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In The Ma,tter Of: Applica,tion of Big Rivers Electric Corpora,tion For A 
General Adjustment In Rates - Case No. 2012-00535 

Dear Mr. DeRouen: 

Enclosed for filing are an original and ten (10) copies of (i) the response of Big 
Rivers Electric Corporation to the Public Service Commission Staffs Second 
Request for Information and the intervenor's first requests for information; (ii) 
a petition for confidential treatment for certain of the responses; and (iii) a 
Motion for Deviation. Please note that since the Commission has not ruled on 
the petition to intervene filed by Ben Taylor and the Sierra Club, Big Rivers is 
not responding to their information requests or sending them copies of the 
responses to the information requests that Big Rivers is responding to. 

Copies of the responses, the petition, and the motion have been served on 
those parties listed on the attached service list by Federal Express or hand 
delivery. 

Sincerely, 

Tyson Kamuf 

cc: Service List 
Billie J. Richert 

Telephone (270) 926-4000 

Telecopier (270) 68.3-6694 

Ann Building 

PO Box 727 

Owensboro, Kentucky 
42302-0727 

.imv.westkylaw.com 

http://imv.westkylaw.com


Service List 
PSC Case No. 2012-00535 

Jennifer Black Hans 
Lawrence W. Cook 
Dennis G. Howard, I1 
Assistant Attorneys General 
1024 Capital Center Dr. 
Suite 200 
Frankfort, KY 40601 

Mr. David Brevitz 
3623 SW Woodvalley Terrace 
Topeka, KS 66614 

Mr. Bion C. Ostrander 
1121 S.W. Chetopa Trail 
Topeka, KS 666 15 

Mr. Larry Holloway 
830 Romine Ridge 
Osage City, KS 66523 

Michael L. Kurtz, Esq. 
Kurt J. Boehm, Esq. 
Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry 
36 E. Seventh St., Suite 1510 
Cincinnati, Ohio 45202 

Lane Kollen 
J. Kennedy and Associates, Inc. 
570 Colonial Park Dr., Suite 305 
Roswell, Georgia 30075 

Russell L. Klepper 
Energy Services Group, LLC 
3 16 Maxwell Road, Suite 400 
Alpharetta, Georgia 30009 

David C. Brown, Esq. 
Stites & Harbison, PLLC 
400 W. Market Street, Suite 1800 
Louisville, KY 40202 

Donald P. Seberger, Esq. 
Special Counsel 
Rio Tinto Alcan 
8770 West Rryn Mawr Avenue 
Chicago, Illinois 6063 1 

Gregory Starheim 
President & CEO 
Kenergy Corp. 
6402 Old Corydon Road 
P.O. Box 18 
Henderson, Kentucky 424 19-00 1 8 

J. Christopher Hopgood, Esq . 
3 18 Second Street 
Henderson, Kentucky 42420 

Burns Mercer 
Meade County RECC 
1351 Hwy. 79 
P.O. Box 489 
Brandenburg, Kentucky 40 108 

Thomas C. Brite, Esq. 
Brite & Hopkins, PLLC 
83 Ballpark Road 
P.O. Box 309 
Hardinsburg, KY 40143-0309 

G. Kelly Nuckols 
President and CEO 
Jackson Purchase Energy Corporation 
2900 Irvin Cobb Drive 
P.O. Box 4030 
Paducah, KY 42002-4030 

Melissa D. Yates 
Denton & Keuler, LLP 
5 5 5 Jefferson Street 
Suite 301 
Paducah, KY 42001 



David O’Rrien Suetholz 
Neal R. Hayes 
Kircher Suetholz & Grayson PSC 
5 15 Park Avenue 
Louisville, KY 40208 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, Mark A. Bailey, verify, state,  and affirm that I prepared or supervised 
the preparation of the data  responses filed with this Verification, and that 
those da ta  responses are  true and accurate to the best of my knowledge, 
information, and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

iJ Mark A. Bailey 

COMMONWEALTH O F  KENTTJCKY ) 
COUNTY OF HENDERSON ) 

STJBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by Mark A. Bailey on this 
t h e a x  day of February, 2013. 

My Commission Expires 

Notary Publle, Kentucky State-At-Large 
My Commissibn Expires: July 3,2014 
ID 421 951 



RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, Billie J. Richert, veri@, state, and affirm tha t  I prepared or supervised 
the preparation of the data  responses filed with this Verification, and tha t  
those da ta  responses are  true and accurate to the best of my knowledge, 
information, and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

'Billie J. M e r t  

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 
COTJNTY OF HENDERSON ) 

STJRSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by Billie J. Richert on this 
day of February, 2013. 

rge 
My Commission Expires 

Notary Pub!!* ''mtucky State-At-Large 
My Comrnissiol I Expires: July 3,2014 
ID 421 951 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, Robert W. Berry, verify, state, and affirm that I prepared or 
supervised the preparation of the da ta  responses filed with this Verification, 
and that those da ta  responses are t rue and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge, information, and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTTJCKY ) 
COTJNTY OF HENDERSON ) 

STJBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by Robert W. Berry on this 
t h e 2 1  day of February, 2013. 

rge 
My Commission Expires 

Notary Public, Kentucky State-At-Large 
My Commission Expires: July 3,201 4 
ID 421951 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, Lindsay N. Rarron, verify, state, and affirm that I prepared or 
supervised the preparation of the data responses filed with this Verification, 
and that those data responses are true and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge, information, and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTTJCKY ) 
COTJNTY OF HENDERSON ) 

STJBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by Lindsay N. Barron on 
this the day of February, 2013. 

rge 
My Commission Expires 

Notary Public, Kentucky State-At-Large 
My Commission Expires: July 3,201 4 
ID 421 951 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, David G. Crockett, verify, state,  and affirm that I prepared or 
supervised the preparation of the data  responses filed with this Verification, 
and that those data  responses are  true and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge, information, and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 
COTJNTY OF HENDERSON 1 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by David G. Crockett on this 
t heJ2  day of February, 2013. 

N'btarf Public, Ky. %ate at Large 
My Commission Expires 

Notary Public, Kentucky State-At-Large 
My Commission Expires: July 3,2014 
ID 421951 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, James V. Haner, verify, state, and affirm that T prepared or 
supervised the preparation of the data responses filed with this Verification, 
and that those da ta  responses are true and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge, information, and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTTJCKY ) 
COTJNTY OF HENDERSON 1 

STJBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by James V. Haner on this 
the a day of February, 2013. 

flotaby Public, KyuState at Large 
My Commission Expires 

ID 421 951 



RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, DeAnna M. Speed, verify, state, and  affirm that I prepared or 
supervised the preparation of the data responses filed with this Verification, 
and that those da ta  responses are true and accurate to the best of my 
knowledge, information, and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. n 

COMMONWEALTH OF Kl3NTTJCIN ) 
COTJNTY OF HENDERSON 1 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by DeAnna M. Speed on this 
t h d .  day of February, 2013. 

Notary Public, Ky. Strate at Large 
My Commission Expires 

Notarv Pr +"- fcsntucky State-At-Large 
My Comni.s.,,tJir Expires: July 3,2014 
ID 421 951 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, John Wolfram, verify, state, and affirm that 1 prepared or supervised 
the preparation of the data  responses filed with this Verification, and that 
those da ta  responses are  true and accurate to the best of my knowledge, 
information, and  belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

COMMONWEALTH O F  KENTUCKY ) 
COTJNTY OF HENDERSON ) 

SIJBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by John Wolfram on this the 
&%ay of February, 2013. 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, Ted J. Kelly, verify, state, and affirm that I prepared or supervised the 
preparation of the data responses filed with this Verification, and that those 
data responses are true and accurate to  the best of my knowledge, information, 
and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

Ted J. Kelly 

STATE O F  MISSOURI ) 
COUNTY OF JACKSON ) 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by Ted J .  Kelly on this the 
day of February, 2013. 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

VERIFICATION 

I, Travis A. Siewert, verify, state,  and affirm that I prepared or 
supervised the preparation of the da ta  responses filed with this Verification, 
and that those data  responses are  true and accurate to the  best of my 
knowledge, information, and belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

Travis A. Siewert 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 
COUNTY O F  HENDERSON ) 

SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by Travis A. Siewert on this 
th-ay of February, 2013. 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

esponse to Comrni ion StaWs Second Request for Information 
ated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

tern. 1) Refer to the Notice of Termination of Alcan Primary 
Products Corporatio rAlcan”) of its Retail Electric Service Agreement 

Corp. filed by Alcan on Janua 31, 2013. Explain in 

detail the implications of this notice for ig Rivers and what impact, 

ivers expects it to ve on this rate 

nse) Big Rivers is in the process of evaluating the implications of the 

Alcan termination notice on Big Rivers, but it should have no impact on this 

rate proceeding. A s  explained in Big Rivers’ direct testimony, Big Rivers 

needs the rate relief sought in this proceeding beginning August 20, 2013. 

The termination of Alcan’s retail power contract is effective January 31, 

2014. Big Rivers will file a separate proceeding in June of 2013 to address 

the Alcan contract termination to the extent Big Rivers needs additional rate 

relief beginning January 31, 2014. Thus, Rig Rivers sees no reason why the 

Alcan termination notice should impact this proceeding. 

1 

itness) Billie J. Richert 

Case No. 2012- 
Response to PSC 2-1 

illlie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 1 





BIG ERS ELEC C CORPORATION 

IO 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

esponse to Cornrnissio Staffs Secon quest for Information 
February 14. 

2) Refer to Tab 8 ofthe application. 
2 

3 

4 

5 

6 inal Sheet No. 65, 

7 

8 

9 (l)(d) instead of (2)(d). 

a. Refer to proposed PSC No. 25, Original Sheet No. 64, 

Section (Z)(d). This section begins “The cost of fossiZfiel, as 
denoted in (2)(a) above ...)’ Explain whether the reference in 

be to (Z)(a) instead of (2)(a). 

ction (2)(d) above.. . ” 
rence in this section should be to 

10 

12 a. The reference in this sentence should be to (l)(a) instead of 

13 (2) (a) - 
14 

15 

b. The reference in this section should be to (l)(d) instead of (2)(d). 

16 Witness) Travis A. Siewert 

se No. 2012-00535 
esponse to PSC 2-2 

itness: Travis A. Siewert 
Page 1 of 1 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

esponse to Commi ion Stars Second Request for Information 
ated Februa 

Item 3) Refer to Exhibit 1 0  of the application, the comparison of 

present and proposed rates. Explain w the $3.955 demand charge 
11 Power Sales - Over 100 k W  s calculated for the neration/S 

tarif$ 

onse) The demand charge for the Cogeneration/Small Power Sales - 
Over 100 kW tariff is determined by converting the demand charge for the 

Rural Delivery Service (“RDS”) tariff from $/kW-month to $/kW-week. The 

rate was calculated by dividing the $16.95/kW-month RDS by thirty 

(approximating the number of days in a month) and multiplying by seven 

(for the number of days in a week). 

(16.95 $/kW-month) / (30 days/month) ;rz (7 days/week} = 3.955 

$/kW-week 

This is the same approach Big Rivers used in its last rate case, Case 

NO. 201 1-00036. 

Witness) John Wolfram 

Case No. 2012-00535 
onse to PSC 2-3 
: John Wolfram 

Page P of 1 





ERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
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15 

16 

ommission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 1 

February 28,2013 

tern 4) Refer to Tab 20 of the application which shows the base- 
period statement of operations with adjustments and the forecast- 
period statement of operations. The base period ending April of 201 3 

includes six m o n t h  (May 2012 through October 2012) of historical 
data and six months (November 2012 through April 2013) of 
estimate ta. Provide an updated base-period statement of 
operations includes nine of actual data (May 2012 

813) and three nths of estimate data (February 
201 3 through April 201 3). 

Attached is the updated base-period statement of operations 

which includes nine months of actual data (May 2012 through January 

2013) and three months of estimated data (February 2013 through April 

2013). 

Witness) DeAnna M. Speed 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-4 

Page 1 of 1 



lectric Corporation 
0.201 2-00535 

sponse to PSC 

ustrnents to Forecast Perio 

May-2012 Jun-2012 Jul-2012 

Line Item Actuals Actuals Actuals 

Electric Energy Revenues 
Other Operating Revenue and Income 

Total Oper Revenues & Patronage Capital 

Operation Expense-Production-excl he1 
Operation Expense-Production-Fuel 
Operation Expense-Other Power Supply 
Operation Expense-Transmission 
Operation Expense - RTO/ISO 
Operation Expense - Customer Accounts 
Consumer Service & Informational Expense 
Operation Expense - Sales 
Operation Expense - Administrative & General 

Total Operation Expense 

Maintenance Expense-Production 
Maintenance Expense-Transmission 
Maintenance Expense-General Plant 

Total Maintenance Expense 

Depreciation & Amortization Expense 
Taxes 
Enterest on Long-Term Debt 
Interest Charged to Construction-Credit 
Other Interest Expense 
Other Deductions 

Total Cost of Electric Service 

Operating Margins 

Interest Income 
Allowance for Funds tJsed during Const 
Other Non-Operating Income - net 
Other Capital Credits & Pat Dividends 
Extraordinary Items 

Net Patronage Capital or Margins 

$48,310 $46,967 $5 0,6 8 6 
$380 $503 $567 

$48,690 $47,470 $51,253 
_I__ 

$4,063 
$20,412 
$8,773 
$1,080 

$195 
$0 

$22 
$5 

$1,923 

$3,967 
$19,40 1 
$7,966 

$633 
$180 

$0 
$47 
$10 

$3,270 

$4,185 
$21,590 
$8,667 

$954 
$139 

$0 
$90 
$5 

$2,004 
-_ 

$36,473 $35,474 $37,634 

$2,627 $2,679 $3,350 
$391 $539 $450 
$21 $25 $1 

$3,039 $3,243 $3,801 

$3,392 $3,392 $3,404 
$0 $0 $0 

$3,815 $3,706 $3,680 
($65) ($57) ($59) 

$0 $0 $1 1 
$27 $12 $15 

$46,681 
-. 

$45,770 $48,486 

$2,009 $1,700 $2,767 

$4 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$4 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$6 
$0 
$0 
$0 
$0 

$2,013 - $1,704 $2,773 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment for Response to PSC 2-4 

Witness: DeAnna M. Speed 
Page 1 of 5 Pages 



ig Rivers Electric Corporation 
Case No. 2012-00535 

achment for Response to PSC 2- 
Statement of Operations 
with Adjustments to Forecast Period 

Aug-2012 Sep-2012 Oct-2012 

Line Item Actuals Actuals Actuals 

Electric Energy Revenues 
Other Operating Revenue and Income 

Total Oper Revenues & Patronage Capital 

Operation Expense-Production-excl fuel 
Operation Expense-Production-Fuel 
Operation Expense-Other Power Supply 
Operation Expense-Transmission 
Operation Expense - RTO/ISO 
Operation Expense - Customer Accounts 
Consumer Service & Informational Expense 
Operation Expense - Sales 
Operation Expense - Administrative & General 

Total Operation Expense 

Maintenance Expense-Production 
Maintenance Expense-Transmission 
Maintenance Expense-General Plant 

$48,521 $4 6,2 6 4 $46,001 
$532 $35 1 $409 

$49,053 $46,6 15 $46,410 

$4,332 
$19,183 
$8,465 

$805 
$128 

$0 
$4 1 
$72 

$2,474 

$4,03 8 
$18,170 
$8,973 

$626 
$170 

$0 
$61 
$5 

$2,107 

$3,682 
$1 8,171 
$10,860 

$903 
$191 

$0 
$96 
$39 

$1,331 
- 

$35,500 $34,150 $35,273 

$4,096 $3,000 $3,761 
$614 $338 $333 
$17 $17 $14 

Total Maintenance Expense $4,727 $3,355 $4,108 

Depreciation & Amortization Expense 
Taxes 
Enterest on Long-Term Debt 
Interest Charged to Construction-Credit 
Other Interest Expense 
Other Deductions 

Total Cost of Electric Service 

Operating Margins 

Interest Income 
Allowance for Funds Used during Const 
Other Non-Operating Income - net 
Other Capital Credits & Pat Dividends 
Extraordinary Items 

Net Patronage Capital or Margins 

$3,521 $3,564 $3,396 
$0 $0 $0 

$3,851 $3,704 $3,809 
($65) ($70) ($70) 
$44 $0 $0 
$26 $24 $7 1 

$47,604 $4 4,7 2 7 $46,587 

$1,449 $1,888 ($177) 

$19 
$0 
$0 

$14 
$0 

$348 $174 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 
$0 $0 

$1,482 $2,236 ($3) 

Case No. 201 2-00535 
Attachment for Response to PSC 2-4 

Witness: DeAnna M. Speed 
Page 2 of 5 Pages 



ivers Electric Corporation 
0.201 2-00535 

t for Response to PSC 2-4 
Statement of Operations 

ase Period with Adjustments to Forecast Period 

Nov-2012 Dec-2012 Jan-2013 

Line Item Actuals Actuals Actual 

Electric Energy Revenues $50,276 $47,926 $50,638 
Other Operating Revenue and Income $328 $361 $362 

Total Oper Revenues & Patronage Capital $50,604 $48,287 $51,000 

Operation Expense-Production-excl fuel 
Operation Expense-Production-Fuel 
Operation Expense-Other Power Supply 
Operation Expense-Transmission 
Operation Expense - RTO/ISO 
Operation Expense - Customer Accounts 
Consumer Service & Informational Expense 
Operation Expense - Sales 
Operation Expense - Administrative & General 

Total Operation Expense 

Maintenance Expense-Production 
Maintenance Expense-Transmission 
Maintenance Expense-General Plant 

$4,036 
$21,116 
$7,679 

$818 
$215 

$0 
$144 

$5 
$2,098 

$3,943 
$21,249 
$8,646 
$1,035 

$193 
$297 
$256 
$45 

$2,622 

$4,375 
$21,531 
$9,328 

$77 1 
$238 

$0 
$48 
$0 

$1,751 
- 

$36,111 $38,286 $38,042 

$3,252 $3,285 $3,304 
$237 $302 $279 
$1 1 $3 1 $23 - - 

Total Maintenance Expense $3,500 $3,618 $3,606 

Depreciation & Amortization Expense 
Taxes 
Enterest on Long-Term Debt 
Interest Charged to Construction-Credit 
Other Interest Expense 
Other Deductions 

Total Cost of Electric Service 

Operating Margins 

Interest Income 
Allowance for Funds Used during Const 
Other Non-Operating Income - net 
Other Capital Credits & Pat Dividends 
Extraordinary Items 

Net Patronage Capital or Margins 

$3,417 $3,426 $3,414 

$3,706 $3,799 $3,804 
$0 $0 $0 

($74) ($45) ($34) 
$46 $47 $0 

$167 $121 $35 

$46,873 $49,252 $48,867 
-- 

$3,73 1 ($965) $2,133 

$172 $214 $169 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $3 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$3,903 ($748) $2,302 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment for Response to PSC 2-4 

Witness: DeAnna M. Speed 
Page 3 of 5 Pages 



ectric Corporation 
Case No. 2012-00535 

Attachment for 

Feb-2013 Ma r-20 13 Apr-2013 

Line Item Budget Budget Budget 

Electric Energy Revenues 
Other Operating Revenue and Income $307 $307 $308 

Total Oper Revenues & Patronage Capital $46,665 $49,042 $44,116 

Operation Expense-Production-excl fuel 
Operation Expense-Production-Fuel 
Operation Expense-Other Power Supply 
Operation Expense-Transmission 
Operation Expense - RTO/ISO 
Operation Expense - Customer Accounts 
Consumer Service & Informational Expense 
Operation Expense - Sales 
Operation Expense - Administrative & General 

Total Operation Expense 

Maintenance Expense-Production 
Maintenance Expense-Transmission 
Maintenance Expense-General Plant 

Total Maintenance Expense 

Depreciation & Amortization Expense 
Taxes 
Enterest on Long-Term Debt 
Interest Charged to Construction-Credit 
Other Interest Expense 
Other Deductions 

Total Cost of Electric Service 

Operating Margins 

Interest Income 
Allowance for Funds Used during Const 
Other Non-Operating Income - net 
Other Capital Credits & Pat Dividends 
Extraordinary Items 

$3,442 $3,446 $3,45 1 
$0 $0 $1 

$3,494 $3,929 $3,836 
($6) ($22) ($46) 
$0 $0 $0 

$38 $47 $45 

$170 $170 $168 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $1,238 $25 
$0 $0 $0 

Net Patronage Capital or Margins 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment for Response to PSC 2-4 

Witness: DeAnna M. Speed 
Page 4 of 5 Pages 



iwers Electric Corporation 
Case No. 2Oq2-00535 

ttachment for Response to PSC 
Statement of Operations 

ase Period with Adjustments to Forecast Period 

Line Item Forecasted 
Base Period Adjustments Period Budget 

Electric Energy Revenues 
Other Operating Revenue and Income 

Total Oper Revenues & Patronage Capital 

Operation Expense-Production-excl fuel 
Operation Expense-Production-Fuel 
Operation Expense-Other Power Supply 
Operation Expense-Transmission 
Operation Expense - RTO/ISO 
Operation Expense - Customer Accounts 
Consumer Service & Informational Expense 
Operation Expense - Sales 
Operation Expense - Administrative & General 

Total Operation Expense 

Maintenance Expense-Production 
Maintenance Expense-Transmission 
Maintenance Expense-General Plant 

Total Maintenance Expense 

Depreciation & Amortization Expense 
Taxes 
Enterest on Long-Term Debt 
Interest Charged to Construction-Credit 
Other Interest Expense 
Other Deductions 

Total Cost of Electric Service 

Operating Margins 

Interest Income 
Allowance for Funds Used during Const 
Other Non-Operating Income - net 
Other Capital Credits & Pat Dividends 
Extraordinary Items 

Net Patronage Capital or Margins 

$4,715 ($1,019) $3,696 

$5 79,20 5 ($96,162) $483,043 

$41,265 $2,838 $44,103 
$1 $0 $1 

$45,133 $1,850 $46,983 
($613) ($1,867) ($2,480) 

$628 ($37) $591 
$148 ($148) $0 

$1,618 $358 $1,976 
$0 $0 $0 
$0 $0 $0 

$1,280 $1,426 $2,706 
$0 $0 $0 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment for Response to PSC 2-4 

Witness: DeAnna M. Speed 
Page 5 of 5 Pages 





ERS ELEC C CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

onse to Commission Staff’s Second Request for Information 
dated February 14, 2013 

Item 5) Refer to Tab 25 of the application, pages 1-19, which 

include a breakdown of Big Rivers’ 2013 and 2014 budgeted capital 

expenditures. lain whether t ig Rivers’ financing 

application in Case No. 2012-00492 would, if approved, impact the 

level of capital ex enditures in 2013 or 2014. 

se) The amendment to Big Rivers’ financing application in Case No. 
2012-00492, if approved, would not impact the level of capital expenditures 

in 2013 or 2014. 

itness) Billie J. Richert 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-5 

itness: Billie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 1 





BIG RIVERS ELEC C CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

esponse to Cornmi * quest for Infor 
3 

Item 6)  Refer to Tab 55 of the application at page 1, specifically, 
arative income statements for 201 0, 201 1, the base period, 

calendar ye rs 2015 and 2016. Big Rivers’ 
nd 2011 were $46.880 million and 

The average maintenance expense in 
98 million, and 2016 is the only 

future period in whic the annual ense is greater than the actual 
amounts recorde in 2010 an 201 1. Exp w this apparent 

” approach to Rivers‘ annual 
on maintenance 

the Direct Testimony of 

the forecast perio 
maintenance expenses in 2 

illion, respectively. 
eriods is $ 

RoberG W. Ber Testimony’.’) at pages 14-1 5. 

