
LYNCH, COX, GILMAN & GOODMAN P.S.C.
500 WEST JEFFERSON STREET, SUITE 2100 

LOUISVILLE, KENTUCKY 40202-2812 
(502) 589-4215 

Fax (502) 589-4994 
E-mail: jcox@lynchcox.com 

JOHN D. COX INDIANA OFFICE: 

     426 E. COURT AVENUE 
JEFFERSONVILLE, INDIANA 47130 

TELEPHONE (812) 283-8282 

June 30, 2021 

Via Email: psc.info@ky.gov 

Public Information Officer 
Kentucky Public Service Commission 
PO Box 615 
211 Sower Boulevard 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602 

RE: Case No. 2020-00350 

Dear Public Information Officer: 

Pursuant to the Public Service Commission’s request for public comment, please 
accept this letter on behalf of Iola Capital, LLC, Kimberly Brown, David Brown, Mark 
Carter, Monica Carter, and Pam Quarterly, all property owners in Bullitt County whose 
property will be directly affected by a proposed natural gas pipeline in Bullitt County 
which has been brought up in the above-referenced rate case (“the Proposed Pipeline”). 
Thank you for the opportunity to make the Commission aware of a number of issues that 
the Commission should consider in its deliberations on the matter. 

As the Commission is aware, LG&E previously acquired a Certificate of Public 
Convenience and Necessity (“the Original CPCN”) for the Proposed Pipeline via a ruling 
issued by the Kentucky Public Service Commission in the 2016 Rate Case.  LG&E then 
initiated condemnation proceedings against numerous property owners along the path of 
the Proposed Pipeline, including the undersigned, which alerted them to LG&E’s plans 
and the existence of the Original CPCN.  

As a threshold matter, the Commission should note the irregularities in its grant 
of the Original CPCN:   

• LG&E did not submit an application for the Original CPCN as required by
statue and regulation. Instead, in testimony before the Commission in the
2016 Rate Case, Mr. Lonnie Bellar, LG&E’s Chief Operating Officer,
mentioned the proposed pipeline.  In fact, LG&E denied the need for a
CPCN.
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• After the Commission requested that LG&E provide additional information 
regarding the pipeline project, LG&E requested in a post-trial brief that the 
PSC deem the application made and grant a CPCN for the proposed project.  

 

• The PSC assented and issued the Original CPCN.  
 

• Thus, LG&E did not provide notice to the public that it would seek a CPCN 
for the pipeline, and for all practical purposes, acquired the Original CPCN 
in secret, without public input.  
 

Now, as the entity entrusted with protecting the public and ensuring that the public 
utilities are transparent and forthright in their dealings with the public, we urge the 
Commission to consider the following three (3) issues as it revisits the issue.  

 
1.  LG&E was at best deceptive (and at worst, outright lying to the 
Commission) when it presented its justifications for the pipeline to the 
Commission in the 2016 Rate Case.  

 
Litigation in the condemnation proceedings following the issuance of the Original 

CPCN has revealed that LG&E’s assertions of a need for the pipeline based on reliability 
concerns did not reflect the true intent or primary purpose of the pipeline.  Simply put, 
the primary purpose of the Proposed Pipeline was to benefit planned expansion of the 
Jim Beam Distilleries by enabling Jim Beam to transport natural gas it intended to 
purchase from third parties through the new pipeline to Jim Beam, with Kentucky rate-
payers footing the bill for the pipeline’s construction.   

 
The evidence demonstrating that Jim Beam was the driving force and primary 

beneficiary of the Proposed Pipeline project is overwhelming.  The following evidence 
(attached hereto as Attachment 1, with references to Defendants’ Exhibit Numbers 
“DEX”) was presented in the condemnation proceedings held in Bullitt County on March 
11-12, 2021, Case Nos. 19-CI-750 and 19-CI-755: 

 

• That in LG&E’s maps and internal discussions, the Proposed Pipeline 
was consistently referred to as the “Jim Beam Pipeline.”  For example, 
maps believed to be in the possession of the PSC, (and entered into 
evidence as confidential documents) show that the proposed pipeline 
feeds into the Jim Beam Line Regulation facility and then into the Jim 
Beam HP distribution system.  If the primary purpose was the public, 
why would it be referred to as the Jim Beam Pipeline? 
 

