JWW-2
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC
Cost of Service Study
Rate Schedule Allocation
CORRECTED AND REVISED CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY 12 Months Ended
12 MONTHS ENEDING DECEMBER 2023 December 31, 2023
Cost of Service Summary -- Pro-Forma
Operating Revenues
Total Operating Revenue $ 1,110,012,185 $ 834,007,891 $ 80,266,523 $ 31,718,723
Pro-Forma Adjustments:
To Remove Base Fuel Revenue BSFL $ - - - -
To Remove FAC Revenue FACA - - - -
To Remove Environmental Surcharge Revenue ES 149,126,006 112,597,894 10,801,513 4,380,758
To Adjust Off-System Sales Environmental Sur. Rev. RBPT 657,368 511,241 44,863 14,934
To Remove Winter Storm Elliot Capacity Payments Energy 24,279,543 16,946,516 1,955,422 794,705
To Adjust Sales to Members for Weather Normalization 34,277,416 29,746,032 2,366,519 873,388
Total Pro-Forma Operating Revenue $ 970,226,683 $ 733,698,272 $ 69,831,245 $ 27,401,713
Cost of Service Summary -- Pro-Forma
Operating Expenses
Operation and Maintenance Expenses $ 856,245,903 $ 624,513,227 $ 64,911,735 $ 25,215,826
Depreciation and Amortization Expenses 142,167,053 113,472,462 8,835,614 2,907,390
Accretion Expenses 1,576,871 1,322,397 85,269 18,942
Property and Other Taxes 248,466 198,976 15,205 5,009
Other Deductions 1,195,294 957,215 73,147 24,096
Exhibit JWW-2
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CORRECTED AND REVISED CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY
12 MONTHS ENEDING DECEMBER 2023

Cost of Service Summary -- Pro-Forma
Operating Revenues
Total Operating Revenue

Pro-Forma Adjustments:
To Remove Base Fuel Revenue
To Remove FAC Revenue
To Remove Environmental Surcharge Revenue
To Adjust Off-System Sales Environmental Sur. Rev.
To Remove Winter Storm Elliot Capacity Payments
To Adjust Sales to Members for Weather Normalization

Total Pro-Forma Operating Revenue

Cost of Service Summary -- Pro-Forma
Operating Expenses

Operation and Maintenance Expenses
Depreciation and Amortization Expenses
Accretion Expenses

Property and Other Taxes

Other Deductions

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC
Cost of Service Study

Rate Schedule Allocation

BSFL
FACA
ES
RBPT
Energy

12 Months Ended
December 31, 2023

48,086,968

6,475,459

24,275
1,179,584
1,291,477

41,699,127

38,198,287
4,787,848
37,644
8,256
39,716

87,034,968

11,634,294
56,744
2,539,058

72,804,872

83,990,414
11,221,357
112,619
19,335
93,016
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14,297,514

1,280,609
708
506,731

12,509,467

12,033,122
233,463
484

2,330
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14,599,599

1,955,479
4,605
357,527

12,281,988

7,383,293
708,919

1,200
5,774
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CORRECTED AND REVISED CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY
12 MONTHS ENEDING DECEMBER 2023

Adjustments to Operating Expenses:
To Remove Fuel Expense Recoverable Through FAC
To Remove Purchased Power Expense Recoverable Through FAC
To Remove O&M Expenses Recoverable Through Env. Surcharge
To Remove Emissions Allowance Expense Recoverable Through ESR
To Remove Property Tax & Insurance Recoverable Through ESR
To Remove Depreciation Expense Recoverable Through ESR
To Remove Accretion Expense Recoverable Through ESR
To Remove Employee Benefits Expense
To Remove Misc Employee Benefits Expense
To Remove Promotional Advertising Expense
To Remove Certain Director's Expenses
To Remove Donations
To Remove Lobbying Expenses
To Remove Touchstone Energy Dues
To Remove Other Misc. Expenses
To Normalize Depreciation Expenses
To Normalize RTEP Expenses
To Normalize Rate Case Expenses
To Remove Forced Outage Costs
To Normalize Business Insurance Costs
To Remove Excess Generation Maintenance Expense
To Amortize Generator Maintenance Tracker Balance
To Adjust Gen Maint Exp for Excess Threshold Change
To Normalize Wages/Salaries Expense
To Normalize Payroll Tax Expense
To Normalize Medical Insurance Expense
To Normalize PSC Assessment
To reflect System EDR Credits
Reallocation of EDR Credits
To Reflect Avoided Costs of Interruptible Service
Reallocation of Avoided Cost Savings

Total Expense Adjustments
Total Operating Expenses TOE
Utility Operating Margins -- Pro-Forma

Non-Operating Items
Sum of Non-Operating Items
Adjustment To Remove Interest Exp. Recoverable Through ESR
Adjustment To Normalize Interest Expense
Adjustment To Normalize Interest Income
Adjustment To Remove Outage Insurance Payments
Total Non-Operating ltems