Response) The reason the comparative income statements contain similar 

amounts for maintenance expense in 2010-2016 is not because Big Rivers 

is “maintaining the status quo” but because the significant reduction in 

maintenance expense at  Wilson during the period 2013 - 2016 while the 

plant is idled offsets increased maintenance at Big Rivers’ other plants in 

those years. The average annual maintenance expense for Wilson in Big 

Rivers’ 2012 - 2015 Production Business Plan was $ . The 

average annual maintenance r Wilson in the 2013 - 2016 

Production Business Plan. is $ less. Big Rivers 

determined that it was necessary and prudent to reinvest that reduction in 

0. 2012-00535 
nse to PSC 2-6 

itness: Robert 



IG RIVERS ELECT C CORPORATION 

Response to Commission StafPs Second Request for Information 

1 

2 

3 

4 

maintenance expense at Wilson across the remainder of its fleet in order to 

catch up on the maintenance that had been deferred in 2010, 201 1, and 

2012. Thus, while the overall Production Maintenance Expense is similar 

over the 2010-2016 timeframe, maintenance expense at each plant is not. 

5 

6 itness) Robert MI. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00535 
se to PSC 2-6 
bert W. Berry 

Page 2 of 2 





ERS EEEC C CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

N 

onse to co 

7 )  Refer to Tab 59 of the application. 

e Refer to page 2 of 8. Provide the supporting calculation for 

d-energy rate of $4.039405, 

vide the supporting calculation for 

ergy rate of $4.047597, 

lain why the Environmental 

es on these three pages differ 

te class in Exhibit Wolfram-5, 

ages 1 and 2 of 4. 

a. The rate is simply the total “Revenue $” divided by the “Billing 

Units” shown on this page. I t  represents the overall effective 

rate for the actual billing period (5/1/2012 through 

1 O /  3 1 / 20 12) forecasted billing period ( 1 1 / 1 / 20 12 through 

12/ 3 1 / 20 12) and budgeted billing period ( 1 / 1 / 20 13 through 

4/30/2013). 

b. The rate is simply the total “Revenue $” divided by the “Billing 

Units” shown on this page, for the fully forecasted test period 

(9/1/2013 through 8/31/2014). 

21 e. The values on these pages differ slightly from those provided in 

22 Exhibit Wolfram-5 due to rounding. The rates were not 

23 rounded in the calculations in Exhibit Wolfram-5 but were 

S P O ~ S ~  to PSC 2-7 
nd John Wolfra 

Page 1 of2 



1 

2 

BIG W E R S  ELEC C <=ORPORATION 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

esponse to Com d Request for Information 

rounded to the correct significant digits in Tab 59. 

addressed in the response to PSC 2-36. 
This is 

3 

4 itnesses) Billie J. Richert and John Wolfram 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-7 . Richert and John Wolfram 

Page 2 of 2 





ERS ELEC C CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

Response to Commi d Request for Information 

February 28, 

Item 8) 

Testimony.”) at page g9 lines 2-5, and Exhibit Richert-2. 

Refer to the Direct Testimony of Billie J. Richert (“Richert 

vide the G&T Accounting and & Finance Association 

dated June 2012. 

tiwes are include 

ose 25 cooperatives’ rates 

state regulato 

commission. 

Response) 
a. A copy of the G&T Accounting E3r, Finance Association Annual 

Directory dated June 2012 is provided on the PUBLIC CDs 

accompanying these responses. 

b. Please see the attachment to this response for a copy of Exhibit 

Richert-2, updated to include a column stating which utilities 

are subject. to the jurisdiction of a state regulatory commission. 

itness) Billie J. Richert 

Page 1 of 1 



Golden Spread 
Arkansas 
Central Iowa (Allegheny) 
Brazos 
Corn Belt 
Hoosier 
South Miss. 
South Texas 
San Miguel 
Buckeye 
Associated 
East Kentucky 
Wabash Valley 
Power South 
Dairyland 
Minnkota 
Seminole 
Central-SC 
Chugach 
Western Farmers 
North Carolina 
Basin 
Great River 
Old Dominion 
Oglethorpe 

Average 

Big Rivers 

Big Rivers Electric Cooperation 
Case No. 20112-00535 

TIER 

State 
Regulated Moodys Fitch S&P TIER or MFI 

Yes 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 

Yes 

NR 
AI 
NR 
NR 
NR 
A3 
NR 
NR 
NR 
A2 
A1 
NR 
NR 
NR 
A3 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
A1 

Baal 
A3 

Baal 

Baa2CNeg) 

A 
Ai- 
A 
A 
A- 
NR 
A- 
A- 
A- 
A 

AA 
BBB 
NR 
A- 
NR 
NR 
NR 
NR 
A- 
A- 
A- 
A+ 
A- 
A 
A 

BBB-(Neg) 

A(Stab1e) 
AA-(Stable) 

A(Stab1e) 
A-(Positive) 
A-(Stable) 
A(Stab1e) 
A-(Stable) 
A-(Stable) 
A-(Stable) 
A-(Stable) 
AA( Stable) 

BBB(Stab1e) 
A-(Stable) 
A-(Stable) 
A(Stab1e) 
A-(Stable) 
A-( Stable) 

AA-(Stable) 
A-( Stable) 

BBB+(Positive) 
A-(Stable) 
A(Stab1e) 
A-(Stable) 
A(Stab1e) 
A(Stab1e) 

BBB-(Neg) 

NR: No Rating 

Source: G&T Accounting & Finance Association Annual Directory June 2012, Fitch U.S. 
Public Power Peer Study June 2012, S&P Report Card: Rate Adjustments Compensate For 
U.S. Cooperative Utilities Regulatory and Economic Risks May 22,2012 

3.17 
2.37 
2.18 
1.95 
1.88 
1.83 
1.72 
1.70 
1.57 
1 S O  
1.49 
1.48 
1.47 
1.44 
1.43 
1.43 
1.41 
1.40 
1.30 
1.29 
1.29 
1.26 
1.22 
1.22 
1.14 

1.61 

1.12 

Case No. 2042-00535 
Attachment to Response for PSC 2-8(b) 

Witness: Billie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 4 





IG C! CORPORATION 

equest for Information 
13 

Febr 013 

9)  Refer to ichert Testimony at age 12, lines 4-10. 

ig Rivers.’ net margins fro off-system s Zes for calendar 

ars 2011 and 2012. 

se) The requested information is provided in the attachment to this 
response. 

itness) Billie J. Richert 
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ERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

esponse to Co equest for Informatio 
13 

10) Refer to the Richert Testimony at page 14, line 20 through 

page 15, line 6, and the Direct Testimony of DeAnna 1M. Speed (“Speed 

Testi ”) at page 18, lines 18-22. The Richert Testimony refers to 

‘%he budget for 2013 nd 2014,” while the Spe Testimony refers to 
$ plans” that were 

ivectors on November 16, 2012. 

been developed 

esponse) The terminology used in the Richert Testimony and Speed 

Testimony regarding “budget for.. .20 1477 and “20 14.. .financial plans” is 

synonymous. The 2014 budget (also referred to as the 2014 financial plan) 

was developed and approved by the Big Rivers board. 

Witness) DeAnna M. Speed 

Case No. 2012-00536 
esponse to PSC-2- 10 

itness: DeAnna MI. Speed 
Page 1 of 





BIG ERS ELECTRIC CORPOIUTION 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
February 14,2013 

February 28,2 

Item 311) Refer to the Richert Testimony at page 24, lines 12-13. 

Provide Big Rivers’ statement of operations (income statement) for 

eted statement of operations in r year 2012 an its 2012 bu 
comparative f o m .  

se) Attached is the statement of operations (budget vs. actual) for 
the 2012 calendar year. 

itness) Billie <J. Richert 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2- 11 

itness: Billie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 1 



Big Rivers Electric Corporation 
Case No. 2012-00535 

1. 
2. 
3. 

4. 

5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9. 

11. 
12" 
13. 
14. 

15. 

16. 
17. 
18. 
20. 

21. 

22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 
27. 
28. 

29. 

30. 

31. 
32. 
34. 
36. 
37 1 

38. 

Attachment to Response PSC 2-11 
Statement of Revenues and Expenses (unaudited) 

YTD December 31,201 2 

BUDGET CURRENT YEAR VARIANCE F/(U) 

ELECTRIC ENERGY REVENUES 

OTHER OPERATING REVENUE AND INCOME 
INCOME FROM LEASED PROPERTY - NET 

TOTAL OPER REVENUES & PATRONAGE CAPITAL 

OPERATION EXPENSE-PRODUCTION-EXCL FUEL 
OPERATION EXPENSE-PRODUCTION-FUEL 
OPERATION EXPENSE-OTHER POWER SUPPLY 
OPERATION EXPENSE-TRANSMISSION 
OPERATION EXPENSE-RTOIISO 
OPERATION EXPENSE-CUSTOMER ACCOUNTS 

OPERATION EXPENSE-SALES 
OPERATION EXPENSE-ADMINISTRATIVE & GENERAL 

CONSUMER SERVICE & INFORMATIONAL EXPENSE 

TOTAL OPERATION EXPENSE 

MAINTENANCE EXPENSE-PRODUCTION 
MAINTENANCE EXPENSE-TRANSMISSION 
MAINTENANCE EXPENSE-RTOIISO 
MAINTENANCE EXPENSE-GENERAL PLANT 

TOTAL MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 

DEPRECIATION & AMORTIZATION EXPENSE 
TAXES 
INTEREST ON LONG-TERM DEBT 
INTEREST CHARGED TO CONSTRUCTION-CREDIT 
OTHER INTEREST EXPENSE 
ASSET RETIREMENT OBLIGATIONS 
OTHER DEDUCTIONS 

TOTAL COST OF ELECTRIC SERVICE 

OPERATING MARGINS 

INTEREST INCOME 
ALLOWANCE FOR FUNDS USED DURING CONST 

OTHER CAPITAL CREDITS & PAT DIVIDENDS 
EXTRAORDINARY ITEMS 

OTHER NON-OPERATING INCOME - NET 

NET PATRONAGE CAPITAL OR MARGINS 

$614,725,050.00 $563,385,131.72 ($51,339,918.28) 
$0.00 

$945,604.01 $4,011,500.00 $4,957,104.01 

$618,736,550.00 $568,342,235.73 ($50,394,314.27) 

$54,962,438.00 
$240,841,163.00 
$1 26,165,163.00 
$10,722,952.00 
$2,470,652.00 

$723,774.00 
$1,101,600.00 

$25,925,640.00 

$462,913,382.00 

$48,054,670.68 
$226,368,922.34 
$1 11,465,356.58 
$10,118,765.89 
$2,262,434.76 

$297,191.47 
$886,167.75 
$1 91,205.48 

$26,428,744.85 

$426,073,459.80 

$6,907,767.32 
$14,472,240.66 
$14,699,806.42 

$604,186.11 
$208,217.24 

($297,191 "47) 
($162,393.75) 
$91 0,394.52 

($503,104.85) 

$36,839,922.20 

$58,889,721 .OO $41,169,861 "77 $17,719,859.23 
$3,933,069.00 $4,607,997.64 ($674,928.64) 

$0.00 
-- $101,538.00 $184,301.57 ($82,763.571 

$62,924,328.00 $45,962,160.98 $ I  6,962,167.02 

$41,910,892.00 $41,090,390.70 $820,501 "30 
$885.00 $3,810.88 ($2,925.88) 

$44,647,132.00 $45,032,787.47 ($385,655.47) 
($678,117.00) ($766,677.00) $88,560.00 

$1 47,499.02 ($1 47,499.02) 
$0.00 

$415,812.00 $546,328.23 ($1 30,516.23) 

$612,134,314.00 $558,089,760.08 $54,044,553.92 

$6,602,236.00 $10,252,475.65 $3,650,239.65 

$61,860.00 $963,130.32 $901,270.32 
$0.00 
$0.00 

$33,000.00 $61,485.01 $28,485.01 

$6,697,096.00 $1 1,277,090.98 $4,579,994.98 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment to Response for PSC 2-1 1 

Witness: Billie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 1 





IG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
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15 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission StafPs Second Request for Information 
February 14, 2013 

Item 12) Refer to the Richert Testimony at page 25, lines 18-22. 

Provide the basis for the statement that “G&Ts that borrow funds in 
ita1 markets typically must earn margins and interest 

coverage ratios in excess of the minimum required MFIR stated in the 
ements to obtain access to the financial markets, and to 

l at reasonable rates.” 

The statement is based on consultation with experts in the field, 

including Goldman Sachs and Orrick, Herrington & Sutcliffe, both of whom 

advise Big Rivers with regard to financing matters; and Dan Walker, who 

has thirty years of experience in utility finance, has direct experience in 

advising and managing the placement of cooperative debt, and with whom I 

consulted in the preparation of my testimony. 

Witness) Billie J. Richert 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-12 

itness: Billie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 1 





IG ERS ELECTRIC CORPOIUPTION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

onse to Corn equest for Information 
13 

Item 13) Refer to the Richert Testimony at page 37, lines 2-11 and 

Travis A. Siewert (CcSiewert Testimony’.’) at 
its rate applic tion, Big Rivers 

No. 2012-00492. Explain what 

on this rate Zication, included 
iwers, interest on long-te 

period. 

onse) Amending Big Rivers’ application in Case No. 2012-00492, if 

approved by the Commission, would lower Big Rivers’ forecast period 

revenue requirement by approximately $4.4 million. The attached schedule 

details the decrease in Interest Expense on Long-Term Debt related to 

paying off the $58.8 million pollution control bonds with cash, the decrease 

in Interest Income, the decrease in the Amortization of Debt Issuance Costs, 

and the decrease in TIER requirement. 

itness) Billie J. Richert 

Billie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 1 



Big Rivers Electric Corporation 
Case No. 2012-00535 

ment to Response for 

Test Period 
w /Amended 

Test Period Financing Case Fav/(TJnFav) 
Interest Expense on Long-Term Debt $ 46,983,291 $ 43,511,699 $ 3,471,592 

Int. Income on Temp. Investments $ 97,916 $ 68,863 $ (29,053) 
Amortization of Debt Issuance Costs $ 505,012 $ 427,234 $ 77,778 
Margins Required for 1.24 T E R  $ 11,381,405 $ 10,442,808 $ 938,597 

$ 4.353.499 

Int. Income on Transition Reserve $ 105,415 $ - $ (105,415) 

Case No. 2012-00535 
ment to Response for PSC 2-13 

itness: Billie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 1 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

esponse to Commi Staffs Second Request for Information 
d February 14,2013 

February 28 ,2  

) Refer to the stimony at pages 37-38 where Big 
are discussed. 

nces of the Economic Reserve 

ral Economic Reserve Fund. 

date that eachfund will be depleted. 

sponse) 

a. The balances of the Economic Reserve fund and the Rural 

Economic Reserve fund as of January 3 1, 20 13 are 

$79,202,4 19.76 and $64,755,568.70, respectively. 

b. I t  is estimated that the Economic Reserve fund will be depleted 

in 2015 and the Rura l  Economic Reserve fund will be depleted 

in 2017. 

Witness) Billie J. Richert 

ase No. 2012-00535 
esponse to PSC 2-14 

tness: Billie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 1 





IG W E R S  ELEC C CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
February 14,2013 

Item 15) Has Big Rivers 

provided the Rural Utilities Senvice (%US”) a response with a timeline 

for conducti aintenance such as walve inspections and 

turbine generator inspections on a sche le consistent with prudent 

utility operations? If t response. If no, when does Big 

Refer to Exhibit Richer%-3, page 1 of 2. 

nticipate sub 

Response) Big Rivers provided a response to the RUS in a letter from Mark 

Bailey dated February 6, 2013, that included a timeline for conducting the 

major maintenance that had been deferred. A copy of Mark Bailey’s letter to 

the RUS is provided as an attachment to this response. 

itness) Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-15 

bert W. Berry 
Page 1 of 31 



ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

201 Third Street 
PO Box 24 
Henderson, KY 424 19-0024 

w bigrivers.com 
270-827-256 1 

February 6,201 3 

Mr. Chris Tuttle 
Acting Deputy Assistant Administrator 
Rural Utilities Service-Electric Program 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Room No. 5 135-S 
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Stop 1510 
Washington, D.C. 20250 

Subject: Kentucky 62 - Big Rivers Electric Corporation 

Dear Mr. Tuttle: 

Please refer to your letter to me of December 27,2012, approving the new depreciation rates 
proposed by Big Rivers Electric Corporation (“Big Rivers”). A copy of that letter is attached for 
your convenience. In that letter you conclude that certain Big Rivers’ major maintenance and 
inspection practices, as described in the Executive Summary of the Burns & McDonnell 
Depreciation Study, are not acceptable to the Rural Utilities Service (“RUS”’). You direct that 
Big Rivers “needs to resume their scheduled major inspections and maintenance per prudent 
utility operations promptly,” and ask that Big Rivers inform you of its timeline for getting that 
matter resolved. 

Big Rivers takes very seriously its obligations to its Members and the RUS to maintain its assets 
in accordance with prudent utility practice. The purposes of this letter are to furnish assurance 
that Big Rivers is properly inspecting and performing major maintenance on its assets, and to 
provide the maintenance schedule Big Rivers developed in May of 2012 to perform certain 
maintenance projects that had been deferred. 

Big Rivers has selectively deferred certain inspection and maintenance activities since 2009 to 
assure that it will achieve its financial covenant performance requirements during a period of 
depressed wholesale power market prices and an unusually weak economy. But Big Rivers did 
not stop maintaining its assets. It selectively chose certain activities to complete, and others to 
defer, in order to continue to maintain a prudent level of maintenance while Big Rivers was 
adjusting to an economy in recession. 

Case No. 2012-00535:: 
qtta,chmp 

our 0~1Clslonc ner 

Page 1 of 3.’ 

http://bigrivers.com


Mr. Chris Tuttle 
February 6,2013 
Page Two 

As a result of those efforts, Big Rivers’ generating fleet has been very reliable since the closing 
of the Unwind Transaction in July 2009, and has consistently performed in the top quartile of its 
peer group in Equivalent Forced Outage Rate (“EFOR’), which we benchmark through 
Navigant’s GKS system. The table below shows that Big Rivers’ generating plant reliability has 
improved over the last five years, indicating the effectiveness of Big Rivers’ maintenance 
program. 

Big Rivers GeneratingFleel- 
Forced Outage Rate (EFOR) * 

__.___I_-. 
*EFOR (L,ower is Better) 

The following graph illustrates the downward trend (lower is better) in EFOR over the last five 
years. 

”.- “- -_-I _--  - -- -- -- - - - . - . - - - - r- - 

LaiwaOent Forced Outage Rate 
(EFOR) 

6.0% _. . 

5 0% 1 -  
I 4 0 %  c-2--4------- - 

- Equivalent Forced 130% _. , _ _  -- - OUtagP Hate (EFOR) 

3 

ZOO8 2009 2010 2021 2 0 1 7  - ---.-. -- --”_ _- . --- _-_---_ - ____^___ ~ _ _  _-”_ 

Bums & McDonnell agrees with the prudency of Big Rivers’ past maintenance practices and 
fiture maintenance plans in testimony filed with the Kentucky Public Service Commission on 
January 15,2013, with Big Rivers’ application for a general adjustment in rates. An excerpt of 
that testimony is attached for your information, and the fill testimony is available under tab 71 
of the copy of the application that Big Rivers sent to RUS on January 15,201 3. 

The deferred maintenance schedule Big Rivers developed in May of 2012, and provided to Mr. 
James J. Murray by ernail dated December 12,2012, affirms Big Rivers’ intention to continue to 
perform major maintenance on its assets in a prudent and timely manner. That table is 
reproduced below, and remains unchanged from the version provided in December of 2012, and 
shows Big Rivers’ tiineline for performing the selected items of maintenance that were 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment for Response to PSC 2-15 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of 8 



Nlr. Chris Tuttle 
- February 6,201 3 

Page Three 

previously d e f a d .  Rig Rivers hopes this infomation allays RUS concerns. Please contact me 
if you have any further questions. 

______I--.--~__..I___ 
Deferred Maintenance Schedule .- 

The following table provides a summary of the deferred 
outages and when they will be completed. 

T-- 
- -------r--- 

Original Outage Deferred Maintenance 1 'Iant 1 Schedule To Be Completed 

2013, coinciding with the Century Aluminum 
power sales contract termination, the current outage plans 
depict the Wilson unit temporarily idled until Big Rivers can 
secure replacement load. Big fivers is still evaluating this 
strategy and the current plan is subject to  change. If the 
Wilson plant is not idled the deferred maintenance will be 

- 

Sincerely yours, 

Mark A. Bailey 
President and CEO 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation 

Attachments 
c: Power Supply Division 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment for Response to PSC 2-15 

Witness: Robert VV. Berry 
Page 3 of 8 



Unlted States Department of Agriculture 
Rural Development 

DEC 21 2012 

Mr. Mark A. Bailey 
President & Chief Executive O6cer 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation 
P. 0. Box 24 
201 Third Street 
Henderson, Kentucky 424 19-0024 

Dear Mr, Bailey: 

This is in response to the letter dated November 20,2012, %om Ms. Billie J. Richert, to 
Mr. John Padalino, Acting Administrator of Rural Utilities Service (RUS), regarding Big Rivers 
Electric Corporation's (Big Rivers) request for RUS approval to revise the depreciation rates as 
recommended in the Comprehensive Depreciation Study Report (Depreciation Study) prepared 
for Big Kivers by Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. dated November 2012. 