• That although the supply of natural gas to the area was through an 
existing system that had worked well and unchanged for over fifty years, 
the direct impetus for the project was Jim Beam’s request for the 
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pipeline.  (DEX 92 and DEX 25).  If the primary purpose was the 
public, why would the existing system only be expanded after Jim 
Beam demanded it? 
 

• That LG&E’s estimates for projected natural gas usage establish that in 
the relevant time frame, LG&E believed that one hundred percent 
(100%) of the gas going through the Proposed Pipeline in the first two 
years would be used by Jim Beam and that over ninety-five percent 
(95%) of the estimated additional gas usage in the next three years was 
also for Jim Beam.  (DEX 25).  If the primary purpose was the public, 
why would 100% in years one and two, and more than 95% thereafter 
be for Jim Beam? 
 

• That Jim Beam was and is the only user of the pipeline system in Bullitt 
County with “FT status,” allowing it to privately contract with natural 
gas suppliers other than LG&E.  As such, Jim Beam is not currently using 
nor projected to use any Proposed Pipeline for gas purchased from 
LG&E as a public utility.  If the primary purpose was the public, then 
why did LG&E ask Jim Beam to pay for it, who isn’t even purchasing 
its gas from LG&E?? 
 

• That Jim Beam’s use of the Proposed Pipeline would simply be as a 
means to transport natural gas from other privately contracted third-
party natural gas vendors to Jim Beam though a pipeline to be paid for 
by the rate-payors of Kentucky.  If the primary purpose was the public, 
then why is the primary user not purchasing gas from LG&E like the 
public rate payer? 
 

• That Tom Rieth conceded on cross-examination that proposed maps 
showing possible routes for the Proposed Pipeline had been sent to Jim 
Beam by LG&E prior to the route selection.  If the primary purpose was 
the public, why was LG&E privately sharing confidential route maps 
with Jim Beam? 
 

• That Kevin Evans, the then Operations Manager at Jim Beam, for the 
distilleries to be served by the Proposed Pipeline, prepared a timeline 
regarding Jim Beam’s understanding of the sequence of events (DEX 
92), that confirmed in 2015 (i.e., prior to the 2016 Rate Case testimony 
of Mr. Bellar regarding the need for a new pipeline to address reliability 
issues without mentioning Jim Beam) Jim Beam’s deep involvement in 
the pipeline project.  If the primary purpose was to benefit the public, 
why was Jim Beam the only customer directly involved with LG&E? 
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• That this timeline, entitled “Beam Pipeline Discussion General Timeline 
– June 26, 2019,” (and introduced as DEX 92) as well as Mr. Evans’ 
testimony established that Jim Beam: a) recognized a gap in its natural 
gas supply while working on distillery expansion concepts and options; 
b) hired Schneider Electric as a 3rd party utility consultant; c) held 
meetings with LG&E on options to supply more natural gas to its 
facilities; d) was asked by LG&E to pay for a new pipeline with an 
estimated cost of $20-25 MM; e) rejected that request; f) asked 
Schneider Electric to come up with other options; and g) noted “gas line 
extension is planned without Beam funding.”  If the primary purpose 
was the public, then why did LG&E ask Jim Beam to pay for 100% of 
the project costs? 

 

• That on examination, Kevin Evans with Jim Beam conceded that Jim 
Beam and Schneider Electric developed a strategy to shift the cost of the 
pipeline onto the rate payers rather than Jim Beam and that after such 
meetings Jim Beam received the “good news” that there may be no cost 
to Jim Beam for the Pipeline.  (DEX 133b).  If the primary purpose was 
to benefit the public, why was LG&E having multiple meetings with Jim 
Beam and Schneider Electric regarding the pipeline and why would 
LG&E be informing Jim Beam of the news that it was no longer 
required to pay for it? 