Net Utility Operating Margin

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC

Cost of Service Study
Rate Schedule Allocation

12 Months Ended

December 31, 2023

FACA

FACEX

A&E Steam
Energy

A&E Steam
A&E Steam
A&E Steam
LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

DPPLT

RBTRN

RBPLT

A&E NonSteam
LBPLT

A&E NonSteam
A&E NonSteam
A&E NonSteam
LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

RBPLT

A&E NonSteam

EXCDMD

A&E Steam
RBPLT
RBPLT
RBPLT

@B PO AP PP

(56,225,551)
(21,828)
(3,350,437)
(53,993,832)
(1,449,731)
(826,139)
(427,310)
(174,119)
(98,967)
(138,430)
(302,719)
(443,873)
(1,059,398)
8,309,434
(737,023)
320,000
(632,124)
1,060,469
(6,088,203)
9,166,083
3,290,936
1,538,002
95,329
178,773
132,899
(2,532,298)
2,532,298
(23,454,007)
23,454,007

(101,877,669)
899,555,917
70,670,766
(90,904,474)
20,196,960
(171,226)
2,864,733
(4,691,458)
(72,705,465)

(2,034,699)
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106,165

1,994,909
(48,574)
19,669,020

(57,873,413)
682,590,864
51,107,408
(72,830,691)
15,792,468
(136,782)
2,288,456
(3,747,713)
(58,634,261)

(7,526,854)
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(3,788,834)
(1,758)
(225,774)
(3,638,447)
(97,692)
(55,380)
(28,645)
(11,672)
(6,634)
(9,280)
(20,293)
(29,755)
(71,016)
516,427
(43,776)
19,568
(42,916)
71,088
(413,338)
622,300
223,427
103,105
6,390
11,984
8,127
(128,426)
171,922
(1,983,809)
1,268,277

(7,574,827)
66,346,143
3,485,102
(5,563,681)
1,360,999
(10,471)
175,181
(286,888)
(4,324,859)

(839,757)
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(135,280)

(1,438,612)
281,736

(3,375,227)
24,796,036
2,605,677
(1,827,893)
445,436
(3,500)
58,557
(95,896)
(1,423,297)

1,182,381

Exhibit JWW-2
Page 5of 8



CORRECTED AND REVISED CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY
12 MONTHS ENEDING DECEMBER 2023

Adjustments to Operating Expenses:
To Remove Fuel Expense Recoverable Through FAC
To Remove Purchased Power Expense Recoverable Through FAC
To Remove O&M Expenses Recoverable Through Env. Surcharge
To Remove Emissions Allowance Expense Recoverable Through ESR
To Remove Property Tax & Insurance Recoverable Through ESR
To Remove Depreciation Expense Recoverable Through ESR
To Remove Accretion Expense Recoverable Through ESR
To Remove Employee Benefits Expense
To Remove Misc Employee Benefits Expense
To Remove Promotional Advertising Expense
To Remove Certain Director's Expenses
To Remove Donations
To Remove Lobbying Expenses
To Remove Touchstone Energy Dues
To Remove Other Misc. Expenses
To Normalize Depreciation Expenses
To Normalize RTEP Expenses
To Normalize Rate Case Expenses
To Remove Forced Outage Costs
To Normalize Business Insurance Costs
To Remove Excess Generation Maintenance Expense
To Amortize Generator Maintenance Tracker Balance
To Adjust Gen Maint Exp for Excess Threshold Change
To Normalize Wages/Salaries Expense
To Normalize Payroll Tax Expense
To Normalize Medical Insurance Expense
To Normalize PSC Assessment
To reflect System EDR Credits
Reallocation of EDR Credits
To Reflect Avoided Costs of Interruptible Service
Reallocation of Avoided Cost Savings

Total Expense Adjustments
Total Operating Expenses TOE
Utility Operating Margins -- Pro-Forma

Non-Operating Items
Sum of Non-Operating Items
Adjustment To Remove Interest Exp. Recoverable Through ESR
Adjustment To Normalize Interest Expense
Adjustment To Normalize Interest Income
Adjustment To Remove Outage Insurance Payments
Total Non-Operating ltems

Net Utility Operating Margin

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC

Cost of Service Study

Rate Schedule Allocation

12 Months Ended
December 31, 2023

FACA

FACEX

A&E Steam
Energy

A&E Steam
A&E Steam
A&E Steam
LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

DPPLT

RBTRN

RBPLT

A&E NonSteam
LBPLT

A&E NonSteam
A&E NonSteam
A&E NonSteam
LBPLT

LBPLT

LBPLT

RBPLT

A&E NonSteam

EXCDMD

A&E Steam
RBPLT
RBPLT
RBPLT
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(2,032,196)
(1,060)
(121,097)
(1,951,533)
(52,399)
(30,858)
(15,961)
(6,504)
(3,697)
(5,171)
(11,307)
(16,580)
(39,571)
279,842
(23,943)
10,713
(23,019)
39,611
(221,700)
333,780
119,838
57,451
3,561
6,678
4,449
(467,200)
92,213
(2,149,258)
559,907

(5,665,010)
37,406,740
4,292,387
(3,016,370)
729,991
(5,732)
95,908
(157,064)
(2,353,267)