In the Depreciation Study, Burn & McDonnell stated on Page ES-3 that since the Unwind 
Closing 2009, Big Rivers has not performed major maintenance such as valve inspections and 
turbine generator inspections on a schedule consistent with prudent utility operations. This is not 
acceptable to RTJS and Big Rivers needs to resume their scheduled major inspections and 
maintenance per prudent utility operations promptly. Please let us know of your timeline for 
getting this matter resolved. 

We find that the depreciation rate analysis that was performed based on the electric generation 
and transmission historical plant records of Big Rivers as of July 3 1,2012 is acceptable; 
therefore, RUS hereby approves the new depreciation rates for the electric generation and 
transmission asset of Big Rivers included in above Depreciation Study as follows: 

1400 Independence Ave, S.W. # Washlngton DC 20250-0700 
Web: http://www.rurdev.usdagov 

Committed to the future ofrural communities. 

"USDA Is an equal opportunlly provider, employer and lender.' 
To file a complaht d dtscrlrnlna~lon, write USDA, Olreclor. OMc8 of Clvll Rights, 

1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washlngton, DC 20250-9410 or ea11 (800) 795-3272 (Volce) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment for Response to PSC 2-15 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 4 of 8 

http://www.rurdev.usdagov


Turbine -- 
315 
316 

Depreciation rates for General Plant type facilities may be based on a borrower’s experience and 
these rates do not require RUS approval. 

1.91% 1.96% 
1.99% 2,03% -- 

Please let us know if we can be of fwther assistance. 

I 3.78% ---- ____ 

Sincerely, 

-13 

4.04% 

4 d e  CHRIS TUTTL 

-----._I - 
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Q* 
A. 

Q. 

A. 

6. A discussion of the operating and maintenance procedures for each 

production facility; 

6. An analysis of external factors that may impact each faciliky's useful 

life; 

7. An opinion, based on the study's findings, regarding the remaining 

life of each facility; 

8. A discussion of the composition of the transmission system; and 

9. An opinion, based on the study's findings, regarding remaining life of 

- -  . - _ I _  .- ~- - - - . ~  ._ - - 

each substation, 

How is this used to de te rmine  depreciat ion rates? 

The remaining life of each facility i s  provided in the Engineering 

Assessment and is a component that is considered in the calculation of 

depreciation rates. One important component of determining the remaining 

life of Big Rivers' facilities involves an evaluation of the maintenance 

activities performed by Big Rivers and the resultant operating condition of 

the facilities, 

Did RUS comment on Big Rivers maintenance practices mentioned 

in the Depreciation Study Report? 

Yes. RUS indicated that Big Rivers needs to resume its scheduled major 

inspections and maintenance practices. RUS may have misunderstood 

what we were indicating in the report. AE a result of prevailing resource 

constraints, Big Rivers selectively deferred some major maintenance while 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

. . .. - - 

continuing routine maintenance. Inspections performed by Bwns  & 

McDomell and a review of operating results over the last several years 

indicated no adverse conditions as a result of this short term deferral. 

Burns & McDonnell did review Big Rivers’ plans, developed in May 2012, to 

reschedule the maintenance activities that are described by Bob Berry in 

his testimony. In light of the favorable operating results and assuming 

timely rescheduling of the deferred maintenance, in our opinion Big Rivers 

showed good judgment in the use of available resources and its facilities are 

_ .  - ^ - _ -  . ._ .__--  .- -- - 

9 

10 

11 E. Facil i t ies Review 

12 Q. What facilities were  reviewed? 

13 A. 

14 

being reasonably and prudently operated. 

A description of each of the facilities physically inspected and reviewed by 

Burns & McDonneil is provided in the Engineering Assessment of the 2012 

15 Depreciation Study. (See Exhibit Kellyl, Tables 11-1 through 11-8, pp, II-2 

I6 through 11-6.) 

17 

18 i. Robert D. Green Plant 

19 Q. Describe the Robert D. Green facility. 

20 A. The Robert D. Green Plant (“Green Plant”) is located on the Sebree site 

21 

22 

near Sebree, Kentucky, alorlg with the Robert A. Reid Plant (‘1Eleid Plant?’) 

and Henderson Municipal Power & Light Station Two (“HMP&L Station 

Case No. 2012-OOzi35 
Exhibit 71. 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

me to Commission Staffs Second Request for In 

February 28,2013 

6)  Refer to the irect Testimony of Robert Berry (“Berry 
Testimong”) t pages 8-9, specifically, the discussion of Big Rivers’ 
deferral of planned maintenance on its generating units. Refer also 
to Tab 38 of the application at p ear-to-date (“YTD’)) 

statement of operations for 2012. 

a. The testimony e need to reduce maintenance 
uirements i Big Rivers, loan 

summary shows that, through 
of $12 million were 
red to budgeted net 

that, for 2012, Big 

he requirements of its loan 

reements, while t 
November 2012, actual net ma 
$10.7 million favorable when 

b. lain whether the rable budget variance of $10.7 

ig Rivers? deferrals of 
intenance outages in 2012 exceeded what was 
meet the requirements of its loan agreements. 

million in net margin 

Case No. 2012-00535 
sponse to PSC 2-16 
ss: Robert W. Berry 
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ERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

nse to Commi StaWsSe  est for Information 

rrnary 28,2013 

1 Response) 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

a. No. Big Rivers’ budgeted net margins for 2012 were $6.7 

million with a 1.15 TIER. Big Rivers’ budgeted net margins for 

the month of December 2012 were $5.4 million. 

b. Big Rivers’ actual net margins for 2012 were $11.3 million for 

the year [$4.6 million favorable to budget]. Big Rivers was able 

to achieve actual net margins of $1 1.3 million in 2012 only 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

because it deferred $16.9 million in planned outage expense. If 

Big Rivers had performed the $16.9 million in planned outage 

expenses that were deferred, margins would have dropped 

below the minimum 1.10 margins for interest ratio (“MFIR”) 

required by its debt covenants. 

Because Big Rivers was trying to meet its year-end MFIR 

14 requirement, Big Rivers had to defer outages in advance of year 

15 

16 

end. The arnount of planned outage expense Big Rivers 

deferred in 2012 ($16.9 million) was in part based on Big Rivers’ 

17 

18 

experience in 201 1. During 201 1, margins for the 4th quarter 

were negative $3.3 million, driven by the mild temperatures and 

19 

20 

lower off-system market. As  a result, in planning for the 4th 

quarter 20 12, Big Rivers was conservative about anticipated 

21 margins. An unusually robust November 2012 was better than 

22 

23 

forecasted and drove margins for the 4th quarter positive $3.2 

million. With the lead time on parts that must be ordered and 

Case No. 2012-00535 
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BIG C CORPORATION 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

C uest for Infor 

professional labor that must be contracted, it was too late in the 

year to re-schedule the planned outages that had been deferred 

earlier in the year. So, it was only because of the $16.9 million 

in planned outage expense deferrals that Big Rivers ended the 

year $4.6 million favorable to budget. But without deferring 

planned outage expense, Big Rivers would not have met its 

minimum MFIR requirement. 

itness) Robert W. Berry 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

missions Second Request for Information 
ated February 14,2013 

Item 17) Refer to pages 16-17 of the Berry Testimony and Exhibit 

Berry 3, which shows that Big Rivers has budgeted $212,494,990 for 

capital construction du ng the 2013-2016 period. For each year 

from 2008 through 2012, provide a comparison of Big Rivers, 

enditures and its actual capital udgeted capital construction 
construction expenditures. 

Response) Attached is the comparison of Big Rivers’ budgeted capital 

construction expenditures and its actual capital construction expenditures 

for each year 2010 through 2012. The 2012 budgeted capital construction 

expenditures and actual capital construction expenditures variance is 

mainly due to the delay of CSAPR, MATS testing, outage deferrals on 

Coleman units 1 and 3,  Green unit 2, scope reductions for Wilson’s outage, 

and other items noted under variances in the attachment. In accordance 

with Big Rivers’ records retention policy, budget actual and variance data is 

only retained for three years. Furthermore, Big Rivers does not have 

construction project budget actual and variance information that predates 

the closing of the Unwind Transaction on July 17, 2009. 

Witness) Robert W. Berry 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Cornmission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 18) 

prong of Big Rivers’ Load Concentration Mitigation Plan. 
Refer to page 20 of the Berry Testimony concerning the fourth 

a. Provide a detailed description of the economic development 
activities Big Rivers has undertaken and will undertake to 
mitigate the loss of the Smelter load. 

b. Provide the Requests for Proposals PRFPs’Y mentioned at 
lines 17- 18 and the status of the proposals Big Rivers 
submitted in response to the two RFPs. 

c. Provide the dates on which Rig Rivers provided its responses 
to the two utilities’ requests for proposals. 

d. Provide a detailed description of Big Rivers’ preliminary 
discussions with other potential counterparties in an effort 
to market Big Rivers’ excess power, including the status of 
such discussions and the steps that will be taken going 
forward. 

Response) 

a. Big Rivers is actively exploring options to find load replacement for 

the 850 MW currently being utilized by Century and Alcan. Big 

Rivers’ strategy for replacing the additional Alcan load is currently 

unchanged from the original strategy envisioned. Big Rivers has 

been evaluating options to execute forward bilateral sales with 

Case No. 2012-00535 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staff’s Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

counterparties, enter into wholesale power agreements, sell or lease 

assets, and/or gain access to developed capacity markets. Big 

Rivers is following a multi-pronged approach, with Big Rivers’ 

members focusing on economic development opportunities and Big 

Rivers’ Energy Services Department working to find wholesale 

marketing opportunities for the power. 

Big Rivers’ members (Kenergy Corp., Jackson Purchase 

Energy Corporation, and Meade County Rural Electric Cooperative 

Corporation (collectively, the “Members”)) have been aggressively 

seeking new commercial and industrial loads within their territory. 

Each Member has resources dedicated to this task. The Members’ 

staffs actively work with local, regional and state economic 

development officials to identify and provide technical planning 

support and electricity pricing quotes to interested economic 

development prospects. Big Rivers’ staff supports the Members’ 

economic development efforts by attending economic development 

visits at the request of its Members while providing timely 

transmission infrastructure cost projections and energy rate pricing 

estimates given the specific load parameters of the prospect. While 

Big Rivers’ staff does not personally solicit new economic 

development prospects, we provide solid support to assist our 

Members in their efforts to attract new businesses to Western 

Case No. 2012-00535 
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Kentucky. Additionally, Big Rivers provides its three distribution 

Members with financial support to promote economic development 

initiatives within their cooperative communities. In  2012, Big 

Rivers supported its distribution Members with more than 

$100,000 in funding to encourage economic development efforts in 

Western Kentucky. Big Rivers believes these efforts can have a 

positive impact on influencing industrial and commercial load 

growth within our distribution Members’ service territories. 

h. The Requests for Proposal (“RFPs”) are provided as attachments to 

this response. Big Rivers submitted a confidential proposal to  

provide firm capacity and energy in response to a RFP from 

Louisville Gas and Electric Company/Kentucky Utilities Company 

(“LGE/KTJ”). Big Rivers also submitted an unsolicited proposal to 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative (“EKPC”) outside of EKPC’s RFP 

process. EKPC’s RFP process had deadlines that occurred prior to 

Big Rivers’ receipt of Century’s termination notice, thus Big Rivers 

was unable to participate in EKPC’s RFP due to its lack of capacity, 

but it was able to submit an  unsolicited proposal. Copies of the 

proposals are provided under a petition for confidential treatment 

as attachments to this response. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 OVERVIEW 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative (EKPC) is issuing this All Source Long-Term Request for Proposals 

2012 (RFP) to obtain new resources through a solicitation of interest from utilities, power marketers, 

project owners and project developers who desire to place a bid or bids and meet the minimum 

qualifications as described herein (Bidders or Participants). EKPC has formally applied to the Kentucky 

Public Service Commission for approval to transfer functional control of its system into the PJM 

Interconnectioti (PJM) and will systematically assume for purposes of this RFP that EKPC is a full 

member of PJM.’ Thus, all Bidders should assume that they will deliver the capacity and/or energy 

resources to EKPC within PJM and under the PJM rules and procedures. 

Subject to this and other conditions discussed below, EKPC will consider the following resources in this 

RFP: 

a New construction of conventional generation technologies and all fuel types to include 
turnkey ownership, joint ownership or other alternatives; 

Existing conventional generation (a share of a plant could be accepted); 

New and existing renewable generation (as discussed below). 

Pursuant to policies of the Kentucky Public Service Commission (PSC) and consistent with EKPC’s 

Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) filed with the PSC on April 20, 2012,’ EKPC seeks to acquire up to 300 

megawatts (MW) of new resources, with an on-line date of October 2015. EKPC will consider resources 

that come on-line up to two years later, on or about October 20 17, but will have to evaluate any additional 

costs it may incur under this later on-line date. As discussed in the IRP, one reason for the need for new 

resources is the impact of the EPA’s Mercury and Air Toxics Standards (MATS) regulation. EKPC will 

evaluate the costs of retrofitting its older coal plants to comply with MATS. EKPC intends to offer a self- 

build option for this RFP.3 EKPC is not soliciting and will not accept capacity from PJM Demand 

Response resources. EKPC is developing its own demand side management resources. 

’ EKPC intends that during the full period of the contracts that come from this RFP it would be a signatory to the 
PJM OATT, the PJM Reliability Assurance Agreement, and the PJM Operating Agreement. 
EKPC, 2012 Integrated Resource Plan, with Technical Appendices, all Redacted, April 20,201 2. 
EKPC has established a wall to ensure that no cost information will be shared between its Power Production 
business unit, which will prepare the self-build proposal, and its Power Supply business unit, which will be 
involved in evaluating the bids that are received. The Brattle Group, as Independent Procurement Manager, also 

2 

’ 
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For new conventional and/or renewable generation facilities, Participants may submit Bids in two forms. 

The first form is a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) with EKPC, which is contained in the set of 

Required, Supporting Forms (Required Forms), which will be put on the RFP website on June 15, 2012. 

This is discussed below in Section 5. EKPC will consider PPAs for capacity in the EKPC L,ocational 

Deliverability Area (L,DA) in PJM. EKPC will consider PPAs for energy delivered to: 

the EKPC load zone in PJM; 

0 the AEP-Dayton (AD) Hub; 

other delivery points that are fully described such that EKPC can determine the equivalent 
costs for delivery in comparing alternatives. 

A PPA for bundled energy and capacity would need to specify both the energy delivery point and the 

LDA. EKPC would consider a bundled bid with the energy delivered to the AEP-Dayton Hub and the 

capacity delivered to the PJM LDA for AEP, and would evaluate any incremental costs or benefits from 

that arrangement. EKPC will consider energy and capacity from new or existing renewable generation 

resources. 

One of the Required Forms is a signed draft PPA, which at the Bidder’s discretion will contain terms, 

such as pricing tenns, that are binding for 60 days from August 30, 2012. This signed form must be 

submitted for each PPA Bid. The conditions for the PPA Bids are discussed below in Section 2.3.4. 

Again, all Required Forms with their terms will be posted to the “ekpc-rfp2012” website on Friday, June 

15,2012. The final revisions to the Forms will be posted to the website by Tuesday, July 10,2012. 

The second form of the Bid is Facility Ownership by EKPC. For Facility Ownership, the sale would be 

conducted pursuant to a Purchase and Sale Agreement (PSA) and related documentation, which is found 

in Required Forms. This is the contract form under which a Participant would sell full or part ownership 

in an existing plant or would develop and cause to be constructed a fully permitted, operational generation 

facility, which would be sold in entirety or in part to EKPC at project completion. EKPC solicits both full 

and partial ownership shares, as long as the MWs of the project are within the minimum and maximum 

bounds for MW discussed below and other conditions are met. The Required Forms for Facility 

Ownership Bids would not need to be executable, but the conditions as discussed in the Required Forms 

would have to be met by any Bidder, or a Facility Ownership Bid may not be deemed acceptable to 

EKPC. 

- - 
will have no contact with the Power Production business unit staff that are involved in the preparation of a self- 
build proposal. 

2 
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EKPC has three sites in its service territory suitable for locating a gas-fired combined cycle combustion 

turbine facility (CCGT) or a gas-fired single cycle combustion turbine facility. A Participant could 

propose to build at any of these sites under the Facility Ownership and PSA arrangement. EKPC is not 

accepting a Bid for a PPA at any of these sites. For these three sites, EKPC will be responsible for 

building the fuel pipeline from the nearest natural gas pipeline interconnection to the input point of the 

generation plant. The three sites have different expected costs for this fuel pipeline connection, which the 

Bidders may wish to consider. EKPC will also secure the air and water permits. Additional information 

and the conditions for the use of the EKPC sites are described in a Required Form on development and 

siting status. EKPC may submit self-build proposals at one or more of its sites. 

Additional general conditions are that Contracts for new resources should have a minimum of 50 MW for 

any conventional resource and 5 MW for any renewable resource, as further specified in Section 2.3.2 

below. This is a long-term procurement, so the length of any PPA should be at least five years and can be 

longer at Bidder’s discretion. EKPC’s 2012 IRP showed a preference for dispatchable and operationally 

flexible resources, but EKPC will evaluate any reasonable and fully described resource that a Bidder 

offers. 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. is committed to environmental stewardship while safely 

providing affordable, reliable power to its members. Therefore, EKPC will also consider proposals for 

energy and capacity from renewable generation resources. The renewable resources’ bids must be a 

minimum of 5 MW (single resource or an aggregate in one Bid that is greater than or equal to 5 MW). 

The duration of the renewable energy resource contract(s) should range from a minimum of 5 years to the 

life of the facility. The capacity and/or energy must be deliverable to EKPC’s Delivery Points as 

described herein. Renewable energy resources may include, but are not limited to: 

Wind 

Biomass 

Solar (electric or thermal) 

Hydro 

Geothermal 

Recycled energy (waste heat, etc.) 

This RFP is open to those parties who currently own, propose to develop, or have rights to a renewable 

energy generating facility 5 MW or larger. Preference will be given to renewable projects that are in the 
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state of Kentucky. Bidders may submit multiple proposals to fulfill the resource request. The proposal 

must be based upon a proven technology. 

EKPC will retain all environmental attributes associated with Bidder’s proposed bid energy, including but 

not limited to renewable energy credits, green tags, greenhouse gas or carbon credits, and any other 

emissions attributes. EKPC has engaged the services of The Brattle Group to act as an independent 

procurement manager and perform a comparative analysis and evaluation of proposals received under this 

solicitation. EKPC reserves the right to retain any other independent consulting service that it may deem 

necessary or advisable. The final decisions with regard to acceptance or rejection of any or all proposals 

are specifically reserved to EKPC, subject to the approval of the Kentucky PSC. 
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1.2 SCHEDULE 

The schedule for this RFP process is set forth in Table 1. This schedule is subject to adjustment and any 

changes will be posted immediately on the website. 

Table 1 : Major Milestones for the RFP 

- --- 
No. 

1 
Major Milestones for the RFP 

RFP document and Form 1 issue date 

Dates 

Friday, 6/8/20 12 

2 

3 

4 

Friday, 6/8/20 12 RFP Website live 

Date to register at the Website to receive all M e r  
information with respect to the RFP. Potential bidders can 
continue to register up to Tuesday, 7/3/20 12. 

On the website, all Required Fonns for a Bid will be posted, 
which will explain the information requirements for the Bids. 
An objective is to allow Bidders to filly explain their Bids, 
wlde systematically collecting as much infbrmation as 
possible hi machine-readable format. Suggestions for 
improvements will be accepted by email through Tuesday, 
7/3/2012, and the final Forms distributed on Tuesday, 
711 0120 12 

- 

Wednesday, 611 3/20 12 

10 

Friday, 611 5/20 I2 

Date up to which the executable PPA Rids must be good, 
which is 60 days after the PPA Bids are submitted. EKPC Sunday, 10/28/20 12 

- questions of prospective bidders ! Wednesday, 6/27/20 12 

-~ ~ 

12 Execute Project Agreements, ifnot executed earlier. 

Tuesday, 7/1 Of201 2 Due date for Notice of Intent to Submit Proposal 
(Reset on July 2,2012) 

6 

111 - 1/15/2013 

IFinal versions of Bidder Response Fonns, including1 
Excel Forms 10 - 13 that should include binding values 
for 60 days, except as explicitly indicated by bidder, as 

Friday, 7/13/2012 

I Idiscussed in Draft Form 10 - 13. 

8 IProposals due in electronic fbnn I Thursday, 8/30/20 12 

9 IProposals due with wet signed orginal in hardcopy 1 Wednesday, 9/5/20 12 

the right to execute any such PPA Bid. 

Thursday, 11/1/2012 Select Short Listed proposals, assuming that the RFP is 
going to continue. 
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1.3 DISCL,AIMER FOR REJECTING BIDS AND/OR TERMINATING THIS RFP 

This RFP does not constitute an offer to buy and creates no obligation to execute any Agreement or to 

enter into a transaction under an Agreement as a consequence of the RFP. EKPC shall retain the right at 

any time, in its sole discretion, to reject any Bid on the grounds that it does not conform to the terms and 

conditions of this RFP and reserves the right to request information at any time during the solicitation 

process. EKPC also retains the discretion, in its sole judgment, to: (a) reject any Bid on the basis that it 

does not provide sufficient ratepayer benefit or that it would impose conditions that EKPC determines are 

impractical or inappropriate; (b) implement the appropriate criteria for the evaluation and selection of 

Bids; (c) negotiate with any Participant to maximize ratepayer benefits; (d) modify this RFP as it deems 

appropriate to implement the RFP and to comply with applicable law or other direction provided by the 

PSC; and ( e )  terminate the RFP should the PSC not authorize EKPC to execute Agreements of the type 

sought through this RFP. In addition, EKPC reserves the right to either suspend or terminate this RFP at 

any time for any reason whatsoever. EKPC will not be liable in any way, by reason of such withdrawal, 

rejection, suspension, termination or any other action described in this paragraph to any Participant, 

whether submitting a Bid or not. 

1.4 CONTACT INFORMATION 

The Brattle Group (Brattle) is serving as the Independent Procurement Manager (IPM) for this RFP 

process. Proposals in response to this RFP are due at the IPM’s offices no later than 4PM Pacific Daylight 

Time (PDT) on Thursday, August 30,2012. 