 

• That the direct testimony of Lonnie Bellar, LG&E’s COO, to the effect 
that LG&E did not treat Jim Beam any differently than it treated any 
other LG&E customer regarding the Proposed Pipeline was unbelievable 
on its face.  If the primary purpose was the public, why did Mr. Bellar 
try to conceal the true importance of Jim Beam before the PSC? 
 

2.  LG&E’s Biological Assessment of the pipeline project flatly contradicts its 
assertions regarding the need for the pipeline. 
 
 In LG&E’s Biological Assessment for the Proposed Pipeline, LG&E took the 
position that future development in Bullitt County would happen anyway and 
independent of any natural gas provided by the proposed pipeline.  And yet, LG&E 
claimed and argued exactly the opposite in the Bullitt County condemnation proceeding.  
(LG&E’s Biological Assessment and relevant excerpts of LG&E’s arguments to the Bullitt 
County Circuit Court are attached hereto as Attachment 2). 
 
 In the Biological Assessment, LG&E, through its agent Cardno, states: 
 

The availability of natural gas service is not a pre-condition for 
residential, commercial, or industrial development due to 
the availability of other feasible energy options including 
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propane, electric, and geothermal.  In projecting increased customer 
demand to be served by the proposed project, LG&E relied in part on 
growth projections from the Bullitt County Economic Development 
Authority whose growth projections were not contingent on 
construction of the proposed project.  Because the 
residential, commercial, or industrial land use to be served 
by the pipeline would likely occur independent of pipeline 
construction, any impacts associated with natural gas end users 
would not occur “but for” construction of the proposed project.  

 
And yet, in the Bullitt County Circuit Court at the takings trial, LG&E’s opening statement 
included the following: 
 

Not only does LG&E have [the] statutory right to do so, this pipeline 
is sorely needed in Bullitt County as there are two problems currently 
facing LG&E’s natural gas system in Bullitt County.  The first is 
reliability and the second is capacity.  I’ll begin with reliability and 
this will be described further by LG&E witness Mr. Bellar.  LG&E 
operates a transmission line that runs from Shepherdsville south 
until it terminates in Boston and there are roughly 95 hundred 
customers served off that pipeline.  That is their single source of gas 
supply.  And should there be an outage which can occur for any 
number of reasons, thousands of customers would be without 
natural gas which for many is their heating source.  The second 
problem is capacity.  There is a significant growth along that 
line especially in the area around 480 and around the new I-65 
interstate exchange.  And as there is continued growth, LG&E 
has reached the point where it cannot push any additional 
gas through this line and that will be testified to by Mr. 
Reith later today.  And because of that there has already 
been 450 denials of service to homes and businesses in 
Bullitt County.  This is not a forecasted problem.  This is a 
current problem and a problem that we expect to continue 
until the pipeline is constructed.  The pipeline that LG&E is 
preparing to construct will solve both of these problems. 
 

And LG&E’s closing statement to the Court included the following: 
 

Here is what has been unrebutted over two days of testimony.  That 
at present there are 450 homes and businesses in Bullitt County that 
have been denied their request for natural services.  Mr. Reith 
testified that if there is an outage along the existing distribution line 
that serves most of Bullitt County, thousands of Bullitt County 
customers could have service interruptions.  That has been the 
unrebutted testimony over these two days.  The focus of the 
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Defendants has been on LG&E’s decision making in 2015 and 2016, 
what projections did LG&E consider, what forecast did is consider, 
how did it talk to.  But what we have testified is that in 2021, 
LG&E is denying service to customers because there is no 
additional capacity on this pipeline.  Those are the facts 
today.  And until this pipeline is constructed your Honor, 
the number of denials of gas service will continue to grow 
and the risk of an outage for current customers will 
continue to exist. 
  