1,939,119
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10,364

(1,921,768)
216,987

(17,833,754)
1,675,067

(26,574,689)
68,862,052
3,942,820
(7,071,372)
1,717,754
(13,352)
223,395
(365,844)
(5,509,420)

(1,566,599)
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2,191
12,271,590

237,877

(159,659)

(516)
8,639

(14,148)

(165,684)

72,193
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(816,694)
7,282,493

4,999,495

(434,809)
150,312
(872)
14,597
(23,905)
(294,677)

4,704,817

Exhibit JWW-2
Page 6 of 8
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC
Cost of Service Study
Rate Schedule Allocation
CORRECTED AND REVISED CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY 12 Months Ended
12 MONTHS ENEDING DECEMBER 2023 December 31, 2023
Net Cost Rate Base $ 3,265,972,555 $ 2,608,981,704 $ 199,717,666 $ 66,758,601
Remove Environmental Surcharge - Production A&E NonSteam $ (743,208,927) $ (585,489,554) $ (50,457,655) $ (16,514,066)
Remove Environmental Surcharge - Transmission RBTRN $ (13,542,204) $ (10,806,409) $ (804,345) $ (273,692)
Remove Environmental Surcharge - CWC OMPLT $ (6,550,957) $ (4,778,019) $ (496,626) $ (192,921)
Net Cost Rate Base -- Excluding Environmental $ 2,502,670,467 $ 2,007,907,722 $ 147,959,040 $ 49,777,922
|Return on Rate Base -- Utility Operating Margin Divided by Rate Base 2.82%| 2.55%| 2.36%| 5.23%|
Increase/Decrease to Achieve Total System RoR at 4.64% (Equalized Rates of Return) $ 79,608,164 $ 69,462,291 $ 5,399,458 $ 383,359
7.48% 8.66% 7.04% 1.27%
Allocated Increase Calculation $ 79,757,474 $ 55,695,648 §$ 6,898,655 $ 2,723,550
$ 79,731,915 6.94% 9.00% 9.00%
Cost of Service Summary -- Pro-Forma (Proposed Increase)
Operating Revenues
Total Operating Revenue $ 970,226,683 $ 733,698,272 $ 69,831,245 $ 27,401,713
Pro-Forma Adjustments:
To Reflect Proposed Increase $ 79,731,915 $ 55,671,585 $ 6,898,140 $ 2,723,402
Total Pro-Forma Operating Revenue $ 1,049,958,599 § 789,369,857 $ 76,729,384 $ 30,125,115
Operating Expenses
Total Operating Expenses $ 899,555,917 $ 682,590,864 $ 66,346,143 $ 24,796,036
Additional PSC Assessment on Increase RBPLT $ 123,751 $ 98,857 §$ 7,568 $ 2,530
Utility Operating Margins -- Pro-Formed for Increase $ 150,278,930 $ 106,680,136 $ 10,375,674 $ 5,326,549
Net Cost Rate Base $ 2,502,670,467 $ 2,007,907,722 $ 147,959,040 $ 49,777,922
[Rate of Return 6.00%]| 5.31%]| 7.01%] 10.70%]|
Exhibit JWW-2

Page 7 of 8



Baron Exhibit__ (SJB-3)

Page 8 of 8
EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC
Cost of Service Study
Rate Schedule Allocation
CORRECTED AND REVISED CLASS COST OF SERVICE STUDY 12 Months Ended
12 MONTHS ENEDING DECEMBER 2023 December 31, 2023
Net Cost Rate Base $ 109,340,637 $ 254,683,612 $ 9,849,082 $ 16,641,253
Remove Environmental Surcharge - Production A&E NonSteam $ (27,063,685) $ (63,683,968) $ - $ -
Remove Environmental Surcharge - Transmission RBTRN $ (439,941) $ (1,061,768) $ (156,049) $ -
Remove Environmental Surcharge - CWC OMPLT $ (292,247) $ (642,593) $ (92,063) $ (56,488)
Net Cost Rate Base -- Excluding Environmental $ 81,544,764 $ 189,295,284 $ 9,600,970 $ 16,584,765
|Return on Rate Base -- Utility Operating Margin Divided by Rate Base 5.26%]| 2.08%| 2.48%| 30.15%
Increase/Decrease to Achieve Total System RoR at 4.64% (Equalized Rates of Return) $ 604,167 $ 7,423,875 $ 338,637 $ (4,003,622)
1.32% 9.01% 2.57% -28.71%
Allocated Increase Calculation $ 5,027,071 $ 9,063,888 $ - $ 348,663
11.00% 11.00% 0.00% 2.50%
Cost of Service Summary -- Pro-Forma (Proposed Increase)
Operating Revenues
Total Operating Revenue $ 41,699,127 $ 72,804,872 $ 12,509,467 $ 12,281,988
Pro-Forma Adjustments:
To Reflect Proposed Increase $ 5,027,007 $ 9,063,284 $ - $ 348,497
Total Pro-Forma Operating Revenue $ 46,726,134 $ 81,868,157 $ 12,509,467 $ 12,630,485
Operating Expenses
Total Operating Expenses $ 37,406,740 $ 68,862,052 $ 12,271,590 $ 7,282,493
Additional PSC Assessment on Increase RBPLT $ 4,143 $ 9,650 $ 373§ 631
Utility Operating Margins -- Pro-Formed for Increase $ 9,315,250 $ 12,996,455 $ 237,504 $ 5,347,361
Net Cost Rate Base $ 81,544,764 $ 189,295,284 $ 9,600,970 $ 16,584,765
|Rate of Return 11.42%| 6.87%] 2.47%] 32.24%
Exhibit JWW-2
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
CASE NO. 2025-00208
SECOND REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