Proposals are to be submitted by mail, e-mail, fax, or hand delivery to the IPM. Faxed or e-mailed 

proposals must be followed up by a signed original that is delivered by mail or overnight courier no later 

than 4PM PDT on September 5,201 2. 

All correspondence should be directed to the IPM at the following address: 

EKPC All Source RFP c/o The Brattle Group 
201 Mission St., Suite 2800 
San Francisco, CA 941 OS 
Phone: 4 15.2 17.1000 
Fax: 4 15.2 17.1099 
E-mail: ekpc-rfp@,brattle.com 
Web Site: www.ekpc-rfp20 12.com 
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2. EKPC SITUATION AND THE W P  GOALS 

2.1 HISTORY 

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (EKPC) is headquartered in Winchester, KY and provides electric 

power and energy to 16 member distribution cooperatives serving approximately 5 1 1,000 meters in 87 

Kentucky counties. EKPC is a member of the National Renewable Cooperative Organization. EKPC’s 

existing resource portfolio consists of approximately 2,500 MW of coal and gas generating capacity, 15 

MW of Landfill Gas generation, 170 MW of South East Power Administration (SEPA) hydro power, and 

various power purchase contracts. EKPC has applied for membership in PJM, and expects to be a member 

during the entire period of any contracts that result from this RFP. In addition to being a member of PJM, 

EKPC expects to maintain interconnections with the following other utilities/markets: 

0 KU/LG&E/PPL 

Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) 

Pursuant to policies of the Kentucky Public Service Commission (PSC) and consistent with EKPC’s 

Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) filed with the PSC on April 20, 2012; EKPC seeks to acquire up to 300 

megawatts (MW) of new resources, with on-line date on October 2015. EKPC will consider resources 

that come on-line up to two years later, on or about October 2017, but must evaluate any additional costs 

it may incur under this later on-line date. As discussed in the IRP, one reason for the need for new 

resources is the impact of the U.S. EPA’s MATS policy. EKPC will evaluate the costs of retrofitting its 

older coal plants to comply with MATS. EKPC intends to offer a self-build option for this RFP. EKPC is 

not soliciting and will not accept bids for capacity from PJM Demand Response resources. EKPC has its 

own demand side management resources that it is developing. 

EKPC, 2012 Integrated Resource Plan, with Technical Appendices, all Redacted, April 20,2012. 
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2.2 SYSTEM MAP 

The above map shows the territory of EKPC and its member systems. 

2.3 RFPGOALS 

2.3.1 EKPC Resource Needs 

EKPC submitted its Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) to the Kentucky Public Service Commission on April 

20, 2012. Based on its IRP, EKPC projects it will need approximately 300 MWs of capacity by October 

201.5. As mentioned previously, EKPC will consider resources that come on-line up to two years later, 

that is, on or about October 201 7, but must consider any additional costs it may incur under a later on-line 

date. 

To meet this projected need, EKPC is seeking Bids from resources that meet the specifications set forth in 

Section 4 “Submission of Proposals and Eligibility Require~iients.~’ Attractive bids will be those that 

allow EKPC to produce energy and capacity products compatible with EKPC’s requirements, and 

contribute to the other criteria specified in Section 6 “Proposal Evaluations.” 

In this solicitation, EKPC is willing to consider a wide range of intermediate and long-term resources that 

meet all or part of its requirements. EKPC will evaluate the benefits and costs of Bids in light of its 

existing portfolio of supply and demand-side resources. 

EKPC must fiilly understand operational limitations of each Bid due to environmental constraints, such as 

air quality limitations. If applicable, Participants should specify all operational constraints the resource 
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will be required to meet, such as those needed to comply with local Air Board requirements as well as 

other permitting requirements. 

In addition, EKPC intends to bid any resources selected as a result of this RFP into the PJM market. 

EKPC will rely on any selected Bidder’s attestations as to expected commercial operations date (COD), 

delivery date, or other time sensitive information contained in the response. As such, it is expected that 

any negotiated agreement will contain terms including but not limited to liquidated damages and/or 

replacement capacity costs at the prevailing market price for capacity at the time of expected delivery and 

until such time as performance is satisfied under the terms of said agreement. 

2.3.2 Resources 

EKPC will consider proposals ( 1 )  to enter into power purchase agreements and (2) to purchase new or 

existing generation resources (full or partial). Also, EKPC will consider Bids from conventional and 

renewable generation resources. EKPC has a preference for physical resources or PPAs that are based on 

physical resources. EKPC is not willing to enter into purely financial contracts to satisfy this RFP. 

Conventional Generation 

For purposes of this solicitation, the term “conventional generation’’ includes combined cycle and simple 

cycle (combustion turbine) technologies fueled by natural gas or bio-fuels. It also includes existing coal, 

iiuclear and hydro facilities. Minimum Bid size is SO MW from each facility. 

Reizewable Resources 

EKPC will consider energy and capacity from new or existing renewable generation resources, including 

facilities burning biodiesel, digester gas, landfill gas or municipal solid waste, fuel cells using renewable 

fuels, geothermal facilities, ocean wave, ocean thermal and tidal current facilities, solar photovoltaic and 

solar thermal facilities, small hydroelectric (30 megawatts or less) facilities and wind generators. The 

minimum Bid size is 5 MW from each facility. 

2.3.3 Facility Ownership: Generation Characteristics 

Each facility will be operated to provide products as needed to conform to the requirements of PJM. For 

some resources, this is expected to include multiple daily starts and stops, rapid turndown of and ramp up 

within the unit’s capabilities and full compliance with environmental permit conditions. This is to be 

satisfied by fully and accurately completing the Required Forms. 

9 
Case No. 2012-00535 

Attachment for Response to PSC 2-18 
Witness: Robert W. Berry 

Page 11 of 28 



Load Following Generation 

Bids to develop and sell a shaping or load following facility to EKPC will be expected to have the 

Generation Operating Characteristics described in a Required Form on combined cycle plants. The ability 

to meet these characteristics will be given additional weight in the evaluation process. Bids other than 

natural gas-fired technologies should respond to the appendices in a full and complete manner indicating 

where information is not applicable and provide additional information where appropriate in order to 

allow EKPC to fully evaluate its bids. Bids must meet all federal and state laws and be able to secure all 

permits. 

Peaking Generation 

Bids to develop and sell a peaking facility to EKPC will be expected to have the Generation Operating 

Characteristics described in a Required Form on simple cycle combustion turbines. The ability to meet 

these characteristics will be given significant weight in the evaluation process. Bids other than gas-fired 

technologies should respond to the appendices in a full and complete manner indicating where 

information is not applicable and provide additional information where appropriate in order to allow 

EKPC to fully evaluate its Bid. Bids must meet all federal and state laws and be able to secure all permits. 

Baseload Generation 

Bids to develop and sell baseload generation to EKPC will be expected to have the Generation Operating 

Characteristics described in a Required Form. Bids must meet all federal and state laws and be able to 

secure all permits. 

2.3.4 Contract Options 

All PPA Bids should include a draft PPA as part of the bid. Unless clearly set forth in the draft PPA to the 

contrary, the terms of the PPA shall be binding upon the Participant for 60 days from the date of 

submission, August 30, 2012,which is until October 28, 2012. Any section(s) or terms of the draft PPA 

which the Participant intends to be non-binding on the Participant (and subject to further negotiation) 

shall be clearly designated in the draft PPA. At the end of that period on October 29, 2012, EKPC may 

ask the Bidder to refresh the Bid for another 60 days, and the Bidder can respond accordingly, including 

any updates as to the binding nature of the terms of the draft PPA, so as to continue to be considered in 

the Short List negotiation of this RFP. Failure of a Bidder to provide a draft Purchase Power Agreement 

as set forth herein may result in disqualification of the Participant’s Bid. 

All Facility Ownership/PSA Bids must fully meet the conditions that are imposed on that kind of bid. 

These conditions will be stated in the Forms on Facility Ownership/PSA Bids that will be issued on June 
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15, 2012. EKPC wants to be certain that Facility Ownership Bidders planning to use an EKPC site are 

providing accurate and complete cost numbers on which they are prepared to execute. However, EKPC 

recognizes that building on one of its sites is likely to require additional negotiations, so EKPC is not 

expecting a fully-executable Facility Ownership Bid. Failure of a Participant to fill the details of the 

Required Forms for Facility Ownership/PSA option may result in disqualification of the Participant’s Bid. 

PPAs 

EKPC is seeking PPA Bids for new and existing renewables and new and existing conventional 

generation technologies, including technologies capable of running on multiple fuels. The Required 

Forms will contain all forms for the PPA Bids. EKPC will provide the Required Forms on the website on 

June IS, 2012 and update certain of the Required Forms by July 10,2012. As discussed above, each PPA 

Bid at the Bidder’s discretion can have terms, such as price terms, that are binding for 60 days from its 

submission on August 30,2012, which is until October 28,2012. 

For PPA Bids from natural gas-fired facilities, EKPC’s preferred contract structure is a fuel conversion 

(tolling) structure. The documentation requested in the Required Forms will be generally structured to 

accommodate gas-fired units and a fuel conversion agreement. Participants offering a PPA other than a 

fuel conversion agreement for a gas-fired facility should adapt the documentation by selecting or deleting 

the optional elements as appropriate or making such other adjustments as necessary and appropriate for 

the technology and fuel-type offered. See the Required Forms. 

Regardless of the contract structure offered, Participants are requested to specifL contract quantities, fixed 

O&M costs, variable O&M costs, contract heat rate(s) (where applicable), and other parameters to aid 

EKPC in comparing Bids, which will be requested on the Required Forms. 

Participants can submit fixed-price PPA Bids. Participants can also submit PPA Bids that use indexed 

pricing, as described below. 

PPAs must meet all of PJM requirements for Capacity transactions, as contained in the PJM 
Business Manuals, 

PPA must meet all of the PJM requirements for Energy transaction, as contained in the PJM 
Business Manuals, 

Variable O&M, Fixed O&M, Variable Energy and Fired Hour Charge: A Participant shall 
indicate in its Bid an initial price for each of these components. If the Participant elects to use 
indexed pricing, the Participant should fully describe the indexation approach by filling out 
the appropriate Required Forms, which will be sent out on June 15,2012, 
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Capacity Payment Rate: A Participant shall indicate in its Bid an initial price for capacity. If 
the Participant elects to use indexed pricing, the Participant should fully describe the 
indexation approach by filling out the appropriate Required Forms, which will be sent out on 
June 15,2012. 

Purchase and Sale Agreements (PSAs) 

EKPC is seeking PSA Bids for Facility Ownership of new conventional generation technologies, 

including technologies capable of running on multiple fuels, whereby the Participant would design, 

develop, permit, construct and commission the facility. EKPC has three existing sites for such a facility, 

as discussed in the Required Forms. EKPC would take ownership of the facility once it is constructed, 

tested and accepted. Bids must include milestone guarantees and performance guarantees for the 

completed facility. Participants must completely fil l  out, but will not have to provide any executable 

Required Forms for a PSA. 

Participants can submit fixed-price PSA Bids, as will be described in the Required Forms. 

The PSA term sheet will be provided in the Required Forms. Generation characteristics that EKPC is 

seeking are described in Section 2.3.3 “Facility Ownership.” EKPC plans to update the Required Form 

for the PSA Bids by July 10,2012. 

Purchase Price: A Participant shall indicate in its Bid a purchase price, as of the date the Agreement is 

executed by EKPC, for a Project offered in a PSA Bid. 

The Delivery Points are: 

The EKPC load zone for energy and EKPC LDA for capacity, 

The AEP-Dayton (AD) Hub for energy and PJM LDA for AEP for capacity, 

0 other delivery points that are fully described such that EKPC can determine the equivalent 
costs for delivery in comparing alternatives. 

As part of an individual Bid, a Participant may submit Bid variations, with each Bid variation indexing 

certain components. For example a Participant offering a PPA could offer one variation with a fixed 

capacity price and another variation may index the capacity price, while both Bid variations index the 

other pricing components. This information should be provided in the Required Forms. 
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3. TRANSMISSION AND DELIVERY INFORMATION 

3.1. PJM MEMBERSHIP TO BE ASSUMED 

EKPC considers transmission reliability to be of utmost importance, and the Bidder should specifL what 

arrangements it intends to make to deliver the power reliably. EKPC has forinally applied to the Kentucky 

Public Service Commission to join and is expecting to be a full member of PJM during the term of any 

contract resulting from this RFP. If the Bidder is also a member of PJM, then the transmission 

arrangements will be governed by the PJM protocols. If the Bidder is outside of PJM, the Bidder will 

have to explain the expected cost and reliability of transmission to the PJM system and to the EKPC 

Delivery Points. 

Any modifications or additions to EKPC's system, including interconnection, transmission, or 

communications facilities, required by a Bidder for power delivery to EKPC's system, shall be sub-ject to 

review and approval by EKPC. Expenses relating to any such modifications or additions will be included 

or inferred by EKPC in the price evaluation of the Bidder's proposal. 

4. SUBMISSION OF PROPOSALS AND ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS 

4.1. OVERVIEW OF PROCESS 

The bid process will include the events as indicated on the schedule in Section 1.2. June 8, 2012 is the 

release of the RFP and the opening of the website. On July 3,  2012, interested Bidders will be requested 

to submit a Notice of Intent to Submit Proposal form. The 

proposals will be screened and non-conforming offers will be rejected. Bidders for a short list can expect 

to be notified on or about November 1, 2012. There will begin negotiations of final offers. Final 

negotiation and the signing of offers will occur if the itegotiations are successful. 

Proposals will due August 30, 2012. 

4.2. NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUBMIT PROPOSAL 

A Notice of Intent to Submit a Proposal is requested from all prospective Bidders. This notice includes a 

Confidentiality Agreement. This will be Form 1 in the Required Forms and should be returned to the IPM 

Official Contact as listed in Section 1.4. This form is due to the IPM at The Brattle Group offices by no 

later than by 4PM PDT on July 3, 2012. In addition to postal mail, fax, and email are sufficient as means 

to return the Notice of Intent to Submit Proposal. Potential Bidders should make their best effort to 

provide accurate information about their planned Proposal; however, Bidders will not be bound by the 

information provided in the completed Form 1, Notice of Intent to Submit Proposal. 
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4.3. DEADLANE AND METHOD PROPOSAL SUBMISSION 

Proposals are due to the IPM no later than 4PM PDT on August 30, 2012. Proposals are to be submitted 

by mail, e-mail, fax, or hand delivery. Faxed or e-mailed proposals must be followed up by mail with a 

signed original which must be received no later than 4PM PDT on September 5,  2012. AI1 correspondence 

should be directed to the IPM, as indicated in Section 1.4 of this RFP document. 

5. PROPOSAL CONTENT 

A proposal should contain responses on all of the Required Forms, which will be provided in the website 

on June 15, 2012. The Forms will encourage Bidders to provide additional information or other 

supporting documentation to provide a complete description of the proposal. The Brattle Group will 

receive suggestions on how the Forms can be enhanced to allow more complete descriptions of the Bids 

and, at the discretion of EKPC, use those suggestions to finalize the Forms on July 10, 2012. EKPC 

retains the right to combine any Bid with any other Bid to determine a mix of resources that will provide a 

total economical and reliable resource package. 

The Required Forms will deal with the following issues: 

Conditions on the Firmness of the Offers 

General Project Characteristics 

Development Status and Site Description, which describes three EKPC sites that will be 
offered for Facility Ownership / Purchase and Sale Agreement 

Capacity and Energy Profile 

Technical Description and Data by Resource Type 

Description of Pricing Methodology 

Pricing Information 

Transmission and Interconnection 

Financing and Credit Arrangements 

References 

Project Team 

EEI Master Purchase Power and Sale Agreement 

Power Purchase Agreement for the RFP, and the relationship to the EEI Master Agreement 

Purchase and Sales Agreement for the Facility Ownership 
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EKPC will provide the Required Forms on the website on June IS, 2012. On July 10, 2012, EKPC will 

provide final updates to the Required Forms. 

6. PROPOSAL EVALIJATION 

6.1. SCREENING 

All proposals will be evaluated for completeness and technical viability as a part of initial screening. Non- 

competitive bids will be eliminated based on this preliminary analysis. 

6.2. EVALUATION 

EKPC and The Brattle Group will specifically take into account the price, type and location of project, 

reliability, dispatchability, transmission availability, financial stability, and any other factor which relates 

to the suitability of the proposed project for meeting EKPC’s power supply needs. EKPC reserves the 

right to consider any and all aspects of any bid in its evaluation as well. 

6.3 FINANCIAL STABILJTY AND PERFORMANCE GUARANTEES 

Financial stability of the Bidder, demonstrated ability to fulfill its contractual obligations and historical 

project and contract performance are of utmost importance to EKPC and will be an integral part of 

EKPC’s evaluation process. EKPC requires secure and reliable physical delivery of the capacity and 

associated energy corresponding to all PPAs. A performance bond, or some other form of security 

acceptable to EKPC, will be required to ensure the consistency and reliability of the physical delivery of 

energy and capacity. 

For equipment and/or erection contracts, successful Bidders shall secure, upon contract award, 

performance bond(s) to provide financial assurance that the project will meet schedule and proposed 

performance targets. EKPC reserves the right to determine, in  its sole .judgment, the sufficiency of any 

performance bond (or other form of security) proposed by Bidder. 

The Bidder should discuss in detail the type and amount of proposed credit enhancements or other means 

proposed to guarantee performance under any contract that might result from this RFP. This discussion 

should identify the entity providing such performance security and provide all relevant terms of such 

security mechanism. Bidder must provide audited financial statements from the previous three years in 

order to demonstrate its financial viability. Such financial information shall also be provided for any 

entity which would provide a performance bond or other form of security. 

Bidders proposing “greenfield” sites or new generation at one of EKPC’s 3 suggested locations must 

provide a description of the Bidders’ ability to execute such projects as demonstrated by previously 
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applicable experience and examples of operating facilities caused to be designed, permitted, constructed, 

tested and achieving successful commercial operation within a time fiame typical for such type of project. 

Other means of satisfying EKPC’s concerns regarding the Bidders expertise and experience may be 

considered but will be at EKPC’s sole discretion in determining the Bidders qualifications and acceptance 

or rejection. 

Failure by Bidders to not address the requirements herein may result in rejection of the Bid(s). 

6.4. CONFIDENTIALITY 

Form 1 Notice of Intent to Submit a Proposal is part of the Required Forms and will contain a 

Confidentiality Agreement. The Bidder must return a signed Required Form including the Confidentiality 

Agreement on July 3,2012, as discussed above Section 4.2. 

EKPC will not disclose any information contained in the Bidder’s proposal that is marked “Confidential” 

to another party unless such disclosures are required by law or by a court or governmental or regulatory 

agency having appropriate jurisdiction. As a regulated utility and electric cooperative, EKPC may be 

required to release proposal information to various government agencies and/or others as part of a 

regulatory review or legal proceeding. EKPC also reserves the right to disclose proposals to any EKPC 

consultant(s) for the purpose of assisting in evaluating proposals. In the event EKPC is required to submit 

copies of proposals to the Kentucky Public Service Commission (PSC) or other governmental or 

regulatory agency, EKPC will attempt to file such information labeled as “Confidential” on a Confidential 

basis. Designating specific information as confidential, rather than the entire proposal, may facilitate such 

efforts. However, EKPC cannot guarantee that such information will be deemed confidential by the 

agency or court the information is filed with. 

By submitting a proposal to EKPC under this WP, Bidder certifies that it has not divulged, discussed, or 

compared its proposal with other bidders and has not colluded whatsoever with any other bidder or parties 

with respect to this proposal. 

6.5. ACCEPTANCE OF PROPOSALS 

EKPC reserves the right, without qualification, to select or reject any or all proposals and to waive any 

formality, technicality, requirement, or irregularity in the proposals received. EKPC also reserves the 

right to request further information, as necessary, to complete its evaluation of the proposals received, and 

to negotiate with Bidders selected for the short list, prior to any selection of any winning proposals. 

Bidders who submit proposals do so without recourse against EKPC for either rejection by EKPC or 

failure to execute an agreement for purchase of capacity and/or energy for any reason. EKPC will not 
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reimburse any Bidders for any cost incurred in the preparation or submission of a proposal andlor any 

subsequent negotiations regarding a proposal. All hard copies of proposals once submitted will become 

the property of EKPC. 

6.6. SHORT LIST DEVELOPMENT 

EKPC will develop a short list of potential proposals based on the benefit to EKPC’s members. EKPC 

will then refine its analyses and develop its final decision. Acceptance of final bids will most likely be 

subject to approval by the Kentucky Public Service Commission, permitting agencies and potentially the 

Rural Iltilities Service or other lenders. All respondents to the PPA Bid options must keep the terms of 

their bids firm and in effect until October 28, 2012, after which the Bidders can refresh the Bids if EKPC 

wants to put the Bidder on the Short List. 
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PPL companies 

ACES Power Marketini rp ” A  ,_” - I . 
Attn: Director Development, ivialn+rlng and Trading 
4140 West 99th Street 
C/O ACES Power Marketing - 
Cannel IN 46032-7731 

LG&E and KU Energy LLC 
Energy Services 
220 West Main Street 
Louisville, KY 40202 
www.lge-ku.corn 

Charles A. Freibert, jr. 
Director Marketing 

charlie.freibert@lge-ku.corn 
T 502-6273673 

September 7’20 12 

Subject: Request for Proposals to Sell Capacity and Energy (RFP) 

Dear Colleague in Development, Marketing and Trading of Electrical Power, 

Louisville Gas and Electric Company (“I,G&E”) and Kentucky {Jtilities Company 
(,cKU’’) (jointly the “Companies”) are evaluating alternatives means to provide least-cost 
firm generating capacity and energy to our customers in the future. To this end, the 
Companies are requesting proposals from parties wishing to sell capacity and energy that 
will qualify as a Designated Network Resource (DNR) either as an owned asset by the 
Companies or a Power Purchase Agreement with the Companies. The Companies will 
consider offers that are reliable, feasible and represent the least-cast means of meeting 
our customers’ capacity and energy needs, including cost for transmission service, 
transmission upgrades and voltage support. The Seller should make its proposal as 
comprehensive as possible so that the Companies may make a definitive and final 
evaluation of the proposal’s benefits to its customers without firther contact with the 
Seller. However, the Companies reserve the right to request additional information. Any 
failures to supply the information requested will be taken into consideration relative to 
the Companies’ internal evaluation of cost, risk, and value. 