Thus, LG&E made directly contradicting statements to the U.S. government and to 
this body with respect to the existence of projected need and growth in Bullitt County 
along the path of the Proposed Pipeline.  In its representations to U.S. Fish and Wildlife, 
LG&E specifically stated “the residential, commercial, or industrial land use to be served 
by the pipeline would likely occur independent of pipeline construction …”  
Furthermore, LG&E stated that “the availability of natural gas service is not a 
precondition for residential, commercial, or industrial development due to the availability 
of other feasible energy options including propane, electric, and geothermal.”  Those 
statements were made in the context of LG&E addressing environmental regulations that 
define what the consequences of the Proposed Pipeline would be.  LG&E told U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife that the environmental consequences of the pipeline would be a non-factor 
precisely because development in the area would occur regardless of the existence of the 
Proposed Pipeline, with energy needs being met by other sources.  

 
But LG&E told the Bullitt County Circuit Court that until and unless the Proposed 

Pipeline is built, the demands on the system caused by the growth and development in 
the area will continue and “the number of denials of gas service will continue to grow and 
the risk of an outage for current customers will continue to exist.” 

 
The Commission should consider that LG&E’s Biological Assessment directly 

undercuts the fundamental basis LG&E has asserted to this Commission in justifying the 
need for the Proposed Pipeline because development in Bullitt County will occur with or 
without the Proposed Pipeline.  

 
3.  The Original Improperly Issued CPCN has expired and the Cost of the 
Pipeline has Tripled Since Issuance. 
 
 KRS 278.020(e) states: 
 

Unless exercised within one (1) year from the grant thereof, exclusive 
of any delay due to the order of any court or failure to obtain any 
necessary grant or consent, the authority conferred by the issuance 
of the certificate of convenience and necessity shall be void, but the 
beginning of any new construction or facility in good faith within the 
time prescribed by the commission and the prosecution thereof with 
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reasonable diligence shall constitute an exercise of authority under 
the certificate. 
 

 It has been more than one (1) year since the Original CPCN was improperly granted 
with no application.  LG&E received their CPCN on June 22, 2017.  As of at least July 
2018, LG&E still had not even settled on a final route, much less begun construction.  As 
such, the Original CPCN is therefore void by operation of statute.  The Commission should 
require LG&E to properly apply for a new CPCN for the Proposed Pipeline. 
 
 The rationale behind the statute requiring the CPCN to be declared void is 
highlighted by the exponentially increasing cost.  What started as a $20-25 million project 
that LG&E asked Jim Beam to pay for, has now ballooned to more than $74 million on 
the backs of rate payers, despite LG&E’s internal documents showing it is still primarily 
for Jim Beam.  This is an expense the hardworking citizens of this Commonwealth should 
not bear without a thorough and thoughtful consideration of the facts in a proper CPCN 
proceeding.  The PSC should step forward and declare that if LG&E wants a CPCN for the 
Proposed Pipeline, it must file a new application with full and honest disclosures as to 
why the rate payers should pay for this project.   
 
    Respectfully submitted, 
 
      /s/ John D. Cox 
 
    John D. Cox 
    Attorney for Iola Capital, LLC, 
    Kimberly Brown, David Brown, 
    Mark Carter, Monica Carter, &  
    Pam Quarterly  
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Mt Washington System Reinforcement 

Executive Summary 
• Proposed Project 
• Benefits 
• Cost Proposal 
• Recommendations 
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Executive Summary 

• Mt. Washington System serves Mt. 
Washington, Shepherdsville, Clermont, 
Boston and Lebanon Jct 

• Fed from a single gas supply from the 
Calvary transmission line in Mt. 
Washington 

• Gas system is approaching maximum 

capacity and currently must evaluate 

and loads in excess of the tariffed 
threshold of 8 mscfh have had to be 
declined to maintain reliable service 
to existing customers. 

• Major customers include Jim Beam 

(Boston and Clermont), Publishers 
Printing and 480 Industrial Park 

Customers 
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Executive Summary 

• System was uprated in mid-
2000's as a reinforcement to 
support load growth. 