ATTORNEY GENERAL AND NUCOR’S REQUEST DATED OCTOBER 1, 2025

REQUEST 17
RESPONSIBLE PARTY: Jacob R. Watson
Request 17. Refer to the response to AG/Nucor Request 97. Provide the current EKPC

OATT Network Transmission rate applicable to EKPC.

Response 17. EKPC’s OATT Network Transmission rates are presented in the table
below.
$ per kW Month

2023 2024 2025
January 2.356 2.899 2.568
February 2.356 2.899 2.568
March 2.356 2.899 2.568
April 2.356 2.899 2.568
May 2.356 2.899 2.568
June 2.899 2.568
July 2.899 2.568
August 2.899 2.568
September 2.899 2.568
October 2.899 2.568
November 2.899 2.568
December 2.899 2.568
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
CASE NO. 2025-00208
SECOND REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

ATTORNEY GENERAL AND NUCOR’S REQUEST DATED OCTOBER 1, 2025

REQUEST 22
RESPONSIBLE PARTY: Jacob R. Watson
Request 22. Provide, by month, the 2023 test year amount of PJM locational reliability

charges that are directly attributable to the Special Contract Pumping Stations load. Include the
$/MW-day charge, the Pumping load MW and the total expense for each month. Provide the data

in an Excel spreadsheet.

Response 22. Please see attachment AG-Nucor DR2 Request 22 - Pumping Station UCAP

and Cost — 2023 .xlsx.



Baron Exhibit__ (SJB-5)
Page 2 of 2

Days in Total Pumping Load Clearing Price

Month - 2023 Month (MW UCAP) ($/MW-Day)  Total ($)
Jan 31 38.9 50.05 60,355.30
Feb 28 38.9 50.05 54,514.46
Mar 31 38.9 50.05 60,355.30
Apr 30 38.9 50.05 58,408.35
May 31 38.9 50.05 60,355.30
Jun 30 26.9 34.18 27,583.26
Jul 31 26.9 34.18 28,502.70
Aug 31 26.9 34.18 28,502.70
Sep 30 26.9 34.18 27,583.26
Oct 31 26.9 34.18 28,502.70
Nov 30 26.9 34.18 27,583.26
Dec 31 26.9 34.18 28,502.70

Total 490,749.28
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Excerpt from EKPC Rice-CT Economic_Analysis
Response to JI3.5, EKPC CPCN Case No. 2024-00310

F-Class CT (214 MWm, 216 MWg)

Year 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
Heat Rate 9,717 9,717 9,717 9,717 9,717
Capacity Factor 0.3749 0.3893 0.382 0.3968 0.3581
Fuel Cost (5/mmBTU) 3.92 3.93 3.97 3.90 3.95
Energy Forwards (S/MWh) 52.19 52.95 54.06 54.25 54.42
Market Value of Energy () 9,909,669 10,771,640 11,084,984 12,167,069 10,767,837
Energy (MWh) 702,803 729,797 716,112 743,857 671,309
Fixed Capital (S) (30,996,000) (30,996,000) (30,996,000) (30,996,000) (30,996,000)
Fixed O&M (9) (5,784,480) (5,784,480) (5,784,480) (5,784,480) (5,784,480)
Capacity Forecast (5/MW-Day) 383 558 404 420 437
Capacity Value ($) 13,791,746 34,432,450 24,929,588 25,987,903 26,965,915
Net Revenue/(Cost) (S) (13,079,065) 8,423,610 (765,908) 1,374,492 953,272
System Load (MWh) 16,360,714 16,462,147 16,559,135 16,707,526 16,799,186
Net Revenue/(Cost) (S/MWh) (0.80) 0.51 (0.05) 0.08 0.06

Baron Exhibit__ (SJB-6)

Page 1 of 1

Fixed Capital Cost ($/kW-Year S
(530,996,000/216,000 kW-$143.50)
Levelized, based on installed cost of $1,329/kW, carrying charge of 10.8%, 30 year depreciation rate.

143.50 per kW-Year
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EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. CASE NO. 2024-00310
FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

STAFF’S REQUEST DATED OCTOBER 28, 2024
REQUEST 6
RESPONSIBLE PARTY:  Julia J. Tucker

Request 6. Refer to the Tucker Direct Testimony page 16 lines 11-23, page 17 lines 1-

16, and Exhibit JJT-3. Provide the resource selection and resource optimization analyses complete
with a detailed explanation of all the assumptions (including Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and PJM related assumptions), and all potential resource (including power purchase
agreements (PPAs) fixed and variable cost data used determine the specific resources selected and the

timing of new resource implementation represented in Exhibit JJT-3.