This inquiry is not a commitment to purchase and shall not bind the Companies or any 
subsidiaries of LG&E and K U  Energy LLC in any manner. The Companies in their sole 
discretion will determine which Respondent(s), if any, it wishes to engage in negotiations 
that may lead to a binding contract. The Companies shall not be liable for any expenses 
Respondents incur in connection with preparation of a response to this RFP. The 
Companies will not reimburse Respondents for their expenses under any circumstances, 
regardless of whether the RFP process proceeds to a successful conclusion or is 
abandoned by the Companies at their sole discretion. 
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1. Back9;round - This RFP is being issued in order to evaluate alternative means to 
provide least-cost firm generating capacity and energy to our customers in the fiture 
while meeting all laws and regulations. All alternatives (including any of the 
Companies’ self-build options) will be evaluated in the context of meeting customers’ 
load in a least-cost manner. If the Companies determine that a proposal maybe in the 
best interest of the Companies’ customers, the Companies will enter into negotiations 
which may lead to the execution of definitive agreements. The Companies will 
consider all applicable &tors including, but not limited to, the following to 
determine the least-cost proposal(s): (i) the terms of the purchased power proposal or 
facility or asset sale; (ii) Seller’s creditworthiness; (iii) if applicable, the development 
status of Seller’s generation facility including, but not limited to, site chosen, 
permitting, and transmission; or the operating history of Seller’s generation facility; 
(iv) the degree of risk as to the availability of the power in the timeframe required; (v) 
the anticipated reliability of the power, particularly at times of winter and summer 
peak; and (vi) all other factors such as the cost of interconnection or transmission 
that may affect the Companies or their customers. The companies are committed to 
implementing the best overall long-term solution for their customers. 

2. Requiremeaxts - The Companies are interested in Power Purchase Agreements 
(“PPA”), Tolling Agreements C‘TA’‘) or Build Own Transfer Agreements (“BOT”), 
or alternative power supplies (combined “Supply Agreements”) for minimum 
quantities of 1 MW up to a total of 700 MW of firm summer and winter capacity and 
associated energy per facility or offer. The power being proposed must be generated 
from a defined source, a specific unit(s) or system that will qualify as a DNR and 
supply capacity/energy during the peak demand of the Companies’ customers (typical 
Midwest seasonal load characteristics). The delivery of capacity and energy should 
begin no earlier than January 1,2015, and later start dates will be considered. The 
Companies are interested in both short term (1 to 5 years) and long term (1 0 to 20 
years) proposals. The Companies may procure more or less than 700 MW and may 
aggregate capacity and energy from multiple Sellers to meet its needs. A Seller 
offering power from a resource connected directly to the Companies‘ transmission 
system must conform to the Companies’ Open Access Transmission Tariff (OATT) 
and must obtain in a timely manner an Interconnection Agreement for the facility. 

3. Kev Terms and Conditions - The Seller’s proposal should include the proposed 
terms and conditions, which should include, where applicable to the Seller’s proposal, 
among other things: 

3.1 . Seller will guarantee all pricing and terms that affect pricing such as but not 
limited to heat rate, fuel cost, fuel availability, fuel transport, operation and 
maintenance cost, etc., for at least 150 days after the Proposal Due Date. 

3.2. Any Capacity Payments to the Seller will be based upon guaranteed capacity at 
the Summer Design Conditions delivered to the Companies’ transmission system 
unless the location of the Seller’s facility justifies alternate conditions. Summer 
Design Conditions shall be the following. 
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3.2.1. Dry Bulb: 89°F 
3.2.2. Mean Coincident Wet Bulb: 78°F 

3.3. Seller will guarantee the annual and seasonal availability and describe required 
maintenance outage schedule. 

3.4. Seller should address in their proposal its remedies for failure to meet availability 
guarantees. 

3.5. Seller will be responsible for any and all compliance related cost and fines 
(environmental, NERC, FERC, etc) incurred due to the non-compliance of the 
assets designated to supply power to the Companies. 

3.6. After the evaluation of proposals is completed, the Companies will enter into 
negotiations on a timely basis if the Companies determine that a proposal is in 
their customer’s best interests. Any subsequent contracts will be contingent on 
obtaining the necessary regulatory approvals. 

3.7. The Companies termination rights will include, but may not be limited to: (i) 
failure to obtain all required regulatory approvals, (ii) failure to post or maintain 
required financial credit requirements, (iii) failure to meet key development and 
implementation milestones, (iv) failure to meet reliability requirements, and (v) 
failure to cure a material breach under the Supply Agreement. 

4. Disnatching and Scheduling (Required Proposal Content) - The Companies prefer 
flexibility in the utilization of the generation resource being offered by the Seller. 
The Companies desire, at the Companies’ expense, to install equipment at the 
generator site to facilitate real time control/dispatch of generation to follow load 
changes and respond to system fiequency changes. The Seller should state its desire 
and willingness to allow and cooperate with the Companies in establishing real-time 
control of generation. 

5.  Ancillarv Services (Required Proposal Content) - Under a Supply Agreement, the 
Companies desire to have the unrestricted right to utilize all ancillary services 
associated with generation being offered by the Seller. The Seller should describe the 
ancillary service capability of its proposal e.g., black start capability, voltage support, 
load following, energy imbalance, spinning reserve, and supplemental reserve. The 
ancillary services that would be available to the Companies should not be limited to 
those defined in this paragraph. The Companies desire to have the unrestricted rights 
to any fbture ancillary services defined by the industry and capable of being provided 
by the generation capacity being offered. In the case where the Companies purchase 
only part of the generation capacity from a unit, system or facility, then the 
Companies desire to have unrestricted rights to ancillary services on a prorated basis. 
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6. Pricing (Required Proposal Content) - The Seller’s pricing must be a delivered price 
to the Companies‘ transmission system. The Companies will be responsible only for 
Network Integrated Transmission Service (NITS) on the Companies transmission 
system. Prices must be firm, representing best and final data and quoted in 1J.S. 
dollars. If pricing involves escalation or indexing, the details of such pricing, 
including the specific indices or escalation rates, must be included for evaluation. 

6.1. The Seller’s proposal must provide the product and generation characteristicgm 
the attached form. Pricing information can be provided on the form or separately 
in another format that is appropriate for the offer. The Seller is encouraged& 
provide as much information as Dossible to aid in the evaluation of the offer. 
These attached data forms may be utilized in any filings with regulatory agencies 
(such as the KPSC) related to this RFP. 

7. Deliverv (Required Proposal Content) - The Companies consider reliable power 
delivery at the time of the typical summer and winter peak demand of its customers to 
be of the utmost importance. The delivery point is the Companies’ transmission 
system. Under a Supply Agreement, Sellers would be responsible for providing firm 
transmission to the Companies’ transmission system. The Seller is responsible for all 
costs associated with transmission interconnections and shall provide all studies and 
Interconnection Agreements. The Seller is responsible for all transmission 
reservations, losses and costs including system upgrades up to the delivery point and 
shall provide all studies and Transmission Reservations/Agreements. All costs 
associated with interconnections and transmission up to the delivery point should be 
included in the Seller’s pricing where appropriate under current FERC orders and 
rulings. TranServ International, Inc., 2300 Berkshire Lane North, Minneapolis, 
Minnesota 55441 is an Independent Transmission Operator that administers the 
Companies’ OATT. Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) serves as the Companies’ 
Reliability Coordinator (RC). For purposes of the Companies’ evaluation of the 
proposals, the Companies may estimate any transmission costs that are not supported 
by the appropriate studies including deliverability and the associated voltage support 
to the Designated Network Load (“DNL,”) of the Companies. If the Seller has not 
completed all required transmission studies, it is essential that the following 
information be provided in order for the Companies to evaluate the proposal: 

Size of the unit 
Point of interconnection to the grid 
Impedance of the generator step-up transformer 
Transient and sub transient characteristics of the generator 

0 

0 

8. Environmental - For the sale of generation capacity and energy to the Companies 
under a Supply Agreement, the Seller would be responsible for obtaining all 
necessary permits and providing all credits and allowances needed to comply with the 

Case No. 2012-00535 
The Companies reserve the right to disclosc proposals to the KY PSC under a s t a t e r n & W h M j @ r  Response to PSC 2-18 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 23 of 28 

Page 4 of 9 



permit requirements for the life of the agreement, where permits, credits and 
allowances are applicable for the product being sold. Failure to obtain or comply 
with any environmental permit or governmental consent would not excuse 
nonperformance by Seller. The Companies require that Sellers provide the following 
information for evaluation: 

Unit heat rate, fuel specification, and control technologies employed. 
Emissions rates for NOx, SOX, COY C02, P M I ~ ,  and Hg. 
Copy of air pennit or permit application if available. 
Timing and status of all permit applications including air, water withdrawal, 
wastewater disposal, he1 byproducts handling and disposal, etc. 

9. Development Status - Seller shall provide a comprehensive narrative of the status of 
the development of any generation project intended to be used to meet Seller’s 
obligations to the Companies. Seller’s narrative shall include the following. 
9.1. A comprehensive development and construction schedule, 
9.2. A Iisting of all required permits and governmental approvals and their status, 
9.3. A listing of all required electric interconnection and or transmission agreements 

9.4. A financing plan, and 
9.5. A s u m a r y  of key contracts (fuel, construction, major equipment) to the extent 

and their status, 

that they exist. 

10. Other Information Requirements - Sellers shall provide a complete description of 
the generation facilities that would be used to fulfill the Seller’s obligations to the 
Companies. The description should include the following: 

8 

Seller’s operating experience with similar technology. 
Guaranteed capacity rating and heat rate at Summer Design Conditions of: 

Dry Bulb 
Wet Bulb 

89 F 
78 F 

Guaranteed capacity rating and heat rate at winter design conditions of: 

Dry Bulb 14 F 

8 Guaranteed capacity rating and heat rate at average day design conditions 

Dry Bulb 57 F 
Relative Humidity 60 % 

Guaranteed ramp rate in MWs/minute if applicable. 
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Guaranteed annual and seasonal availabilities including EFOR values and planned 
maintenance schedules. 
Technology employed (combined cycle, pulverized coal, CFB, super-critical, etc.) 
Plant location along with proof or status of ownership or control of site. 
Zoning status of plant site. 
If the plant site is subject to site approval by a governmental authority, provide a 
description of the approval status including a copy of the application. If approval 
has been granted, provide a copy of the approval. 
Status of engineering and design work. 
Key project participants including owners, operators, engineer/contractors, fuel 
suppliers 

8 

8 

The Seller should also provide any additional information the Seller deems necessary 
or useful to the Companies in making a definitive and finaI evaluation of the benefits 
of the Seller’s proposal without further interaction between the Companies and Seller. 

1 1 .  Financial CaDabilitv - Should the Companies elect to enter into an agreement with a 
Seller who fails to meet its obligations at any point in time, the Companies’ 
customers may be exposed to the risk of higher costs. Therefore, the Sellers will be 
required to demonstrate, in a manner acceptable to the Companies, the Seller’s ability 
to meet all financial obligations to the Companies throughout the applicable 
development, construction and operations phases for the term of the Supply 
Agreement. Under no circumstances, should the Companies’ customers be exposed 
to increased costs relative to the cost defined in an agreement between the Seller and 
the Companies. 

11.1. At all times, the Seller will be required to maintain an investment grade 
credit rating with either S&P or Moody’s or have a parent guarantee from an 
investment grade entity that meets the approval of the Companies. 

1 1.2. Upon execution of the Supply Agreement, Sellers will be required to post 
a letter of credit (“LOC”) to protect the Companies’ customers in the event of 
default by the Seller. The exact amount of a LOC will be subject to approval by 
the Companies based upon the Companies’ models. This amount shall take into 
account the cost of replacement energy and associated enviranmental cost with 
the production of replacement energy and any byproducts of such replacement 
energy. If the Companies draw down the LOC amount at any time, the SeIIer 
must replace the LOC to the original value within five days. 

12. Alternate Power SuDpIies - Alternate power supply arrangements may include the 
acquisition of generation assets, existing generation facilities, projects under 
development, system firm products, or other power supply arrangements that meet the 
Companies’ requirements described in this RFP. The Seller must make all 
transmission arrangements for the delivery of alternate power supply arrangements to 
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the delivery point and include the cost for transmission in the pricing. Sellers 
interested in proposing alternative power supplies must provide all information 
specified in this document and applicable to the alternate power supply needed for the 
Companies to fully evaluate the proposal. Those Sellers proposing the sale of 
generation facilities should include the following: 

e Firm offer price 
Complete description of the facilities included in the sale. 

Term sheet which identifies key terms and conditions 
Latest condition report 
Projected operating data including output, heat rate, and forced outage rate as 
appropriate 
Projected operating expenses and capital expenditures 
For existing facilities, provide historical operating data, operating expenses, and 
capital expenditures for a minimum of the latest five years or since the start of 
commercial operation if in commercial operation for less than five years. 

0 

I 

13. RlFP Schedule - All proposals must be complete in all material respects and be 
received no later than 4 p.m. EDT on Friday, November 2,2012. Email proposals 
must be followed up with a signed original within two business days. 

-” 

____. 

Friday, September 7,201 2 
Friday, November 2,20 12 
Friday, March 15,2013 

Proposals will not be viewed until 4 p.m. EDT on Friday, November 2,2012. After 
the evaluation of proposals is completed, the Companies will enter into negotiations 
on a timely basis if the Companies determine that a proposal is in their customer’s 
best interests. Any subsequent contracts will be contingent on obtaining the 
necessary regulatory approvals. 

14. Treatment of Proposals 

14.1. The Companies reserve the right, without qualification, to select or reject 
any or all proposals and to waive any farmality, technicality, requirement, or 
irregularity in the proposals received. The Companies also reserve the right to 
modify the RFP or request fbrther information, as necessary, to complete its 
evaluation of the proposals received. 

14.2. Sellers who submit proposals do so without recourse against the 
Companies for either rejection by the Companies or failure to execute an 
agreement for purchase of capacity and/or energy for any reason. Sellers are 
responsible for any and all costs incurred in the preparation and submission of a 
proposal and/or any subsequent negotiations regarding a proposal. 
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15. Confidentiality - As regulated utilities, it is expected that the Companies will be 
required to release proposal information to various government agencies and/or others 
as part of a regulatory review or legal proceeding. The Companies will use 
reasonable efforts to request confidential treatment for such information to the extent 
it is labeled in the proposal as “Confidential.” Please note that confidential treatment 
is more likely to be granted if limited amounts of information are designated as 
confidential rather than large portions of the proposal. However, the Companies 
cannot guarantee that the receiving agency, court, or other party will afford 
confidential treatment to this information. Subject to applicable law and regulations, 
the Companies also reserve the right to disclose proposals to their o%cers, 
employees, agents, consultants, and the like (and those of its fliliates) for the 
purpose of evaluating proposals. Otherwise, the Companies will not disclose any 
information contained in the Seller’s proposal that is marked “Confidential,” to 
another party except to the extent that (i) such disclosures are required by law or by a 
court or governmental or regulatory agency having appropriate jurisdiction, or (ii) the 
Companies subsequently obtain the information free of any confidentiality 
obligations from an independent source, or (iii) the information enters the public 
domain through no fault of the Companies. 

16. Contacts - All correspondence should be directed to: 

Charles A. Freibert, Jr. 
Director Marketing 
LG&E and KIJ Energy LLC 
Energy Services 
220 West Main Street 
Louisville, KY 40202 

E-mail: charlie.freibert@lge-ku.com 
Phone: 502-627-3673 

In closing, I look forward to your response by 4 p m .  EDT on Friday, November 2,2012, 
and the possibility of doing business to meet the Companies’ fbture power needs. Your 
interest in this request is greatly appreciated. Please contact me if you have any questions 
and would like to discuss firther. For immediate concerns in my absence, please contact 
Donna LaFollette at 502-627-4765. 

Sincere1 y , 

Charles A. Freibert, Jr. 
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LG 

Note to bidder: Provide a separate term sheet for each different “Term of Contracf” or capacity 
offering 

Seller .__ 

Product and Generation Characteristics: 
Proposal Description -__...,.-- 

Generation Source Description 

Point of interconnection to the grid. 
Fuel Commodity Price (if applicable) 
Firm Fuel Transport Price (if applicable) 
Start Date and Term of Contract 
Summer Firm Capacity Amount MW 
Summer Maximum Dispatch Capacity Amount (if applicable) MW 
Summer Minimum Dispatch Capacity Amount (if applicable) MW 
Guaranteed Heat Rate (or heat rate curve) (if applicable) Btu/kwh 
Winter Firm Capacity Amount MW 
Winter Maximum Dispatch Capacity Amount (if applicable) MW 
Winter Minimum Dispatch Capacity Amount (if applicable) MW 
Output in 10 minutes MW 
Guaranteed Ramp capability MWlminute (if applicable) 
Start-up time to minimum capability 
Start-up time to maximum capability 
Minimum run time 
Minimum down time 
Constraints on production time (if applicable) 

% Forced Outage Rate I _ ~ -  

Guaranteed Availability ~ 

Planned Outage Schedule 

Transmission Interconnection Point of the Source-- - 
- 

,.----~ 

Pricinq Information (provide a separate pricina form if apolicable): 
Sale Price or, Capacity Price (WMW-yr) 
Year of Capacity Price Quote -_ 
Capacity Price EscalationNear or Index- 
Fixed O&M ($/MWH or WMW-yr) 
Year of Fixed O&M Price Quote ___ 
Fixed O&M Price Excalationlyr or Index 
Energy Pricing (Provide energy pricing in one of the following formats) 

1. Fixed Energy price over the term ($/MWH) 
2. Escalating Price Over Term ($/MWh) escalating at I_ YO per year 
3. Production Cost: Variable O&M + Guaranteed Heat Rate * Fuel Price over Term 

a. Variable O&M ($IMWh) 
b. Guaranteed Heat Rate (Btulkwh) 
c. Fuel Price 

Note: Energy pricing to include all ancillary service costs, taxes and other fees necessary for 
delivery of the energy to the Delivery Point. 
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BIG RIVERS ELEC C CORPORATION 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

mission Staffs Secon uest for Information dated 
February 11,2013 

ruary 28,2013 

Item 19) Refer to pages 22-23 of the Berry Testimony, specifically, 

the discussion of Big Rivers’ deferring the backfilling of production 

vacancies since receiving the notice of Century Aluminum of Kentucky 

General Partnership’s (cceentu rmination of its Retail Electric 

Service Agree lain what impact this 
n expense, non-fuel, in the 

forecast period. 

Response) In the forecasted test year, Big Rivers removed 92 employees 

from its current full-complement of headcount. Hence, deferring the 

backfilling of production vacancies since receiving the Century termination 

notice has no impact on Big Rivers’ production expense, non-fuel, in the 

forecast period. 

Witness) Robert W. Berry 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

onse to Cornrni Staffs Second Re est for Information 

r to  pages 23-24 of the Berry Testimony and Exhibit 

e 12 of 14, to of John Wolfram e Direct Testimo 
 wolfram Testimony.”). 

iscusses the plan idle the Wilson Station and 
of 92 positions due to  production 
by Century’s termination. The 

bit shows the ~ ~ l c ~ l a t i o n  of an adjustment to  
bor Related t o  Wilson Layup.” 

tended to reflect the 
ositions referenced in the Berry 

Testimony. 
rovide the Rivers’ labor expenses 

are lower in t o  the reduction of the 
92 positions. Indicate where in the application this 
expense reduction is shown. 

Response) 

a. Confirmed. The proposed adjustment is not intended to reflect 

the full reduction of 92 positions; rather, the adjustment is 

intended to remove a small portion of those labor costs that 

were not already reduced in Big Rivers’ budget by September 1, 

20 13 (when the fully forecasted test period begins). 

Case No. 2012-00535 
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es V. Harmer and John Wolfram 
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esses: 



S ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

equest for Information 
313 

ebruary 28,2 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

b. Big Rivers’ labor expenses are lower in the forecasted test period 

than they otherwise would be due to the reduction of the 92 

positions. The full amount is not shown in the application 

because it is built into Big Rivers’ budget, and thus is already 

excluded from the fully forecasted test period expense mounts .  

6 

7 

Big Rivers estimates that the full cost related to the reduction of 

92 positions is $10,432,610. See attached worksheet. This 

8 

9 Exhibit Wolfram-2. 

includes the m o u n t  quantified in Reference Schedule 1.10 of 

10 

11 itnesses) James V. Haner and John Wolfram 
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ig Rivers Electric Corporation 
53 

Attachment to Response for PSC 2-20(b) 
ikon Layup Backup Data 

Total Reduction in Headcount 

Bargaining unit (BU) employees 
Non BU employees 

Total cost for 3 months (per Exhibit Wolfram-2) 
Average cost per month 

Average monthly BU burdened labor expense during the FTP $ 

Average monthly non-BU burdened labor expense prior to 
raise in January 2014 (Sep 13 to Dec 13) $ 

Average monthly non-BU burdened labor expense after raise 
in January 2014 (Jan 14 to Aug 14) $ 

92 

62 
30 

2,595,458 
865,153 

9,403.83 

9,403.83 

9,615.42 

Savings Calculation: 
BU total for 62 employees x 12 months $ 6,996,450 
Non BU total for 30 employees x 12 months 3,436,160 
Total estimated savings for reduction in headcount 
during FTP $ 10,432,610 
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on Stars Second Request for I n f o r ~ ~ ~ i o  
February 14,2013 

February 28,2 

tern, 21) Refer to the Be- Testimony, page 23, regarding the 
decision to idle the Wilson station. 

Explain the process that Big Rivers must follow to obtain 
approval fro the Midwest Independent System Operator 
(C‘Midwest ISO”) to idle, or l , the Wilson station. If Big 
Rivers has begun the rocess of obtaining Midwest I S 0  

approval, indicate when the process beg n and when Big 
Rivers anticipates a decision from the Midwest ISO. 

Provide the re uest to the Midwest I S 0  seeking such 
approval. If Big Rivers has not begun the process, 

en it will e process to obtain the 
dwest ISO’s approval Wilson station. 

. Provide a neral description of the steps needed to idle 
Wilson station. 

does Big Rivers intend to idle the Wilson 
station? 

. What are the attendant risks (Le., federal air emissions 
compliance, llocation allowances, etc.) with the decision 
to idle the Wilson station? 

e. What is the distinction, i f  any, between mothballing and 
idling a power plant? 

f. At lines 11-14, it is state Rivers assumed that if  
the Centu tinues to operate in any 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

substantial way on or after August 20, 2013, MISO would 
require Big Rivers to continue to operate the Coleman 
Station for system reliability reasons.” 