• System cannot be uprated 
again. 

• Majority of load is north of 
Hwy 480 

MT_ WASHINGTON 
SYSTEM OVERVIEW 
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Jim Beam Request 

The Mt. Washington system feeds the Jim Beam plants at 
Clermont and Boston, which are both currently a FT customers, 
but had been IGS or AAGS in the recent past. 
Jim Beam is projecting energy growth at both the Boston and 
Clermont plants due to business expansion and replacement of • 
coal with gas for its boilers. 

Projected Incremental Maximum Gas Capacity within 5 years 
• Clermont - From 100 mscfh to 160 mscfh 
• Boston - From 90 mscfh to 220 mscfh 

• Jim Beam understands that it will require a significant investment 
and has requested LG&E provide them with a cost contribution 
amount required for the investment to serve this load. 

• In addition Jim Beam has provided LG&E with usage projections 
to be used in developing the cost contribution. 
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• Bullitt County has had steady growth over the past 4 years for 
residential, small commercial and light industrial gas customers on the 
Mt. Washington System. 

• In recent meetings with Bullitt County officials and developers growth is 
expected to continue and possibly escalate. 

• Over the next 5 years Bullitt County Economic Development officials 
project... 

Residential growth for 300-500 homes annually. 
Over 8 million square feet of distribution or light industrial space to 
be built. Primarily due to proximity to Louisville via 1-65 and labor 
costs. 
Possibly another distillery. 

• The commercial and industry growth will primarily occur in the Hwy 480 

to Hwy 245 corridor. 
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Bullitt County 

• The system does not currently have enough capacity to 
support this growth. 

- The system will need to be reinforced to support 
current residential and small commercial load growth 
even if large commercial and industrial requests are not 
approved. 

LGE0017086 
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No and Small 
one-way feed 

Commercial 

2 No 
Residential 
and Small 
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No, system still 
one-way feed 

No project to reinforce 
system 

System reinforcement 
completed in year 3. No 
new gas supply to 
system. 

No 
additional $0 
Growth 

Residential 
$1.5m to 

and Small 
$4.5m 

Commercial 

PPL companies 

App 
$28m 
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New Gas Supply from 
3 Calvary Line tied into 

system near Hwy 480. 

New Gas Supply from 
Calvary Line tied into 
system in Boston near 
Jim Beam plant 

Options for Infrastructure Enhancement 

Options Description 
Supports 
Jim Beam 
Request 

Provides 
additional 
system 
reliability 

Growth 
support 
Years 0 - 3 
after project 

Growth 
support Capital 
Years 3+ Cost ($) 
after project 
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Recommended Project Option 3 

• A new supply of gas will be 
required to serve the Jim Beam 
request and projected Bullitt 
County growth. 

• GDO has studied several 
options and based on 
projected growth location 
recommend installing an 
approximately 12.5 mile, 16-inch 
line along the Hwy 480 corridor. 

• An high level estimate for this 
project is $26m - $30m. 
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Project Benefits 

I r•  Completing the project provides the following benefits... 
The system would have capacity to serve projected Jim Beam and 
Bullitt County gas usage needs. 
• Note - Additional reinforcement may be required in the future for 

Bullitt County as growth extends southward from Hwy 245. 

• The company would avoid significant necessary capital expenditures 
to reinforce the system to serve just new residential and small 
commercial loads. 
Reliability of the system is significantly increased with a second gas 
supply to the system. 
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Cost Contribution 

• Cost Contribution normally calculated based on 
customer's average annual revenue for 3 years. 

• For this project the 3-year contribution would be... 
FT Rate - app $970k (Based on 3 yrs for both plants) 

I IGS Rate - app $7,600k (Based on 3 yrs for both plants) 
• An alternative method of calculating the contribution 

has been proposed due to the unique benefits this 
project provides that is not typical for most projects. 
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Proposed Factors for Cost Contribution 

• Other System Growth 
Recent history and projections based on meeting with 
Bullitt County personnel support solid to strong growth 
in the area. 