Response 6. EKPC is anticipated to be capacity deficient beginning in the 2025/2026
winter peak period by 200 MWs, not accounting for any planning reserve margin, when comparing
existing generation assets against forecasted peak load without the addition of new generation assets
and/or PPAs. When the seven percent planning reserve margin is added to the peak load forecast the
expected capacity deficiency increases from 200 MWs to 454 MWs in the 2025/2026 winter peak
period, as shown in Attachment JJT-3, the EKPC Capacity Expansion Plan, in columns P and Q,
“Deficit before Cap Additions”. This deficit is forecasted to grow from 454 MWs in 2025/2026 to

908 MWs in the 2038/2039 winter peak period.

In order for EKPC to meet this immediate capacity need it has only PPAs as alternatives, due to the
time required to permit and construct a new facility. EKPC currently has a short-term PPA for energy

from Safe Harbor Hydro and is in negotiations to extend that into a longer-term contract that will
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Page 2 of 4
provide a bridge to installed capacity. While this PPA provides an energy bridge to the RICE units,

it does not provide dispatchable generation or capacity value. The hydro owners sell the energy,
capacity and renewable energy credits each as a separate product, not bundled. EKPC did not choose
to purchase the capacity and renewable energy credit products in its PPA, as they were not deemed

to be economically prudent purchases.

EKPC’s updated 2024 long term load forecast shows a significant increase in expected winter peak
loads based on recent experience but it does not report significant changes in expected energy
requirements. Therefore, EKPC’s optimization analyses in its 2022 Integrated Resource Plan (“IRP”)
continues to be relevant concerning its energy resource needs going forward. That plan indicates that
solar resources are economically viable for EKPC and that its next dispatchable resource is expected
to be a combustion turbine. EKPC did not include RICE units in its alternatives in the 2022 IRP.
EKPC compared the RICE units to a simple cycle combustion turbine only in its analysis for this
application, since the detailed optimization studies for the 2022 IRP were still pertinent with regards
to energy needs. However, the timing of the need for the next resource has changed due to the change

in peak load expectations.

The capital cost for an “F” class combustion turbine was assumed to be $1,329/kW, with a full load
average heat rate 0of 9,717 btw/kWh. Fixed operations and maintenance (“O&M™") of $26/kW-yr and
variable O&M of $6.94/MWh. The capital cost for the RICE engines was assumed to be $1,995/kW,
with an average annual heat rate of 8,381 btu/kWh. Fixed O&M for RICE is

$15/kW-yr and variable O&M is $2.65/MWh. A carrying charge rate of 10.8%, based on 4.5%
interest and 30 years depreciation, results in annual fixed charges of $143,500/MW-yr for the
combustion turbine and $215,500/MW-yr for the RICE units. Adding fixed O&M charges to the

capital investment shows an annual cost of $169,500/MW-yr for CT and $230,500/MW-yr for RICE.
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RICE costs $61,000/MW-yr more than the CT in fixed charges. RICE units are more efficient and

cost less to run on a variable cost basis than the CT. The crossover point between the two technologies
is highly dependent on natural gas prices. At $4.00/mmbtu gas cost, the CT costs

$38.87/MWh ($4.00/mmbtu * 9,717 btu/kWh * 1,000 kWh/MWh / 1,000,000 btu/mmbtu). The RICE
unit costs $33.52/MWh ($4.00/mmbtu*8,381btu/kWh*1,000kWh/MWh/ 1,000,000btu/mmbtu). The
total variable cost for a CT including variable O&M is $45.81/MWh. The total variable cost for a
RICE unit is $36.17/MWh, which is $9.64/MWh less than the CT. Solving for the breakeven point
between fixed cost versus variable cost savings shows a crossover point at 6,328 hours per year
($61,000/MW-yr / $9.64/MWh). A gas price of $3.00/mmbtu results in a cross over point of 7,350
hours per year and a gas price of $5.00/mmbtu results in a cross over point of 5,560 hours per year.
From a strict price point, the combustion turbine is slightly less in total cost. However, from a
strategic point, the RICE units provide a tremendous amount of flexibility operationally and reduce

the risk of performance penalties in the PJM capacity market.

The RICE units will receive as much capacity value, if not more, in the PJM capacity auction as the
combustion turbine. The lower minimum operating level on the RICE units as compared to the
combustion turbine mean that they will likely operate more often than the CT. The RICE units can
follow load much better than the CT, meaning that the change in generation needs when there is
substantial solar penetration on the system will be much better suited to the RICE units than the CT.
EKPC believes that PJM will see substantial solar penetration in its system, as will EKPC, and having
the RICE units will provide significant benefit to the system. The flexibility of the RICE units will

also help support the addition of solar generation to the system.