1. Prowide all supporti documents for this statement, 
including ny correspon nee, communications, 

es, or analyses, whether internal or external to 
scuss the need for the Coleman 

Station to e operationa i f  Century continues to 
operate. 

Rivers, which 

2. Define the term ‘‘su stantial” as used in the Berry 
stimony. 

to be operational 
to support Centu of the three units 
at the Coleman Station would have to be operational 

nd the reasons ch unit must be operational. 
does not continue to substantially operate its 

weswille facility on or afler August 20, 2013, explain 
e cost sawings or other factors that 
the Coleman Station rather than 

the Wilson Station. Provide a detailed cost analysis 
e Coleman Station versus the 

whether there wo 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

mission Staff% See est for I n f ~ r ~ a t i o n  
dated February 

1 Response) 

2 In order to obtain approval from MISO to idle the 

3 Wilson Station, Big Rivers would be required to file an 

4 Attachment Y, “Notification of Potential Generation 

5 Resource/ SCU Change of Status,” in accordance with Section 

6 38.2.7.a of the MISO Tariff. MISO would then study the request 

a. 

7 

8 

and determine if the particular generation resource(s) is needed 

for system reliability. If MISO determined the generation 

9 resource(s) was not needed for system reliability, Big Rivers 

10 would suspend operation of the unit per the date specified in 

11 the Attachment Y notification. If MISO determined the 

12 

13 

14 

resource(s) was needed for system reliability, an Attachment Y- 

1, “Standard Form Support Supply Resource (SSR) Agreement” 

would be negotiated with MISO to reimburse Big Rivers to the 

15 keep the resource operating until MISO determined it was not 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

needed. Costs would be shared based on the proportional 

impact of the resource on affected load serving entities (“LSEs”) 

as determined by MISO. The cost reimbursement in the SSR 

agreement would be subject to Federal Energy Regulatory 

Commission (“FERC”) approval. The full MISO tariff with the 

21 

22 link: 

referenced Attachments Y and Y-1 is available at the following 

23 https: / /www.misoenergy.org/ Library/Tariff/ Pages/Tariff.aspx. 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-21 

itness: Robert W. Berry 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

est for Information 

Big Rivers has not filed an Attachment Y with MISO; 

however, in an effort to understand whether MISO will allow Big 

Rivers to idle generation, Big Rivers submitted to MISO an 

Attachment Y-2, Request for Non-Binding Study Regarding 

Potential SSR Status for Big Rivers’ Coleman Station on 

December 19, 2012. On December 27, Big Rivers submitted to 

MISO an Attachment Y-2, Request for Non-Binding Study 

Regarding Potential SSR Status for Big Rivers’ Wilson Station. 

A copy of each request is attached hereto. Per MISO’s tariff, 

MISO estimates that the Attachment Y-2 analysis will take 75 
days. Big Rivers anticipates receiving results from MISO in 

early to mid-March. 

b. Please see general steps below: 

(1) Obtain approval from MISO to lay-up Wilson Station. 

(2) Remove Wilson Station from service per the lay-up 

procedure. 

(3) Implement the attached lay-up procedure to protect 

Wilson Station’s unit components. 

(4) Monitor Wilson Station’s unit components per the lay-up 

procedure. 

For more detailed information, a copy of the Wilson Station 

Plant Lay~up Plan is provided on the PUBLIC CDs 

accompanying these responses. Please understand the 

s(! NO. 2012-00535 
esponse to PSC 2-21 

itness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 4 of7 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

onse to Cornmi eguest for Infor 
13 

attached document is a living document and changes/updates 

will be made as new information and details become available. 

c. Wilson Station will be idled until such time as the off-system 

power market increases above the all-in cost (fixed and variable) 

of operating the plant less the costs of lay-up, or until such time 

Big Rivers is successful in acquiring a new load to replace the 

available capacity as a result of Century’s exit. Big Rivers’ 

current long-term Financial Model indicates Wilson Station will 

restart in 2019. Wilson Station will be available to operate as 

needed to cover outages at other stations and to maintain its 

current environmental permits. Please note the current 

Financial Model does not have any load recovery projected and 

forecasted market power prices could change. 

d. Big Rivers will continue to monitor, collect, and report data a t  

Wilson Station as required by all environmental permits (air, 

water and waste management) currently in place. Under the 

current Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR) program, Big Rivers will 

continue to receive SO2 and NOx allowances associated with the 

Wilson Station. Big Rivers does not foresee any impacts to the 

environmental permits needed to operate by laying u p  the unit 

for a limited period of time. Big Rivers will evaluate the 

potential for any new environmental regulations that might 

impact the unit prior to the restart of the Wilson Station. 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-21 

itness: Robert W. Berry 
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CASE NO. 2012-00535 

onse Po Com ion Staff's Second Request for Information 
ruary 14,2013 

e. In IEEE Std 762-2006, there are three identified deactivated 

shutdown states: (1) Inactive Reserve, (2) Mothballed, and (3) 

Retired. The definitions of these states from IEEE Std 762-2006 

are provided below. 

e Inactive Reserve - State where unit is unavailable for 

service, but can be brought back into service in a 
relatively short period of time, typically measured in 

days. 

e Mothballed - State where unit is unavailable for 

service, but can be brought back into service with the 

appropriate amount of notification, typically weeks or 

months. 

Retired - State where unit is unavailable for service 

and is not expected to return to service in the future. 

Big Rivers believes the Wilson lay-up would fit under the 

definition of Mothballed. 

f. 

1. In addition to general operational experience and 

knowledge, Big Rivers based the statement on a 

preliminary internal evaluation summarized in the 

memorandum attached to this response as well as a 

detailed study prepared for Century Aluminum by 

Siemens dated October 19, 2012. Big Rivers has not 

Case No. 2012-00535 
esponse to PSC 2-21 
ess: Robert AT. Berry 
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Response to Co mission Staffs Seeon uest for Infor 
ebruary 14, 2013 

received permission from Century to provide t.he Siemens 

report. 

2. The term “substantial” as used in the Berry Testimony 

should be defined as “similar to current operating 

characteristics” or consuming 400 MW or more of energy 

at a 95% load factor. 

3.  If Coleman Station is required to continue operating to 

support a substantial Century load, Big Rivers believes 

that at least two units will need to be available for 

operation at all times; however, MIS0 will make the final 

determination based on its flow study. All three Coleman 

units have essentially the same generating capacity. 

g. A detailed cost analysis of laying u p  Wilson Station compared to 

laying up  Coleman Station has not been completed at this time. 

Please see the attachment to this response comparing Wilson 

and Coleman production and capital costs if both were 

operating and how each station will be impacted with proposed 

future environmental laws. However, it should be noted that 

the compliance dates with these proposed future environmental 

laws are unknown at this time. 

itness) Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-21 

itness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 7 of 7 



20 1 Third Streef 
P . 0  Box24  
tI enderson, K Y  424 1 9-0024 

www bigrivers corn 
270-827-256 1 

December 18,201 2 

MlSQ 
ATTN: Director of Transmission Expansion Planning 
720 City Center Drive 
Carmel, IN 46032 

Dear Sir: 

Enclosed please find ATTACHMENT Y-2 Request for Non-Binding Study Regarding 
Potential SSR Status and the $70,000 check. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, / 

hd& Robert W. Berry 

Vice President Production 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation 

Enclosures 

/jw 

Case No. 2012-00536 
Attachment 1 of 2 for Respon 



ATTACHMENT Y-2 Request for Non-Binding Study Regarding Potential SSR Status 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 9/24/2012 

ATTACHMENT Y-2 

Request for Non-Binding Study Regarding Potential SSR Status 

This is a request that the Transmission Provider conduct a non-binding study of the 

reliability impacts related to a potential change of status of a portion or all of either a Generation 

Resource or a Synchranous Condenser Unit (“SCU”). An electronic copy of the completed form 

will be accepted by the Transmission Provider, however, the study application will not be 

considered complete until the original form containing an original signature, including all 

attachments, and the study deposit funds are received by the Transmission Provider at the 

following address: 

MIS0 
Attention: Director of Transmission Expansion Planning 
720 City Center Drive 
Camel, IN 46032. 

Name of Market Participant owning and/or operating the Generation Resource or SCU 
B i g  Rivers E l e c t r i c  Corporation (BRPS)  

Type of interest in Generation Resource: El Owner of Generation Resource 

0 Operator of Generation Resource 

Name of Market Participant owning and/or operating the Synchronous Condenser Unit (“SCU”) 

Type of interest in SCU: 0 Owner of SCU 

Operator of SCTJ 

Market Participant’s state of organization or incorporation Kentucky 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment 1 of 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of 8 



Generation Resource/SCIJ [plant name(s), unit number(s), and unit’s inaximuin net output) 
Coleman LJnit 1 (BREC.COLE11, 150 MW 
Coleman IJnit 2 (BREC.COLE2), 138 MW 
Coleman Unit 3 (BREC.COLE31, 155 MW 

Market Participant is considering whether to make unavailable a Generation 

Resource/SCIJ, and hereby requests a study at Market Participant’s expense to determine the 

impact of removing the Generation Resource/SCU from service, as specified below. 

The start date for the potential removal from service is t h e z ~ h d a y  of Auq , 2 0 13 . 

The return to service date to be assumed for the purpose of the requested study is the 

=day of.  Jan , 2 0 1 5  . 

Additional operational limits to be considered in the evaluation are described below: 

See attachment. 

The Transinission Provider may request additional informatioii as reasonably necessary 

to conduct the subject study. If the Market Participant does not provide all of the information 

requested by the Trammission Provider i n  a timely manner, then the Transmission Provider may 

be unable to complete the study within 75 days and will so advise the Market Participant. 

llie Market Participant understands and agrees that the results of this request foi- a study 

will not be Confidential Information under the Transmission Provider’s Tariff if the Market 

Participant declines to rescind the Atlachment Y-2 request after receiving notice that the subject 

study has been completed by the Transmission Provider pursuant to Section 38.2.7(m). The 

Transmission Provider will make the results of the study public by posting the information on 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment 1 of 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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OASIS for informational purposes at the same time that the results of the study are provided to 

the Market Participant. A Market Participant will have the right to rescind the request for an 

informational study by notibing the Transmission Provider prior to its completion of the 

inforinational study. In the event of a rescission of an informational study request, the Market 

Participant shall remain liable for all expenses incurred by the Transmission Provider in 

conducting the study up until notice of rescission, however the Transmission Provider shall not 

post any study results on OASIS or release the results to the Market Participant. This request for 

a non-binding study is not intended to constitutc an offer to enter into a binding SSR Agreement 

pursuant to Section 38.2.7 of the Tariff, but is intended only as a request for a non-binding study 

of the traiismission reliability impacts of a potential future status change of the Generation 

Resource/SCIJ. 

The Market Par-ticipaiit is enclosing a study deposit of $70,000 made payable to the 

Transmission Provider, as partial paymenl for the study’s costs and expenses. The Transmission 

Provider shall invoice the Market Participant for all costs and expenses rcasonably incurred in 

excess of the deposit amount, or shall refund any remaining portion of such deposit, upon 

completion of the non-confidential study. The Market Participant agrees to pay all such 

invoices. 

The Transmission Pro\*ider shall use Reasonable Efforts to complete the evaluation 110 

later than seventy-five (75) Calendar Days from the date of receipt of the deposit and completed 

Attachment Y-2 for the non-confidential study request. The Market Participant agrees that: (1) 

the results of such non-confidential study will only provide the Market Participant with a 

probability of the outcome if the Market Participant later elects to submit an Attachment Y form 

under the terms of Section 38.2.7 of the tariff; (2) such study results will not necessarily be 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment 1 of 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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binding upon the Transmission Provider if an Attachment Y notification is later made, except as 

provided for under Section 38.2.7(n) of the Tariff; and (3) the study is being made to explore 

options and does not mean that the Market Participant has made any decisions about the future 

status of the facility. 

The undersigned certifies that I am an officer of the Market Participant that owns or 

operates the subject Generation Resource/SCIJ, that I am authorized to execute and submit this 

study request on behalf of subject Generation Resource W U ,  and that the statements contained 

herein are true and correct. 

Signature 

Name: Robert W .  Berry 
Title: VP of Product ion 

Dater /L -/7-/2.- ..- 

Contact phone number: ( 2 7 0 ) 8 44 - 6 1 8  6 

Contact elnail address: hob. ~ - - -  herry@higrivers . corn 

Case Na. 2012-00535 
Attachment 1 af 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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Certification 

Before me, the undersigned authority, this day appeared a& , known by me 

to be the person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing 

sworn by me deposed and said: 

“I am an officer o 

foregoing study r 

such application are true and correct.” 

, I am authorized to execute and submit the 

and the statements contained in 

SWORN TO AND SIJBSCFUBED TO BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority on this the 

17 day of ,20& 

Not & & P s u 8 1 g , W  - -Large 
My Commission Expires: July 3,2014 
ID 421 951 

My Commission expires 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment 1 of 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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Attachment to BirJ Rivers Electric Attachment Y-2 Studv Request for Coleman Units 1, 2 and 3 

Big Rivers requests that MISO evaluate two scenarios for this Attachment Y-2 study 
Scenario 1: Century Aluminum ceases operations on August 19,2013 
Scenario 2: Century Aluminum continues normal operations 

Century Aluminum load is presently represented a t  the following EPNodes under the BREC.BREC 
CPNode. 
L BREC COLEMABR NSAO 
L BREC COLEMABR NSA1 
L BREC COLEMABR NSA2 
L BREC COLEMABR NSA3 
L BREC COLEMABR NSA4 

For the Attachment Y-2 study, additional information/request: 

Scenario 1: Century Aluminum ceases operations on August 19,2013 
0 The demand and energy forecasts submitted to MISO on November 1,2012, via the New MECT 

tool reflect Century load dropping from 482 MW a t  a 0.98 load factor on August 19, 2013 to 

If MISO determines there is a reliability concern and a SSR (System Support Resource) 
Agreement is needed that an estimate of the cost allocation percentages among affected LSE’s 
(load Serving Entity) also be determined. 

0 MW on August 20, 2013. 
e 

Scenario 2: Century Aluminum continues normal operations 
0 Add a Century load of 482 MW a t  a 0.98 load factor continuing after August 19, 2013 to  the 

demand and energy forecasts submitted to MIS0 on November 1,2012 via the New MECT tool. 
The load shape is a f la t  line. 
If MISO determines there is a reliability concern and a SSR Agreement is needed that an 
estimate of the cost allocation percentages among affected LSE’s also be determined. When 
estimating the cost allocation percentages, assume that the Century load a t  the above EPNodes 
will be under a new CPNode that is under a LSE/Asset Owner/Market Participant other than Big 
Rivers. 

e 

Attachment to Big Rivers Electric Attachment Y-2 Study Request for Cdeman Units 1, 2 and@,ipS@ rthJ2012-00535 
Attachment 1 of 2 for Response to FSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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VENDOR NO 
80329 

ENDORSEMENT OF ATTACHED CHECK WILL ACKNOWLEDGE PAYMENT IN FULL OF E M S  SET FORTH BELOW 

Blg Rivers Electrlc 
P.O. Box24 

NO. 525252 
DATE 18-Deal2 
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I.... 
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REMOVE DOCUMENT ALONG THIS PERFORATION --.-+ u 
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--- MIDWEST IS0 ACCTS REOEIVABLE SlGNATliRE 
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Big Rivers Electric 
P.O. Box 24 
201 Third Street 
Henderson,KY 42420 

MIDWEST IS0 ACCTS RECEIVABLE 
PO BOX 4202 

United States 
CARMEL,IN 46082-4202 

$ 3  
SJ 
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c9 E L E C T R I C  C O R P O R  .TION 

201 Third Street 
P 0. Box 24 
Hencierson, KY 424 19 -0024 

www bigrivers corn 
270-827-256 i 

December 26,2012 

M I S 0  
ATTN: Director of Transmission Expansion Planning 
720 City Center Drive 
Carmel, IN 46032 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Enclosed please find Big Rivers’ Attachment Y-2 Request for Non-Binding Study Regarding Potential SSR 
Status. Also enclosed is the $70,000 check required for the study. 

Please note that Big Rivers submitted a similar request last week for i t s  Coleman facility. Big Rivers is 
currently evaluating to determine its best option for temporarily reducing generation in its territory. 

Please note that Big Rivers would like you to consider each request individually. When evaluating the 
impact of removing Wilson from service, please assume that Coleman remains in operation. Likewise, 
when evaluating the impact of removing Coleman from service, please assume that Wilson remains in 
operation. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me a t  270.844.6186. 

n Sincerely, 

Robert W. Berry 
Vice President Production 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation 

Case No. 2012-0053@ 
Attachment 2 of 2 for Respon 
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ATTACHMENT Y-2 Request for Non-Binding Study Regarding Potential SSR Status 

Version: 0.0.0 Effective: 9/24/2012 

ATTACHMENT Y-2 

Request for Non-Binding Study Regarding Potential SSR Status 

This is a request that the Transmission Provider conduct a non-binding study of the 

reliability impacts related to a potential change of status of a portion or all of either a Generation 

Resource or a Synchronous Condenser Unit (“SCTJ”). An electronic copy of the completed form 

will be accepted by the Transmission Provider, however, the study application will not be 

considered complete until the original form containing an  original signature, including all 

attachments, and the study deposit funds are received by the Transmission Provider at the 

following address: 

MIS0 
Attention: Director of Transmission Expansion Planning 
720 City Center Drive 
Carmel, IN 46032. 

Name of Market Participant owning and/or operating the Generation Resource or SC1.J 
B i g  Rivers Electric Corporation ( B R P S )  

Type of interest in Generation Resource: [XI Owner of Generation Resource 

0 Operator of Generatioii Resource 

Name of Market Participant owning and/or operating the Synchronous Condenser lJnit (“SCU”) 

Type of interest in SCTJ: Cl Owiier of SCIJ 

0 Operator of SClJ 

Market Participant’s state of organization or incorporation Kentucky 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment 2 of 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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Generation Resource/SCU [plant name(s), unit number(s), and unit’s maximum net output] 
Wilson U n i t  1 (BREC.WILSONl), 4 1 7  MW 

Market Participant is considering whether to make unavailable a Generation 

ResourcelSCLJ, and hereby requests a study at Market Participant’s expense to determine the 

impact of removing the Generation Resource/SCU from service, as specified below. 

The start date for the potential removal from service is t h e z a h d a y  of Auq  , 2 0 13 , 

The return to service date to be assumed for the purpose of the requested study is the 

=dayof J a n  , 2 0 1 5  . 

Additional operational limits to be considered in the evaluation are described below: 

See a t . t a c h m e n t .  
I- 

.~ 

The Transmission Provider may request additional information as reasonably necessary 

to conduct the subject study. If the Market Participant does not provide all of the information 

requested by the Transmission Provider in a tiniely maimer, then the Transmission Provider may 

be unable to complete the study bithin 75 days and will so advise the Market Participant. 

The Market Participant understands and agrees that the results of this request for a study 

will not be Confidential Information under the Transmission Provider’s Tariff if the Market 

Participant declines to rescind the Attachment Y -2 request after receiving notice that the subject 

study has been conipleted by the Transmission Provider pursuant to Section 38.2.7(m). The 

Transmission Provider will make the results of the study public by posting the information on 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment 2 of 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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OASIS for iiiformational purposes at the same time that the results of the study are provided to 

the Market Participant. A Market Particjpant will have the right to rescind the request for an 

informational study by notifying the Transmission Provider prior to its completion of the 

informational study. In the event of a rescission of an informational study request, the Market 

Participant shall remain liable for all expenses incurred by the Transmission Provider in 

conducting the study up until notice of rescission, however the Transmission Provider shall not 

post any study results on OASIS or release the results to the Market Participant. This request for 

a non-binding study is not intended to constitute an offer to enter into a binding SSR Agreement 

pursuant to Section 38.2.7 of the Tariff, but is intended only as a request for a non-binding study 

of the transmission reliability impacts of a potential future status change of the Generation 

Resource/SC‘IJ. 

The Market Participant is enclosing a study deposit of $70,000 made payable to the 

Transmission Provider, as partial payment for the study’s costs and expenses. The Transmission 

Provider shall invoice the Market Participant for all costs and expenses reasonably incurred in 

excess of the deposit amount, or shall refund any remaining portion of such deposit, upon 

completion of the non-confidential study. The Market Participant agrees to pay all such 

invoices. 

The Transmission Provider shall use Reasonable Efforts to complete the evaluation no 

later than seventy-five (75) Calendar Days from the date of receipt of the deposit and completed 

Attachment Y-2 for the noli-confidential study request. The Market Participant agrees that: (1) 

the results of such non-confidential study will only provide the Market Participant with a 

probability of the outcome if the Market Participant later elects to submit an Attachment Y form 

under the t e r m  of Section 38.2.7 of the tariff; (2) such study results will not necessarily be 

Case No. 2012-00535 
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binding upon the Transmission Provider if an Attachment Y notification is later made, except as 

provided for under Section 38.2.7(11) of the Tariff; and (3) the study is being made to explore 

options and does not mean that the Market Participant has made any decisions about the future 

status of the facility. 

The undersigned certifies that T am an oficer of the Market Participant that owns or 

operates the subject Generation Resource/SCT_J, that I am authorized to execute and submit this 

study request on behalf of subject Generation Resource/SCU, and that the statements contained 

herein are true and correct. 