• Avoided Capital Costs 
A significant cost contribution would have to be made to 
continue serving residential and small commercial load. 

• Reliability Factor 
System is currently has only one supply. Disruption 
through a third-party damage or other cause would lead 
to an outage up to 4,000 to 5,000 customers including Jim 
Beam. 
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Jim Beam Growth 

• Jim Beam provided usage and maximum hourly load 
data for the analysis. 

• Volumes considered flat after 2021. 
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Jim Beam projected Gas Load increase and 

Total Usage (MSCF) 

1,600,000 

1,400,000 

1,200,000 1,141,339 

1,000,000 

800,000 

648,7 
5 

400,000 

600,000 "3 ::6 

200,000 

1 1 

 583,71 

0 

G
as

 V
o

lu
m

e 
( M

S
C

F)
 

1,304,275 

1,423,206 
1,459,130 

720,5 

1 583,7 

1,232,490 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 

• 2015 Baseline II Incremental 711Total 

839,4 
875,4 

583,7 583,7 1 I 

II I 
- 
-77. 47

,
 

K 
d: 

PPL companies 

Page 14 

Jim Beam Growth 

• Serving the additional Jim 
Beam load provides 
significant volumetric 
growth for the company's 
gas system. 
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System Growth 

• Projected volume increase 
represents significant base 
growth. 

• Jim Beam increase is the 
primary contributor in the 
near term. 

• Load will be significant 
throughout the year. 

Page 15 

K  
PPL companies 

LGE0017094 



Jim Beam Growth Customer Ranking 

2013 (in MSCF) 
Ranking Customer Usage (MSCF) 

1 Ford KTP 1,431,940 

2 Ford LAP 1,037,729 

3 American Synthetic 935,203 

14 Jim Beam Boston 269,654 

23 Jim Beam Clermont 139,550 

 

Total (1-25) 9,775,102 

2015 (in MSCF) 
Ranking Customer Usage (MSCF) 

1 Ford KTP 1,592,253 

2 Ford LAP 1,129,375 

3 American Synthetic 593,788 

10 Jim Beam Boston 372,800 

16 Jim Beam Clermont 210,921 

 

Total (1-25) 9,348,231 

2014 (in MSCF) 
Ranking Customer Usage (MSCF) 

1 Ford KTP 1,514,647 

2 Ford LAP 1,218,864 

3 American Synthetic 755,487 

16 Jim Beam Boston 184,406 

22 Jim Beam Clermont 142,523 

 

Total (1-25) 9,560,230 

Based on Year 5 projections (in MSCF) 
Ranking Customer Usage (MSCF) 

1 Ford KTP 1,592,253 

2 Ford LAP 1,129,375 

3 Jim Beam Boston 823,194 

4 Jim Beam Clermont 612,087 

5 American Synthetic 593,788 

 

Total (1-25) 10,199,791 
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Other Projected System Growth 

• Gas Engineering developed 
optimistic, realistic and 
pessimistic growth rates for 
other projected growth 
based on prior 4 years for 
the scenarios considered 

• Large Commercial and 
Industrial growth can't be 
supported without the 
recommended option. 
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Other Factors 

• Capital Avoidance 
Projects or multiple projects will have to be completed in the future 
to serve new residential and small commercial load. 
Factors of $4.5m (optimistic), $3.0m (realistic) and $1.5m 
(pessimistic) have been considered based on projected growth for 
residential and small commercial. 