RICE units have distinct advantages over CTs, including faster start times, quicker ramp rates, and

lower minimum downtime and runtime values. These advantages make RICE units an attractive
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resource within the PJM energy market, as shown by the anticipated revenue as discussed within the

Application. Building a resource and ensuring EKPC has steel in the ground provides EKPC with all
attributes of a resource, including energy and capacity, at a competitive cost as compared to PPAs
and enables EKPC to effectively hedge against PJM market risks such as capacity performance and
high energy prices. RICE units also fully comply with current greenhouse gas regulations as more

fully described in the direct testimony of Jerry Purvis.
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TABLE 11: CAPITAL COSTS FOR A CT
(NOMINALS FOR JUNE 2028 ONLINE YEAR)
Capital Costs (in Smillions) Escalated Overnight Capital Costs: 06/2028
Units Nominal$ Nominal$ Nominal$ Nominal$ Nominal$
EMAAC SWMAAC Rest of RTO WMAAC COMED
Net Summer Capacity (MW) 392 395 387 383 393
OFE+ EPC Costs $438 $420 $421 $427 $473
Owner-Furnished Equipment (OFE)
Gas Turbines $159 $159 $159 $159 $159
SCR $53 $53 $53 $53 $53
Sales Tax SO S0 S0 SO $13
Engineering, Procurement, and Construction Costs (EPC)
Equipment
Other Equipment $34 S34 S34 S34 $34
Construction Labor S73 $60 $60 $65 $86
Other Labor $28 $27 $27 $28 $29
Materials S15 $15 S15 S15 $15
Sales Tax S0 S0 S0 S0 S2
EPC Contractor Fee $36 $35 S35 $35 $39
EPC Contingency S40 $38 $38 $39 $43
Non-EPC Costs $109 $108 $105 $105 $114
Project Development S22 S21 S21 $21 S24
Mobilization and Start-Up $4 $4 $4 $4 $5
Non-Fuel Inventories S2 S2 S2 S2 S2
Net Start-Up Fuel Costs -$1 S0 -82 -$3 s1
Electrical Interconnection S22 $22 S22 S22 $22
Gas Interconnection $35 $35 $35 $35 S35
Land S1 s1 SO S1 s1
Fuel Inventories $4 $4 $4 $4 $4
Owner's Contingency S7 S7 S7 S7 S8
Financing Fees $12 $11 $11 $11 $13
Total Overnight Capital Costs $547 $528 $526 $532 $587
Overnight Capital Costs ($/kW) $1,395 $1,339 $1,361 $1,390 $1,495
Installed Cost ($/kW) $1,715 $1,647 $1,674 $1,710 $1,837

Sources and Notes: Net start-up costs in ComEd and land costs in Rest of RTO are non-zero but less than $500,000.

1. OFE and EPC Costs

a. Project Developer and Contract Arrangements

The scope of an EPC contract typically includes handling, storage, and installation of the OFE
(including the gas turbines and major equipment), balance-of-plant engineering, procurement of
other equipment, construction, commissioning, and delivery of a fully operational facility to meet

BRATTLE 2025 CONE REPORT FOR PIM Brattle.com | 39
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D. CT CONE Estimates

The Gross CONE values shown below represent the total annual net revenues that a new CT
resource would need to earn on average to recover its capital and fixed O&M costs, given
reasonable expectations about future cost recovery over the plant’s economic life. Table 13
summarizes the Gross CONE calculation, including capital costs, fixed O&M costs, and carrying
costs in the form of the capital charge rate. The estimated level-nominal CONE for a CT ranges
from $663/MW-day ICAP in Rest of RTO to $789/MW-day ICAP in ComEd. All costs presented in
this section are expressed in ICAP terms unless specified otherwise.

TABLE 13: CONE CALCULATION FOR A CT
(NOMINALS FOR JUNE 2028 ONLINE YEAR IN ICAP TERMS)

CONE Area EMAAC SWMAAC Rest of RTO WMAAC COMED
Net Summer Capacity MW [1] 392 395 387 383 393
After-Tax WACC % [2] 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 9.5%
Capital Charge Rate % [3] 16.0% 15.9% 15.9% 15.9% 17.8%
Capital Costs
Overnight Cost Nominal $ million [4] $547 $528 $526 $532 $587
Overnight Cost Nominal $/kW [5] [4]x 1000/ [1] $1,395 $1,339 $1,361 $1,390 $1,495
Installed Cost Nominal $ million [6] $672 $650 $647 $655 $721
Installed Cost Nominal $/kW [7]1 [6] x 1000/ [1] $1,715 $1,647 $1,674 $1,710 $1,837
Levelized Capital Cost Nominal $/kW-yr [8] [5]x[3] $223 $213 $217 $221 $266
O&M Costs
First Year FOM Nominal $ million/yr  [9] s7 $13 $9 s7 s7
Levelized FOM Nominal $/kW-yr [10] $21 $33 $25 $21 $21
Levelized CONE Nominal $/kW-yr [11] [8]+ [10] $244 $247 $242 $242 $288
Levelized CONE Nominal $/MW-day  [12] [11] x 1000/365 $670 $676 $663 $664 $789