.- 

Signature 

Name: Robert W. Berry 

Title: VP of Production 

Date: 

Contact phone number: ( 2 7 0 ) 8 4 4 - 6 1 8  6 

Contact email address: bob. berry@bigrivers ~_ . corn 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment 2 of 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page5of 8 



Attachment to BiP Rivers Electric Attachment Y-2 Studv-Request for Wilson Unit 1 

Big Rivers requests that MISO evaluate two scenarios for this Attachment Y-2 study 
Scenario 1: Century Aluminum ceases operations on August 19,2013 
Scenario 2: Century Aluminum continues normal operations 

Century Aluminum load is presently represented a t  the following EPNodes under the BREC.BREC 
CPNode. 
L BREC COLEMABR NSAO 
L BREC COLEMABR NSAI 
L BREC COLEMABR NSA2 
L BREC COLEMABR NSA3 
L BREC COLEMABR NSA4 

For the Attachment Y-2 study, additional information/request: 

Scenario 1: Century Aluminum ceases operations on August 19,2013 
e The demand and energy forecasts submitted to MISO on November 1,2012, via the New MECT 

tool reflect Century load dropping from 482 MW a t  a 0.98 load factor on August 19,2013 to 
0 MW on August 20,2013. 
If MISO determines there is a reliability concern and a SSR (System Support Resource) 
Agreement is needed that an estimate of the cost allocation percentages among affected LSE’s 

(Load Serving Entity) also be determined. 

e 

Scenario 2: Century Aluminum continues normal operations 
e Add a Century load of 482 MW a t  a 0.98 load factor continuing after August 19,2013 to the 

demand and energy forecasts submitted to MISO on November 1,2012 via the New MECT tool. 
The load shape is a flat line. 
If MISO determines there is a reliability concern and a SSR Agreement is needed that an 
estimate of the cost allocation percentages among affected LSE’s also be determined. When 
estimating the cost allocation percentages, assume that the Century load a t  the above EPNodes 
will be under a new CPNode that is under a LSE/Asset Owner/Market Participant other than Big 
Rivers. 

o 

Attachment t o  Big Rivers Electric Attachment Y-2 Study Request for Wilson Unita&3@?Npf.12012-00535 
Attachment 2 of 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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Certification 

STATE OF 

COUNTY OF 

to be the person whose name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, w 

Before me, the undersigned authority, this day appeare 

sworn by me deposed and said: 

, after first being 

“I am an officer of 

foregoing study reque 

such application are true and correct.” 

in autho\rized to execute and submit the 

, and the statements contained in 

SWORN TO AND SUBSCRIBED ‘1‘0 BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority on this the 

Notary Public, State of 

My Commission expires ?.4m’+ 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment 2 of 2 for Response to PSC 2-21(a) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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ENDORSEMENT OF ATTACHED CHECK WILL ACKNOWLEDGE PAYMENT IN FULL OF ITEMS SET FORTH BELOW 

Blg Rlvers Electric 
P. 0. Box 24 

VENDOR NO 
80329 

525489 
21-Dec-12 

NET AMOUNT 
70,000 00 

- 70,000.00 

NO. 
GATE 

- 
DISCOUNT 

0 00 

201 Third Street 
DESCRIPTION 
DEPOSIT FOR A T T  Y-2 STUDY FOR WIL 

GROSS AMOUNT 
7o.ono 00 

- 
70,000.00 -- 

- fNVOlCE NUMBER-- 
13173 

DATE 
19-Dec-12 

1OTALS - 0.00- 

4 REMOVE DOCUMENT ALONG THIS PERFORATION G 

ansvills , IN 47705 

VOIPAFTER 6 MONTHS 
AFIER THIS DATE 

PAY Seventy Thousand Dollars And Zero Cenf~~" '"~ '~ '""~" '  

TO M E  ORDER OF 
MIDWEST IS0 ACCTS RECEIVABLE 
701 CITY CENTER DRIVE 
CARMEL,IN 46032 

7 

Big Rivers Electric 
P.O. Box 24 
201 Third Street 
Henderson,KY 42420 

MIDWEST IS0 AGCTS RECEIVABLE 
701 CITY CENTER DRIVE 
CARMELJN 46032 
United States 

Case No. 2012-00535 
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Page 8 of 8 



201 Third Sfreei 
P.O. Box 24 
Hei7cierroi7, KY 424 19-0021 
270-827-756 1 
www.bigrivers.com 

TO: David Crockett 

FROM: Chris Bradley 

DATE: May 23,2012 

SUBJECT: Smelter Studies 

As requested, the power flow studies necessary to evaluate a temporary idling of either the entire 
Coleman Generation Station or the Wilson Generating Station have been performed. Both smelters 
were assumed to be operating a t  full capacity. All studies were performed with a 2015 summer peak 
model. The 345 kV Vectren interconnection and all phase two improvements were assumed to be in- 
service. A brief summary of each situation follows: 

Coleman Station Idled 

Base Conditions (no additional outages) - Coleman switchyard voltage: 157 kV; Newtonville to Coleman 
161 kV line loading: 85%. While above the voltage criteria (153 kV Base), the reduced base voltage is a 
concern, 

Coleman EHV to Daviess Co. EHV 345 kV Line Outage - Coleman switchyard voltage: 135 kV; 
Newtonville to  Coleman 161 kV line loading: 150%. With bus voltages well below the voltage criteria 
(148 kV N-1) and a significant line overload, unacceptable conditions could be expected with peak and 
off-peak loads. 

Reid to Daviess Co. 161 kV Line Outage - Coleman switchyard voltage: 152 kV; Daviess County voltage: 
145 kV; Newman voltage: 143 kV; Newtonville to  Coleman 161 kV line loading: 101%. With bus voltages 
well below the voltage criteria (148 kV N-1) and a slight line overload, unacceptable conditions could be 
expected with various load levels. 

Coleman to Newtonville 161 kV Line Outage - Coleman switchyard voltage: 154 kV. While above the 
voltage criteria (148 kV N-I), the reduced voltage is a concern. 

Wilson Station Idled 

Various transmission and generation outages have been evaluated coincident with an outage of the 
Wilson station. No unacceptable voltages or facility loadings have been identified through these studies. 
While a significant number of scenarios have been studied, the study shauld not be considered a 
comprehensive evaluation. 

l i * l , r  l t 8 , i >  il\lj ?,,. I , I L l C *  c , .pi I ill,, No. 2012-00535 
Attachment 1 of 1 for Respoxse to PSC 2-2l(f)(l) 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 1 of 1 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staff’s Second Request for Information 
dated February 14, 2013 

February 28, 2013 

Item 22) Refer to the Berry Testimony, pages 26-29, regarding the 

incremental transmission costs resulting from being a member of 

MISO. Explain in detail any known or potentia2 incremental costs 

that would be charged to Big Rivers by MISO if Century continues to 

operate but is not a retail customer of Kenergy Corp. 

Response) Due to Century’s exit, Big Rivers will be required to increase its 

Open Access Transmission Tariff (ccOATT”) per-unit rates to recover the 

operating and maintenance expense that were previously paid by Century. 

How Century structures its purchases will determine the amount of 

transmission cost that will be recovered by Big Rivers. If Century enters 

into a bilateral contract with a third party and the bilateral contract does 

not have a designated generator, then only one-half of the cost paid by 

Century will be paid to Big Rivers. Additionally, if MISO implements a 

transmission upgrade project to eliminate the must run condition of the 

Coleman plant, then Big Rivers will be required to pay a portion of that 

upgrade based on its load. Preliminary estimates indicate Big Rivers would 

be responsible for approximately 60% of the cost to install the upgrades. If 

Century were to cease operations after the upgrade project begins, then Big 

Rivers would still be obligated to pay certain cost associated with the 

transmission upgrade project. 

Since Cent.ury would still be load connected to the Big Rivers 

transmission system, Cent.ury will be responsible for paying all normal 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-22 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 1 of 2 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
L ADJWSTMENT IN 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14, 2013 

February 28, 2013 

transmission service costs under the MISO Tariff. Century would be served 

either under Schedule 7 Long-Term and Short-Term Firm Point-t.0-Point 

Service or under Schedule 9 Network Integration Transmission Service. 

Century would be subject to pay MISO administrative costs in accordance 

with Schedule 10. 

Century would also be required to pay for all required Ancillary 

Services as described in MIS0 Schedules 1 through 6 which includes: 

Scheduling, System Control and Redispatch; Reactive Supply and Voltage 

Control; Regulation and Frequency Response; Energy Imbalance; Operating 

Reserve-Spinning; and Operating Reserve-Supplemental. 

In addition, Century would be subject to pay Schedule 26 charges 

related to network upgrades identified in the MISO transmission expansion 

plan and Schedule 26A charges related to MISO Multi-Value Projects which 

apply to Century’s transmission service reservation. 

Witness) Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-22 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of 2 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
TES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission StaWs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28, 2013 

Item 23) Refer to the Direct Testimony of David C. Crockett 

(Trockett Testimony”) at pages 5-7. 

a. Provide Big Rivers’ most recent three-year construction 

work plan. 

b. Provide, in comparative form, for the years 2008 through 

2012 and the forecast period, the fwed department 

expenses for transmission. 

Response) 

a. Due to its file size, Big Rivers’ most recent three-year 

construction work plan (2013-2015) is being provided on the 

CD accompanying these responses. 

b. Big Rivers does not have the information requested for years 

prior to and including 2009. The System Operations 

department’s 20 10 through 2012 Tied departmental expenses 

plus the fixed departmental expenses for the forecast test period 

are attached to this response. 

Witness) David G. Crockett 

Case No. 2012-00535  
Response to PSC 2-23 

Witness: David G. Crockett 
Page 1 of 1 



Big ]Rivers Electric Corporation 
Case No. 2012-00535 

Attachment to Response for PSC 2-23(b) 
System Operations Fixed Departmental Expenses 

ORG Description 2010 201 1 2012 

03 70 Engineering $371,742 $250,864 $3 3 7,532 

0014 VP Transmission $1,72 1,607 $393,615 $438,743 
0355 Real Estate $16,835 $8,437 $9,7 10 

0405 Energy Control $23 1,40 1 $70,480 $52,334 
0420 ET&S $2,060,32 1 $2,013,505 $1,924,903 

Total $4,401,906 $2,736,901 $2,763,222 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment to Response for PSC 2-23(b) 

Witness: David G. Crockett 
Page 1 of I 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 24) 

Provide the Midwest I S 0  transmission export study. 

Refer to the Crocket Testimony, at page 10, lines 11-19. 

Response) A redacted copy of the Midwest IS0 transmission export study 

entitled "First Contingency Incremental Transfer Capability Study" and 

dated July 6, 2011 is provided as an at.tachment to this response. Big 
Rivers does not have permission from the Midwest IS0 to release the 

unredacted report. 

Witness) David G. Crockett 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-24 

Witness: David G. Crockett 
Page 1 of 1 



Contains Critical Energy Infrastructure Information - Do Not Release 

First Contingency Incremental Transfer 
Capability Study for Big Rivers Electric 

Corporation [BREC] 

July 6,201 1 

BY 
David A. Mendonsa, P.E. 



BREC Transfer Capability Study 

cremental Transfer Capability St 
ration [BREC] 

A First Contingency Incremental Transfer Capability (FCITC) Study was conducted for Big 
Rivers Electric Corporation to access transfer capability five years from now, in year 2016. 
FCITC measures the maximum increase in power transfer that can take place between a 
source system and a sink system without violating thermal ratings of transmission lines or 
transformers. The MISO MTEPl1,2016 Summer Peak model with a security constraint 
economic dispatch, served as the case for these studies. Four FCITC transfers were studied, 
including: 

1) Southern Indiana to BREC 
2) BREC to Southern Indiana 
3) TVAtoBREC 
4) BREC to TVA 

The FCITC results for the four transfers are provided. The first contingency causing thermal 
violations, the associated overloaded transmission system element and the definition of the 
transfers are also provided. 

1) 

A high transfer from Southern Indiana to BREC was analyzed. 

capability of 1568 MWs is limited b 

The observed transfer 

will initiate implementation of operating guide 

. The provisions of this operating guide to mitigat- 

This operating guide may also restrict the Southern Indiana to BREC transfer capability to 

1568 MWs. 

2 



BREC Transfer Capability Study 

Table 1. - Southern Indiana to BREC Transfer 

The definition of the Southern Indiana to BREC transfer is provided below: 

Source of Transfer: SIndiana-Export: Scaling up of generation, including offline 
generation, in Area 207 - HE, Area 208 - Duke Energy Indiana, Area 2 12 - Duke 
Energy Ohio and Kentucky and Area 216 - IP&L 

Sink of Transfer: BREC-Import; Scaling down of BREC generation 

2) BREC to Southern Indiana Transfer 

A high transfer from BREC to Southern Indiana was analyzed. The observed transfer 

due to Category A “Base Case” thermal overload at this transfer level. The results of this 

transfer study are summarized below in Table 2. The second FCITC limitation is 1768 M w s .  

The is the limiting element due to 

Category A “Base Case” thermal overload at the 1768 MW transfer level. 

3 



BREC Transfer Capability Study 

Table 2. - BREC to Southern Indiana Transfer 

The definition of the BREC to Southern Indiana transfer is provided below: 

Source of Transfer: BREC-Export: Scaling up of generation in Area 314 - BREC 

Sink of Transfer: Indiana-Import; Scaling down of generation, including offline 
generation, in  Area 207 - HE, Area 208 - Duke energy Indiana, Area 210 SIGE, Area 
21 2 - Duke Energy Ohio & Kentucky, Area 2 I6 - IP&L and Area 2 17 - NIPS 

3) TVA to BREC Transfer 

A high transfer from TVA to BREC was analyzed. The observed transfer capability of 1870 

M W s  is limited by with the 

Category B contingency loss ofl-1. The results of this transfer 

study are summarized below in Table 3. As the transfer from TVA is increasing and the 

BREC geiieration is diminishing, the majority of the increasing transfer will flow from TVA. 

However, as transfer flow from TVA is increasing, load on the -1 
. At the above transfer level of 1870 MWs, a 

Category B contingency loss of 1- will result in the thermal 

overloading of-. 

4 



BREC Transfer Capability Study 

Loss of ~- will initiate implementation of operating guide 

. The provisions of this operating guide to 

mi tigate potential low voltage and thermal overloads :- 

-. This operating guide may also restrict the TVA to BREC transfer capability to 

1870 MWs. 

Transfer TVA to BREC 
FClTC 1870 M W  

Table 3. - TVA to BREC Transfer 

The definition of the TVA to BREC transfer is provided below: 

Source of Transfer: TVA-Export: Scaling up of specific generating units in Area 
347 - TVA 

Sink of Transfer: BREC-Import: Scaling down of BREC generation 

4) BREC to WA Transfer 
A high transfer from BREC to TVA was analyzed. The observed transfer capability of 1263 
MWs is limited by 
“Base Case” thermal overload at this transfer level. The results of this transfer study are 
summarized below in Table 4. The second FCITC limitation is 1752 MW. The- 

due to Category A 

5 



BREC Transfer Capability Study 

FCITC 
limiting Element 

TDF (%) on the limiting Element 
FCITC Flow on the limiting Element 
Base Flow on the limiting Element 

Limiting Flow on the limiting Element 
Rating of the Limiting Element 

Continaencv Description 

is the limiting element due to Category A 
“Base Case” thermal overload at the 1752 MW transfer level 

1263 MW 

- - .__- - - - .__ 19.52% 
246.4 MW 
88.6 MW 
335 MW 
335MW 

Base Case 

Table 4. - BREC to TVA Transfer 

The definition of the BREC to TVA transfer is provided below: 

Source of Transfer: BREC-Export; Scaling up of generation in Area 3 14 - BREC 

Sink of Transfer: TVA-Import; Scaling down of generation in Area 347 - TVA 

CONCLUSIONS: 

BREC import of power from either Southern Indiana generation or TVA is limited by- 
with the Category B contingency loss 

o f ” .  Loss of service of1-1 - wiIl require operating guide 
to be implemented to mitigate potential low voltage and thermal overloads in- 
-. The operating guide may limit BREC import of power. 

Export of power from BREC to either Southern Indiana or TVA is limited by the- 

particularly at-, may reduce potential emergency loading on this line and 
allow additional power to be exported. 

. The re-dispatch of area generation, 

6 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG IUVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENEWL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

1 Item 25) Refer to the Speed Testimony at page 15.  Provide a 
2 breakdown of the estimated rate-case expenses of approximately $1.6 

3 million. 

4 

s Response) Please see the attachment provided in response to PSC 1-54(b). 

6 

7 Witness) Travis A. Siewert 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-25 

Witness: Travis A. Siewert 
Page 1 of 1 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPOFWTION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
TES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission StaWs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 26) Refer to the Speed Testimony at page 18, lines 21-22. 

Provide the Big Rivers 2014-201 6 financial plans which received 

board approval November 16, 201 2. 

Response) A copy of the presentation submitted for board approval on 

November 16, 2012 is provided as an attachment to this request. The 

presentation includes Big Rivers’ 20 14-20 16 financial plans. 

Witness) DeAnna M. Speed 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-26 

Witness: DeAnna M. Speed 
Page 1 of 1 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
F US" TES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staff's Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 27) 

8, line 19, through page 9, line 10. 

Refer to  the Direct Testimony of Lindsay N. Barron at page 

a. Provide Big Rivers' demand and energy load forecast 
values for calendar year 2012 in the same format as used 
in Exhibit Barron-3 for 201 3 and 2014. 

b. Provide Big Rivers' actual Rural and Large Industrial 

energy sales for calendar year 2012. 

Response) 

a. Please see the attachments to this response. 

b. Rural Sales Energy 2,32 1,477,598 kWh 

Demand 5,141,696 kW 

Industrial Sales Energy 96 1,298,194 kWh 

Demand 1,708,506 kW 

Witness) Lindsay N. Barron 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-27 

Witness: Lindsay N. Barron 
Page 1 of 1 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT I S 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28, 2013 

I tem 28) Refer to the Direct Testimony of James V. Haner at pages 

5-8. For each of the labor and labor-related cost items discussed on 
these pages, provide the actual expense levels reported on Big Rivers’ 

statement of operations for calendar year 2011 and calendar year 

2012 and the expense levels included in the forecast period. 

Response) Please find the attached schedule of labor and labor-related 

actual costs requested for calendar years 2011 and 2012. Also, find the 

labor and labor-related costs requested for the forecast period. 

Witness) James V. Haner 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-28 

Witness: James V. Haner 
Page 1 of 1 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 29) Refer to page 30 of the Direct Testimony of Ted J. Kelly 
and Exhibit Kelly-1, page ES-6, which summarizes the 2012 

Depreciation Rate Study Mr. Kelly sponsors. The summary includes a 
comparison of the existing depreciation rates and proposed 
depreciation rates applied to Big Rivers' July 31, 2012 plant 
balances, which results in a comparison of annual depreciation 
expense at existing and proposed rates. Provide a similar summary 
of annual depreciation expense at existing and proposed depreciation 
rates based on the average plant balances for  the forecast period. 

Response) Please see the attachment ta this response. 

Witness)  Billie J. Richert 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-29 

Witness: Billie J. Richert 
Page 1 of 1 



+
d
 

S
 

3
 

8 2 

IC
 

t. 

t. 
m

 

t
 

". m C
 

+
- 

? ? E 
-
 

U
 
C
 

m 
J
 

od 
U

 
C
 

m 
J
 

0, 
m

 

U
a 

x 



+
 

E f 4
 

I 

Q
, 

2 0 cn a P L
 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
19 
20 
21  
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
F T I  TES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

PSC 2-30) Refer to Exhibit Kelly-1 “2012 Depreciation Study” where 

it states that, ‘Ysjince the Unwind Closing in 2009, Big Rivers has not 

performed major maintenance such as valve inspections and turbine 

inspections on a schedule consistent with prudent utility operations. ’’ 
Describe the steps that Big Rivers will take to ensure that i t  will 

perform major maintenance on its generation units. 

Response) Big Rivers has had to defer some maintenance activities since 

the closing of the unwind transaction in order to reduce expenses to meet 

the minimum margins for interest ratio (“MFIR”) requirements of its loan 

agreements; however, Big Rivers believes that the maintenance deferrals 

have been done prudently and judiciously, as unit reliability and availability 

have not been affected thus far .  Big Rivers also acknowledges the statement 

within its 20 12 Depreciation Study, but references Mr. Kelly’s Direct 

Testimony in Tab 71 of this instant proceeding. Beginning on page 13 at  

line 20, Mr. Kelly states: 

RUS may have misunderstood what we were indicating in the 
report. A s  a result of prevailing resource constraints, Big Rivers 
selectively deferred some maj or maintenance while continuing 
routine maintenance. Inspections performed by Burns &i 

McDonnell and a review of operating results over the last 
several years indicated no adverse conditions as a result of this 
short term deferral. Burns &i McDonnell did review Big Rivers’ 
plans, developed in May 2012, to reschedule the maintenance 
activities that are described by Bob Berry in his testimony. In 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-30 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 1 of 2 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

light of the favorable operating results and assuming timely 
rescheduling of the deferred maintenance, in our opinion Big 
Rivers showed good judgment, in the use of available resources 
and its’ facilities are being reasonably and prudently operated. 

In order to ensure that the deferred maintenance can be performed 

timely and effectively, Big Rivers’ staff has attempted to levelize spending as 

referenced in the Direct Testimony of Robert W. Berry in Tab 66 of Big 

Rivers’ application in this proceeding. Beginning on page 15 at line 7, Mr. 

Berry states, “Looking forward to the next planning period, Big Rivers’ 

production staff has assessed the condition of each unit in the fleet 

individually, and evaluated the risks associated with the deferred 

maintenance, in order to adjust the future outage schedule to levelize 

spending and unit outage hours across the period.” And at line 15, Mr. 

Berry states that “by the beginning of 2016, Big Rivers expects to have all of 

the deferred maintenance completed and have all the units back on a 

maintenance outage frequency that is consistent with prudent utility 

operation on a long-term basis.” Big Rivers has also filed this instant case 

seeking an adjustment in its base rates that will provide the necessary 

revenue to accomplish the aforementioned schedule. 

Witness) Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-30 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of 2 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28, 2013 

Item 31) Refer to the Siewert Testimony at pages 8-9. 

a. At the top of Page 8, Mr. Siewert states that $Tt]he 
financial model includes a calculation of the Base Fixed 
Energy (i.e., the model assumes that Base Variable Energy 

is zero).” 
(1) Confirm that the base variable-energy rate consists 

of the base fuel and non-fuel adjustment clause 
purchase power adjustment VNon-FAC PPA”). If this 
cannot be confirmed, explain. 

(2) Explain why the base variable energy is assumed to 
be zero in the financial model. 

b. Beginning on line 17 of page 8, Mr. Siewert states that, for 

budgeting purposes, Big Rivers assumes all but three of 
the revenue items listed at the bottom of page 8 and at the 
top of page 9 are zero. Explain why this assumption is 
made. 

Response) 

a. 

( 1) Confirmed. Since Big Rivers’ environmental surcharge 

base is zero, the Base Variable Rate currently consists of 

base fuel and base Non-FAC PPA. 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-31 

Witness: Travis A. Siewert 
Page 1 of 2 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN RATES 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staff’s Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

(2) From a financial standpoint, Variable Energy, whether 

positive or negative, is not budgeted because it would 

have no impact on Big Rivers’ budgeted net margins. The 

Smelter contracts are designed so that Big Rivers’ fixed 

costs related to serving the Smelters are covered no 

matter how much of the Base Fixed Energy they choose to 

consume themselves. 

b. These items are assumed to be zero because they either do not 

currently apply to the smelter bill, or if they do apply, they 

would have no impact on the net margins of Big Rivers. For 

budgeting purposes, Big Rivers is indifferent as to how much of 

the Base Fixed Energy the smelters actually consume 

themselves, versus any other combination of ways they may 

utilize the power available to them under the smelter contracts. 