• Reliability 
A $4.0m factor has been considered based on avoiding an outage on 
this system because it is a one-way feed. 
The factor is estimated based on restoration cost for a 4,000 - 4,500 

customer outage (app $2.0m) plus consideration for negative 
company image and customer hardship during the outage. 
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Cost Contribution 

Assume Capital Cost =$28.0m 
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Recommendation 

• Proposed Cost Contributions 
$x.xxm if Jim Beam agrees to be an IGS customer for 5 
years after pipeline is constructed. 
$x.xxm if Jim Beam agrees to be an IGS customer for 3 
years after pipeline is constructed. 
$x.xxm if Jim Beam remains a FT customer after the 
pipeline is constructed. 
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Beam Pipeline Discussion General Timeline - June 26, 2019 
 
2015 

• Ops team started working on distillery expansion ideas, concepts and options – this highlighted a gap in 
natural gas supply (KE, AS) 

• Schneider Electric was hired as 3rd party utility consultant. 

• Initial meetings held with LG&E on options to supply more natural gas to both Clermont and Boston. 
(BG, KE). 

• Response from LG&E- not enough gas available, LG&E ask Beam to pay for a new pipeline, estimated 
cost $20-25MM … Beam rejects this proposal.  (BG, KE, AS) 

• Beam asks Schneider Electric to help find other options… tankers, etc. (BG, KE, AS) 

• In further meetings between Schneider Electric and LG&E it was determined that future growth in the 
Bullitt County area would require more gas than just our need and it made sense for LG&E to install a 
pipeline at their expense to support the need in Bullitt County (BG, KE, AS) 

• November 15th Beam team has additional internal discussions regarding Bioreactor as an alternative 
(KE) 

2016  

• Beam continues to hold internal meetings to discuss development of distillery growth plans (AS, KE) 

• Schneider Electric continued to develop utility strategy and work with Beam and LG&E on potential 
solutions (KE) 

• In March, cross functional meeting with Schneider Electric, LG&E and Beam to discuss growth plans 
and gas needs. (KE) 

• May 27th Economic Development meeting hosted by John Snider, Bullitt Economic Development 
Director.  Attendees at this meeting included BCEDA, LG&E, Salt River Electric, City of Shepherdsville, 
Flynn Brothers, RAF/2M (McGruder), Miles Enterprise, Beam Suntory (Kevin Evans).  Meeting focused 
on current infrastructure, growth plans, the need for increased gas supply, and a very general 
discussion regarding potential volume and estimated timing. While there were no notes or maps on 
pipeline path options, Kevin Evans recalls that there was a brief, conceptual discussion regarding the 
pathway LG&E might consider for thepipeline…for example it could go to northern end of the county, 
the southern end of the county, middle of the county, etc. (KE) 

• June 13th Cross functional meeting with Schneider Electric, LG&E and Beam to review and discuss gas 
supply options.  2 points of interest from Evans notes- 1) Gas line extension is planned without Beam 
funding, 2) LG&E does not have exact route at this time. (KE) 

• August 8th, 2016 – Non-binding letter of intent sent to LG&E from Brain on estimated gas needs thru 
2020. (BG, KE) 

 
2017-2018 

• Surveying, engineering, right of way activity by LG&E begins (LP) 
• Ongoing quarterly updates between procurement and LG&E…. at some point the “general route” is 

shared but no specific routes are provided nor is Beam asked for input on the route selected. It is 
possible a map of the general route was shown with a highlighted corridor marked as the general area 
they will take the pipeline. (BG, KD) 

 
2019 

• Early 2019 (Jan – April) pipeline route becomes public issue, media gets story, first public effort by 
individuals and Bernheim against pipeline.  

• WIK and Beam PR alerted to Bernheim’s position/announcement by Mark Wourm on April 4th. (KS, EY, 
AS) 

• April 4th- WIK and Beam PR begin gathering general details internally and monitor media. Maps of 
general route obtained from LG&E (LP) and map of specific route obtained from Bernheim (MW). (KS, 
EY, RS) 

• April through June- WIK and Beam PR monitor situation. (KS, RS, EY) 

• Week of June 17th – Email received by Brett Hale. Team meeting to discuss response and team begins 
detailed investigation of timeline and confirmation of facts. First draft of a holding statement is created. 
(BH, CD, DH, TM, KS, EY, RA) 
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To: White, Mark[Mark.White©Ige-ku.corn] 
Cc: French, Dave[Dave.French©Ige-ku.corn] 
From: Payne, Lisa 
Sent: Fri 6/17/2016 4:53:19 PM 
Subject: Confidential Bullitt Co. 