The 2028/29 CT CONE estimates for Rest of RTO are 47% higher in real terms compared in 20285
than those calculated using the 2022 PJM CONE Affidavit model.*® Major cost drivers include
tightening markets for major equipment and labor, the resulting longer project timelines, a
higher ATWACC, and more capital costs due to the switch to a dual-fuel CT. These effects are
partially offset by the decrease in CONE from lower fixed O&M costs due to the switch from a
firm fuel gas transportation contract to a dual-fuel configuration. Figure 9 below illustrates these

46 Based on the 2022 Rest of RTO CONE of $432/MW-day for a plant with a June 2026 COD, escalated two years at
the long-term inflation rate assumed in the 2022 PJM CONE Study. CT CONE was calculated with the CONE model
used in the 2022 PJM CONE Affidavit. See Samuel A. Newell, John M. Hagerty, and Sang H. Gang, “Affidavit of
Samuel A. Newell, John M. Hagerty, and Sang H. Gang on Behalf of PJM Interconnection, L.L.C.” (“2022 PJM CONE
Affidavit”) filed before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission September 30, 2022, Docket No. ER22-2984-
000.
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Revised Interruptible Service Credit Economic Analysis

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Cost Justification for Interruptible Service Credit

Avoided Cost Estimate of Interruptible Power:

Estimated Overnight Capacity Cost of a Combustion Turbine $ 1,329 per kW
NGCT, F-class, 237 MW

Estimated Cost of Capital

Interest Rate on Debt 4.21%

TIER 1.50 6.31%
Depreciation (40 year service life) 2.50%
Average Term of Financing for Combustion Turbine 30 years
Annual Capacity Cost $83.86 per kW-yr
Annual Property Taxes & Insurance Expenses $4.44 per KW-yr
Annual Fixed O&M Expenses $7.88 per kW-yr
Annual Depreciation $33.23 per kW-yr
Total Annual Cost $129.41 per kW-yr
Reserve Margin 7%
Adjusted Annual Cost $ 138.47

Monthly Cost $11.54 per kW-mo
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EKPC INTERRUPTIBLE CONTRACTS
Customer Member Co-op Contract Effective Date Interruptible Credit Notice Annual Limit
Clouder Power KY LLC Big Sandy Rural Electric Cooperative Corp. 11/1/2023 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Appharvest Berea Farm LLC Blue Grass Energy Cooperative Corp. 2/1/2023 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Appharvest Richmond Farms LLC Blue Grass Energy Cooperative Corp. 11/1/2022 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Essity Operations Wasau LLC Blue Grass Energy Cooperative Corp. 4/1/2023 Rate D 60 min 400 hours
Pittsburgh Glass Works LLC Blue Grass Energy Cooperative Corp. 7/1/2020 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Exponential Digital, Inc. Cumberland Valley Electric, Inc. 4/30/2022 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Letcher Power, LLC (Chad Substation) Cumberland Valley Electric, Inc. 4/1/2025 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Letcher Power, LLC (Oven Fork Substation) Cumberland Valley Electric, Inc. 4/1/2025 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Nemak USA Inc. Farmers Rural Electric Cooperative Corp. 5/1/2024 Rate D 30 or 120 min 400 hours
AppHarvest Morehead Farm, LLC Fleming-Mason Energy Cooperative 7/1/2019 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Mastronardi Morehead Inc. Fleming-Mason Energy Cooperative 10/1/2023 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Bluegrass Power Tech LLC Grayson Rural Electric Cooperative Corp. 3/1/2025 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Horizon Mining LLC Grayson Rural Electric Cooperative Corp. 5/1/2022 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Kentucky Fresh Harvest Inter-County Energy Cooperative Corp. 5/1/2022 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Big Sur Group, Inc. Jackson Energy Cooperative Corp. 7/1/2024 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
BlockZ Holdings LLC (Green Hall) Jackson Energy Cooperative Corp. 12/1/2023 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
BlockZ Holdings LLC (Umine, LLC) Jackson Energy Cooperative Corp. 11/1/2022 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
DAC, LLC Jackson Energy Cooperative Corp. 3/1/2023 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Fresh Start Homes, LLC Jackson Energy Cooperative Corp. 8/1/2024 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Bluegrass Power Tech LLC Licking Valley Rural Electric Cooperative Corp. 5/1/2023 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
AGC Automotive Americas Nolin Rural Electric Cooperative Corp. 3/14/2016 (amended 2/1/2021) Rate D 30 min or 60 min 400 hours
Nucor Steel Gallatin Owen Electric Cooperative, Inc. 6/2/2013 (with amendments) $6.22 or $4.20/kW 10, 90, or 110 min 360 hours
Safran Landing Systems Kentucky LLC Owen Electric Cooperative, Inc. 2/1/2020 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
The C.W. Zumbiel Company Owen Electric Cooperative, Inc. 11/1/2019 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Kentucky American Water Owen Electric Cooperative, Inc. 4/18/2016 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Martinrea Heavy Stampings, Inc. Shelby Energy Cooperative, Inc. 5/1/2022 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
Lightning Renewables LLC Shelby Energy Cooperative, Inc. 8/1/2023 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
AppHarvest Pulaski Farms, LLC South Kentucky Rural Electric Cooperative Corp. 1/1/2023 Rate D 30 min 400 hours
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AG-NUCOR Request 118
Page 1 of 6

EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
CASE NO. 2025-00208
FIRST REQUEST FOR INFORMATION RESPONSE

ATTORNEY GENERAL AND NUCOR’S REQUEST DATED SEPTEMBER 8, 2025
REQUEST 118

RESPONSIBLE PARTY: Objection- Legal; Response- Jacob R. Watson
Request 118. Does EKPC offer any of its interruptible load to the PJM capacity market?