I had a conference call with Tom Reith and Cheryl today. The capital investment to 
install and reinforce a pipeline in Bullitt Co. to serve Jim Beam and others has 
potential. 
Internal conversations have been that this is an opportunity for growth and will 
benefit us from a reliability stance. Tom may have more information late next week, 
but says it might be a good idea to go ahead and talk to Jim Beam to let them know 
that we could meet with them the first of July or so. And that our strategies are 
coming along. 

The good news is confidential, but this gas expansion may be at no cost to Jim 
Beam. Obviously there will be more discussion about Jim Beam's commitment, etc., 
but this is good news for Beam and others preparing to build. 

Mark, I'm headed out for vacation the middle of next week until 7/8. We can talk early 
week if needed. Cheryl is out quite a bit too and she asked me to let you know all. 
Please work directly with Tom the week of 6/27 to develop discussion, dates/times for 
a meeting. Thanks! 

Lisa A. Payne 
Team Leader I Economic Development and Major Accounts 
220 West Main Street, Louisville, KY 40202 

502-548-7426 I 0: 502-627-4955 F: 502-217-2494 
lisa.payne@lge-ku.com 

Ige-ku.com 

I-G&E and KU Energy LLC 

LGE0013807 



ATTACHMENT 2 

 

1. LG&E’s Biological Assessment 

2. Informal Transcript from March 11-12, 2021 Trial 



 

 

1. 



















































































































































































































































































 

 

2. 



Informal Transcript 

 

Excerpt from the Opening Statement by Atty. Monica Braun: 

Not only does LG&E have [the] statutory right to do so, this pipeline is sorely needed in Bullitt 

County as there are two problems currently facing LG&E’s natural gas system in Bullitt County.  

The first is reliability and the second is capacity.  I’ll begin with reliability and this will be 

described further by LG&E witness Mr. Bellar.  LG&E operates a transmission line that runs from 

Shepherdsville south until it terminates in Boston and there are roughly 95 hundred customers 

served off that pipeline.  That is their single source of gas supply.  And should there be an outage 

which can occur for any number of reasons, thousands of customers would be without natural gas 

which for many is their heating source.  The second problem is capacity.  There is a significant 

growth along that line especially in the area around 480 and around the new I-65 interstate 

exchange.  And as there is continued growth, LG&E has reached the point where it cannot push 

any additional gas through this line and that will be testified to by Mr. Reith later today.  And 

because of that there has already been 450 denials of service to homes and businesses in Bullitt 

County.  This is not a forecasted problem.  This is a current problem and a problem that we expect 

to continue until the pipeline is constructed.  The pipeline that LG&E is preparing to construct will 

solve both of these problems. 

2021-03-11_10.30.53.260 at approximately 01:27-03:07 

 

Excerpt from the Closing Statement by Atty. Monica Braun:  

Here is what has been unrebutted over two days of testimony.  That at present there are 450 homes 

and businesses in Bullitt County that have been denied their request for natural services.  Mr. Reith 

testified that if there is an outage along the existing distribution line that serves most of Bullitt 

County, thousands of Bullitt County customers could have service interruptions.  That has been 

the unrebutted testimony over these two days.  The focus of the Defendants has been on LG&E’s 

decision making in 2015 and 2016, what projections did LG&E consider, what forecast did is 

consider, how did it talk to.  But what we have testified is that in 2021, LG&E is denying service 

to customers because there is no additional capacity on this pipeline.  Those are the facts today.  

And until this pipeline is constructed your Honor, the number of denials of gas service will 

continue to grow and the risk of an outage for current customers will continue to exist.  

2021-03-12_14.49.56.998 at approximately 21:00-22:20 
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