If so, provide by month for the years 2021 through the present the following:

a. For each rate (e.g, Large Special Contract, Rates E, B, C and G) the amount of
interruptible load offered and sold to PJM by month (state whether the MW of load is UCAP or
ICAP).

b. The revenue per MW-day (or per MW) received from PJM for each of the rates, by
month, identified in Part (a) above.

C. Total interruptible capacity revenue received from PJM by month.

d. The ELCC rating applied to these demand response resources.

Response 118. Objection. This request is overly broad and unduly burdensome and is
seeking information that is not relevant to this proceeding since the test year is 2023. Without

waiving said objection, EKPC is providing the information for 2023 below.



a.

b.

Interruptible  Load

Special Rate
January 236.9
February 236.9
March 236.9
April 236.9
May 236.9
June 236.9
July 175.2
August 175.2
September 175.2
October 175.2
November 175.2
December 175.2

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December

Special Rate
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13

Commitment

B
204
20.4
20.4
204
20.4
204
19.9
19.9
19.9
19.9
19.9
19.9

B
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13

by Rate

C
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

15.4
15.4
15.4
15.4
15.4
15.4

C
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
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AG-NUCOR Request 118

Class,

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3

E
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13

UCAP

Page 2 of 6
(MW):

G
7.1
7.1
7.1
7.1
7.1
7.1
4.3
4.3
4.3
4.3
4.3
4.3

Capacity Market Interruptible Revenues By Rate Class ($/MW/DAY)

G

$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
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Capacity Market Interruptible Revenues by Month ($)

January $411,226
February $371,430
March $411,226
April $397,960
May $411,226
June $221,351
July $228,730
August $228,730
September $221,351
October $228,730
November $221,351
December $228,730

d. ELCC Ratings weren’t applicable in the 22/23 Delivery Years.

Supplemental Response 118 Pursuant to KRS 278.192(2)(c) intervening parties are

entitled to examine information for the twelve months immediately preceding the filing of the
application. EKPC filed its application on August 1, 2025, therefore the intervening parties are
entitled to examine the information for August 1, 2024 through July 31, 2025. EKPC renews its
objection to providing information preceding the test year as it is overly broad, unduly burdensome
and not relevant to this proceeding. Please see below for the requested information for 2023

through May 2025.



2023

2024

2025

a.
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Interruptible Load Commitment by Rate Class, UCAP (MW):

Special Rate B C E G
January 236.9 204 0.0 1.0 7.1
February 236.9 204 0.0 1.0 7.1
March 236.9 20.4 0.0 1.0 7.1
April 236.9 20.4 0.0 1.0 7.1
May 236.9 20.4 0.0 1.0 7.1
June 236.9 20.4 0.0 1.0 7.1
July 175.2 19.9 15.4 1.3 4.3
August 175.2 19.9 15.4 1.3 4.3
September 175.2 19.9 15.4 1.3 4.3
October 175.2 19.9 15.4 1.3 4.3
November 175.2 19.9 154 1.3 4.3
December 175.2 19.9 154 13 4.3
January 175.2 19.9 154 13 4.3
February 175.2 19.9 154 13 4.3
March 175.2 19.9 15.4 1.3 4.3
April 175.2 19.9 15.4 1.3 4.3
May 175.2 19.9 15.4 1.3 4.3
June 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
July 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
August 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
September 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
October 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
November 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
December 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
December 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
January 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
February 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
March 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
April 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7
May 166.0 14.1 10.5 4.8 12.7



b.
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Capacity Market Interruptible Revenues by Rate Class ($/MW/DAY):

2023

2024

2025

January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April

May

June

July
August
September
October
November
December
January
February
March
April

May

Special Rate
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92

B
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92

C
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92

E
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92

G
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$50.00
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$34.13
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
$28.92
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C. Capacity Market Interruptible Revenues by Month ($):

2023 January $411,226
February  $371,430
March $411,226

April $397,960
May $411,226
June $271,648
July $228,730

August $228,730
September  $221,351
October $228,730
November $221,351
December $228.,730
2024 January $228,730
February  $213,973
March $228,730

April $221,351
May $228,730
June $180,611
July $186,632

August $186,632
September  $180,611
October $186,632
November $180,611
December $186,632
2025 January $186,632
February  $168,571
March $186,632
April $180,611
May $186,632

d. ELCC Ratings were not applicable in the 22/23 and 24/25 Delivery Years.
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