Because the smelter contracts are designed to ensure that Big 

Rivers’ fixed costs relat.ed to serving the smelters are covered, 

Big Rivers’ net margins are not affected by the various revenue 

items listed in the Direct Testimony of Mr. Siewert that are 

19 assumed to be zero. 

20 

21 Witness)  Travis A. Siewert 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-31 

Witness: Travis A, Siewert 
Page 2 of 2 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
A GENERAL ADJUSTMENT IN S 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staff's Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

I tem 32) Refer to Exhibit Siewert-2, pages 25-26. Explain how the 

amounts on the Economic Reserve lines (Lines 29 and 46) were 

calculated. 

Response) The calculation of the amounts reflected on the Economic 

Reseme lines (Lines 29 and 46) is designed to mirror the Member Rate 

Stability Mechanism (MRSM) tariff rider. A s  such, the amount is designed 

to offset the Fuel Adjustment Clause (FAC) and the Environmental 

Surcharge (ES), less the Expense Mitigation Factor (EMF), less the Unwind 

Surcredit (US), plus fuel rolled into base rates since July 17, 2009. 

Witness) Travis A. Siewert 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-32 

Witness: Travis A. Siewert 
Page 1 of 1 
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APPLICATION OF BIG W E R S  ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
TE 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 33) Refer to the Wolfram Testimony, pages 21-26 wherein Mr. 

Wolfram discusses the methodology used in the cost of service study 

(TOSS”) .  State whether all revenue and expense amounts in the 

COSS filed in this proceeding have been allocated using the same 

allocation factors as used in the COSS filed in Case No. 201 1-00036.2 

If the response is no, explain the differences. 

Response) The selection of certain allocation vectors for particular 

expenses and revenues is the same in the COSS filed in this case as they 

were in the COSS filed in Case No. 2011-00036. For example, the “l2CP” 

allocation vector was used to allocate Production Demand costs in both 

cases. Note this does not mean that the actual values in the “12CP” 

allocation vectors in both cases are identical; they are not, because the test 

period peak load ratios differ from case to case-but in both cases, the 

appropriate 12CP amounts were used to allocate the Production Demand 

costs. 

Witness) John Wolfram 

2 Case No. 201 1-00036, Application of Big Rivers Electric Corporation for a 
General Adjustment in Rates (Ky PSC Jan. 29, 2013). 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-33 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 1 of 1 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR A GENEML ADJUSTMENT IN S 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission StaWs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 34) Refer to pages 33-34 of the Woljiram Testimony. Starting 
at the bottom of page 33, Mr. Wolfram states that Big Rivers is 
proposing an energy charge of $0.03000 for the Rural and Large 
Industrial Customer (CCLIC”) classes and that this charge 
“approximates Big Rivers’ annual production cost on a per-unit 
basis.” Provide the supporting calculation of Big Rivers’ annual 
production cost on a per-unit basis. 

Response) Support for Big Rivers’ annual production cost on a per-unit 

basis is provided under a petition for confidential treatment in the file 

entitled “Big Rivers 20 13-20 16 PCM (Confidential).xls” in Big Rivers’ 

response to PSC 1-57. In that, file, on the tab labeled Monthly Resource 

13 Report, row 352 shows 

14 

15 1-1. These values are reproduced in the attachment. The 

16 establishment of an  energy charge of $30.00 per MWh for both the RDS and 

17 LIC classes approximates this amount. 

18 

19 Witness) ,John Wolfram 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-34 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 1 of 1 



Big Rivers Electric Corporation 
Case No. 2012-00535 

melnt to Response for 
Data from Big Rivers 2013-2016 Production Cost Model 

Total Thermal 

Total Variable 
Generation Cost 

Month $/MWH 
Sep- I 3 
Oct- I 3 
NOV-I 3 
Dec-I 3 
Jan-I4 
Feb-14 
Mar-I 4 
Apr-14 
May-I4 
Jun-14 
Jul-14 

Aug-I 4 

AVG 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment to Response for PSC 2-34 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page I of 1 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
JU T I  

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 35) 

Wolfram states that the estimated impact of the Member Rate 

Stability Mechanism is a credit of $.0101 per kWh for the Rural class 

and a credit of $0093 per kWh for the LIC class. Provide the 

supporting calculations for these amounts 

Refer to page 36 of the WoZfram Testimony, lines 4-6. Mr. 

Response) See the attached pages for supporting calculations. The first 

set is a reproduction of Exhibit Wolfram-5 which shows the values gross of 

MRSM. The second set a variation of Exhibit Wolfram-5 which shows the 

values net of MRSM, with the additional data points for the MRSM 

highlighted. The highlighted rows show the $0.0101 per kWh for the Rurals 

and the $0.0093 per kWh for the LIC class; these amounts are simply the 

total dollar amount from the Big Rivers Financial Model divided by the total 

consumption. Note that the total dollar amounts of the increases for each 

class and in total do not change; it is only the percentages that vary. 

Witness) John Wolfram 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-35 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 1 of 1 
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APPLICATION OF BIG WEIRS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
F ENE a TE 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staff’s Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 2 8 ,  2013 

Item 36) Refer to page 37 of the Wolfram Testimony, lines 5-8, 

which state that if  the Commission issues an order on rehearing in 
Case No. 201 1-00036 resulting in a change in base rates, Big Rivers 
would need to adjust the rates proposed in this proceeding. On 

January 29, 2013, an order on rehearing was issued in Case No. 
201 1-00036 which resulted in a change to Big Rivers’ rates. Provide 
revisions of all exhibits that will change due to this change in Big 

Rivers’ rates. For Exhibits WoIfram-3, -4, and -5 provide the revisions 
in both hard copy and electronic spreadsheets with the formulas 

intact and unprotected, and with all rows and columns accessible. 

Response) The following exhibits are provided as a result of the change in 

base rates approved in the order on rehearing dated January 29, 2013 in 

Case No. 20 1 1-00036 (“the Rehearing Order”). (The naming convention 

includes the “.2” suffix to distinguish the revised exhibit from the exhibits 

filed with the application in this case.) 

1) Exhibit Yockey-2.2 -. Summary of Proposed Changes to Tariff 

Rates 

2) Exhibit Siewert-2.2 - Rig Rivers Financial Model 

3) Exhibit Siewert-3.2 - Financial Results With and Without Rate 

Increase 

4) Exhibit Wolfram-2.2 -- Revenue Requirements Analysis 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-36 

Witnesses: John Wolfram, Travis A. Siewert 
Page 1 of 3 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
F JU EN'I' P 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

5) Exhibit Wolfram-3.2 - Cost of Service Study: Functional 

Assignment and Classification 

6) Exhibit Wolfram-4.2 - Cost of Service Study: Allocation to Rate 

Classes 

7) Exhibit Wolfram-5.2 - Billing Determinants: Present & Proposed 

Rates 

8) Exhibit, Wolfram-6.2 - Summary of Proposed Increase 

9) Exhibit Wolfram-7.2 - Estimate of Retail Rate Increase 

The revised Wolfram and Siewert exhibits are provided under a petition for 

confidential treatment and are also provided in electronic form on the 

CONFIDENTIAL CD accompanying this response. 

In addition, the revised exhibits reflect corrections to mathematical 

errors identified in other data requests. These include the following: 

a) Correction of the expense adjustments for FAC, ES, Non-FAC 

PPA, and Lobbying Expenses identified in PSC 2-39; 

b) Elimination of the rounding errors identified in PSC 2-40; 

c) Correction of the calculation of depreciation expense on fully- 

depreciated plant identified in AG-277(c). 

The revised exhibits do not reflect the impact of Big Rivers' amended 

application in Case No. 2012-00492. The effect of the amended application 

is described in the response to PSC 2-13, but because the request has not 

yet been approved by the Commission, the impact is not yet incorporated 

here. 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-36 

Witnesses: John Wolfram, Travis A. Siewert 
Page 2 of 3 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
F 8 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

1 

2 

3 deficiency. 

4 

5 

In sum, the incorporation of the Rehearing Order and the corrections 

noted above results in a $1,507,989 decrease to the originally-filed revenue 

Witnesses) (John Wolfram, Travis A. Siewert 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-36 

Witnesses: John Wolfram, Trauis A. Siewert 
Page 3 of 3 



Big Rivers Electric Corporation 
Case No. 2012-00535 

Summary of Proposed Changes to Tariff Rates 

Standard Rate 
Schedule 

Sheet Current Proposed Incr. 

$9.697 $16.848 $7.151 
Rate Number (s) Rate Ratel (Dew.)' 

Demand 1 

* Please see the revised exhibits of Mr. John Wolfram for analysis supporting these 
proposed rates. 

QFS 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment for Response to PSC 2-36 - Exhibit Yockey-2.2 

Witness: Travis A. Siewert 
Page 1 of 1 

On-Peak Maintenance Service 

24 Demand 
per Week 

Energy 24 

Off-peak Maintenance Service 
Demand 
per Week 

$2.238 $3.93 1 $1.693 
per kW per kW per kW 

$0.029736 $0.030000 $0.000264 
per kWh per kWh per kWh 

$2.238 $3.931 $1.693 
per kW per kW perkW I 24 
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Big Rivers Electric Corporation 
Case No. 2012-00535 

Statement of Operations w i t h  and Without Proposed Rate Increase) 
Fully Forecasted Test Period (September 2013 to August 2014) 

Electric Energy Revenues 
Income From Leased Property Net 
Other Operating Revenue and Income 
TOTAL OPER. REVENUES & PATRONAGE CAPITAL 

Operating Expense-Production-Excluding Fuel 
Operating Expense-Production-Fuel 
Operating Expense-Other Power Supply 
Operating Expense-Transmission 
Operating Expense-RTO/ISO 
Operating Expense-Distribution 
Operating Expense-Customer Accounts 
Operating Expense-Customer Service and Information 
Operating Expense-Sales 
Operating Expense-Administrative and General 
TOTAL OPERATION EXPENSE 

Maintenance Expense-Production 
Maintenance Expense-Transmission 
Maintenance Expense-Distribution 
Maintenance Expense-General Plant 
TOTAL MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 

Depreciation and Amortization Expense 
Taxes 
Interest on Long-Term Debt 
Interest Charged to Construction - Credit 
Other Interest Expense 
Asset Retirement Obligation 
Other Deductions 

TOTAL COST OF ELECTRIC SERVICE 

OPERATING MARGINS 

Interest Income 
Allowance For Funds Used During Construction 
Income (Loss) From Equity Investments 
Other Non-Operating Income (Net) 
Generation and Transmission Capital Credits 
Other Capital Credits and Patronage Dividends 
Extraordinary Items 
NET PATRONAGE CAPITAL OR MARGIN 

With Proposed Without Proposed 
Rate Increase Rate Increase 

3 
0 0 

3.696.500 3.696.500 

44,042,489 44,042,489 
885 885 

46,983,291 46,983,291 
(2,480,401) (2,480,401) 

0 0 
0 0 

591,094 59 1,094 

1,974,858 1,974,858 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2,706,448 2,706,448 
0 0 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment €or Response to PSC 2-36 - Exhibit Siewert-3.2 

Witness: Travis A. Siewert 
Page 1 of 1 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
Cost of Service Study 

Estimate of Retail Rate Increase 

12 Months Ended 
August 31,2024 

Current Proposed Increase increase 
Rural Deliverv Service 

Estimated Retail Rate ($/kWh) 
All-In Wholesale Rate 0.057157 0.073318 0.01 6160 28.3% 
Estimated Retail Distr Cost Adder 0.033000 0.033000 
Total Retail Rate Estimate 0.090157 0.106318 0.016160 17.9%- 

Estimated Billings ($/Month) 
Monthly Usage 100 kWh 

200 
300 
400 
500 
600 
700 
800 
900 

1000 
1100 
1200 
1300 
1400 
1500 

Large Industrial Customer Service 

Estimated Retail Rate ($/kWh) 
All-In Wholesale Rate 

9.02 
18.03 
27.05 
36.06 
45.08 
54.09 
63.1 1 
72.13 
81.14 
90.16 
99.17 

108.19 
11 7.20 
126.22 
135.24 

10.63 
21 "26 
31.90 
42.53 
53.16 
63.79 
74.42 
85.05 
95.69 

106.32 
116.95 
127.58 
138.21 
148.84 
159.48 

1.61 
3.23 
4.85 
6.47 
8.08 
9.70 

11.31 
12.92 
14.55 
16.16 
17.78 
19.39 
21.01 
22.62 
24.24 

0.048827 0.057538 0.00871 1 

17.8% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 
17.9% 

17.8% 
Estimated Retail Distribution Cost Adder 0.002000 0.002000 - 
Total Retail Rate Estimate 0.050827 0.059538 0.00871 1 17.1% 

Estimated Billings ($/Month) 
Monthly Usage 500 kWh $ 25.41 $ 29.77 $ 4.36 17.1% 

600 $ 30.50 $ 35.72 $ 5.23 17.1% 
700 $ 35.58 $ 41.68 $ 6.10 17.1% 
800 $ 40.66 $ 47.63 $ 6.97 17.1% 
900 $ 45.74 $ 53.58 $ 7.84 17.1% 

1000 $ 50.83 $ 59.54 $ 8.71 17.1% 
1100 $ 55.91 $ 65.49 $ 9.58 17.1% 
1200 $ 60.99 $ 71.45 $ 10.45 17.1% 
1300 $ 66.07 $ 77.40 $ 11.32 17.1% 
1400 $ 71.16 $ 83.35 $ 12.20 17.1% 
1500 $ 76.24 $ 89.31 $ 13.07 17.1% 
1600 $ 81.32 $ 95.26 $ 13.94 17.1% 
1700 $ 86.41 $ 101.21 $ 14.81 17.1% 
1800 $ 91.49 $ 107.17 $ 15.68 17.1% 
1900 $ 96.57 $ 213.12 $ 16.55 17.1% 
2000 $ 101.65 $ 119.08 $ 17.42 17.1 % 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment far Response to PSC 2-36 - Exhibit Wolfram-7.2 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 1 of 1 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
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11 

12 

13 

14 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTFUC CORPORATION 
F 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 37) 

amounts in the line item “Sales to Members” with the Total of the 

Current Rate Billings column for each of the rate classes in Exhibit 

Wolfram-5, pages 1 and 2. 

Refer to Exhibit Wolfram-4, page 9 of 16. Reconcile the 

Response) See attached variance analysis. The difference between the 

“Sales to Members” in Exhibit. Wolfram-4 and the Total of the Current Rate 

Billings in Exhibit Wolfram-5 is almost entirely attributable to the 

differences in Environmental Surcharge revenues described in response to 

PSC 2-40. The additional variance of $328 for the Smelter energy charge is 

due to rounding. These variances are addressed in the response to PSC 2- 

36. 

Witness) John Wolfram 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-37 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 1 of 1 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 
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4 
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15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1. 

22 

23 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
ST T 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 38) Refer to Exhibit Wolfram-4, pages 9 and 11 of 16. 
a. Explain why the amounts in line item “Net Cost Rate Base” 

are redacted on these pages when the amounts appear on 
page 3 of 16 of this exhibit. 

b. If the answer to a. above is that the amounts do not need 
to be redacted on pages 9 and 11 , explain why the 
amounts in line item $‘Net Utility Operating Margin” should 
be redacted on these pages given that they can be 
calculated by multiplying the ‘Net Cost Rate Base” by the 
“Rate of Return on Rate Base.” 

c. If Big Rivers agrees that the amounts for line items “Net 

Cost Rate Base” and $‘Net Utility Operating Margin” need 
not be redacted, provide an updated Exhibit Wolfram-4, 
pages 9 and I 1  of 16, with the amounts un-redacted. 

Response) 

a. The amounts in the Net Cost Rate Base lines on pages 9 and 11 

of Exhibit Wolfram-4, while not otherwise confidential, were 

redacted because they could readily be used with other 

information on those same pages to calculate or back into 

confidential information on those pages. Big Rivers did not 

redact numbers on page 3 of Exhibit Wolfram-4 because it was 

not apparent that someone would know that numbers on that 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-38 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 1 of 2 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
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10 

11 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
GE JU Iva 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14, 2013 

February 28,2013 

page could be used to back into confidential information on 

pages 9 and 11 or that they would know which numbers to use. 

I t  is still not apparent that, without seeing the redacted 

numbers, someone would know which numbers from page 3 to 

use, and for this reason, Big Rivers still seeks confidential 

treatment of the Net Cost Rate Base amounts on pages 9 and 

11 of Exhibit Wolfram-4. 

b. Not applicable. 

c. Not applicable. 

Witness) ,John Wolfram 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-38 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 2 of 2 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
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2 1  

22 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPQFMTIQN 
T I  

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

Item 39) Refer to  Exhibit Wolfram-4, page 11 of 16. 

a. Explain why the adjustments to remove 1)fuel expense 
recoverable through the  &el adjustment clause rFAC’)); 2) 

expense recoverable through the environmental surcharge; 

3) Non-FAC PPA; and 4) Zobbying expenses differ from the 

same titled adjustments on Exhibit Wolfram-2, page 1 of 

14. 

b. Reconcile the c‘TotaZ Operating Expenses” on this page 
with Exhibit Wolfram-2, page 1 of 14, Adjusted Cost  of 

Service of $423,330,643. 

Response) 

a. The values in Exhibit Wolfrarn-4, page 11 of 16, for the FAC, 

ES, Non-FAC PPA, and lobbying expenses should not differ from 

the same titled adjustments in Exhibit Wolfram-2. The values 

in Exhibit Wolfram-2 are correct, and the values in Exhibit 

Wolfram-4 page 11 should be revised to match those amounts. 

This is addressed in response to PSC 2-36. 

b. See attached. The differences in the reconciliation stem from 

the expense adjustments identified in response to part a. Note 

that the variance in expense adjustments is almost entirely 

offset by the variance in revenue adjustments, as shown in the 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-39 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 1 of 2 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPOFUTION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
ENT I TE 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staff's Second Request for Information 
dated February 14, 2013 

February 28,2013 

1 

2 negligible. 

last line of the attachment, so the effect on the COSS results is 

3 

4 Witness) ,.John Wolfrarn 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-39 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 2 of 2 



Big Rivers Electric Corporation 
Case No. 2012-00535 

- Line 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 

Attachment to Response for PSC 2-39 
Reconciliation of Total Cost of Service I Total Operating Expenses 

Exhibit Wolfram-4 and Exhibit Wolfram-2 

item Exhibit - 
Exhibit Wolfram-4 Total Operating Expenses 

Interest on Long Term Debt 
Interest Charged to Construction - CR 
Other Deductions 
Subtotal 

Expense Adjustments 
Subtotal 

Reference 

Exhibit Wolfram-4 Page 9 
Exhibit Wolfram-3 Page 13 
Exhibit Wolfram-3 Page 13 
Exhibit Wolfram-3 Page 1.3 
Lines 2 -t 3 + 4 + 5 

Exhibit Wolfram-4 Page 11 
Lines 6 -t 8 

Amount 

$ 46,983,291 
$ (2,480,401) 
$ 591.094 

$ (52.870.386) 

Exhibit Wolfram-2 Total Cost of Service 
Expense Adjustments 
Adjusted Cost of Service 

Exhibit Wolfram-2 Page 1 
Exhibit Wolfram-2 Page 1 
Exhibit Wolfram-2 Page 1 

$ 478,313,780 
$ (54,983,137) 
$ 423,330,643 

Variance Total Adjusted Cost of Service 
Variance in Expense Adjustments 
Variance LJnrelated to Expense Adj 

Exhibit Wolfram-$ Revenue Adjustments 
Expense Adjustments 
Net Adjustment 

Exhibit Wolfram-:! Revenue Adjustments 
Expense Ad,justments 
Net Adjustment 

Variance Revenue Adjustments 
Expense Adjustments 

Line 9 - 14 
Line 8 - 13 
Line 16 - 17 

Exhibit Wolfram-4 Page 10 
Exhibit Wolfram-4 Page 11 
Line 22 -2 1 

Exhibit Wolfram-2 Page 1 
Exhibit Wolfram-2 Page I 
Line 26 -25 

Line 21 - 25 
Line 22 - 26 

S (50,323,870) 
$ (52,870,386) 
$ (2,546,5 16) 

$ (52,433,722) 
$ (54,983,137) 
$ (2,549,4 15) 

$ 2,109,852 
$ 2,112,751 

Net Adjustment Line 30 - 29 $ 2,899 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Attachment to Response for PSC 2-39 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 1 of I 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG FUVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
F ENT 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staffs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

1 Item 40) Refer to Exhibit Wolfram-5. 

2 

3 

4 

a. Refer to page 1 of 4. 

1) Explain why the Rural Proposed Rate Billings show a 
total $90,190,052 for the Demand Charge rather 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

than $90,212,934 (calculated by multiplying 

5,322,297 kW times $1 6.95). 

2) Explain why the LIC Proposed Rate Billings show a 
total $20,788,374 for the Demand Charge rather 
than $20,781,711 (calculated by multiplying 
1,674,594 kW times $12.41). 

3) Explain why, under the Proposed Rate, the 
Environmental Surcharge rate of $.003744 for the 
Rural class and $.002957 for the LIC class do not 

reconcile with the Test Period Total column on 
Exhibit Siewert-2, page 25, line 26, and page 26, line 

16 43, respectively. 

17 

18 

b. Refer to page 2 of 4. Explain why, under the Proposed 
Rate, the Environmental Surcharge rate of $.002746 for 

19 

20 

the Smelter class does not reconcile with the Test Period 
Total column on Exhibit Siewert-2, page 27, line 69. 

2 1  c. Refer to page 3 of 4, Note A. Under the proposed column, 

22 

23 

explain why the Demand Charge per kWh should not be 

$.017347 (calculated by dividing 12.41 by 71 5.4) instead 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-40 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 1 of 3 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1  

22 

23 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
ENE JU EMT 1 TE 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission StaEPs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

of the $.017353 shown. If the Demand Charge should be 
$.017347, explain why the total charge should not be 
$.047597 rather than the $047603 shown. 

d. Refer to page 3 of 4, Note B. Under the proposed rate 
column, did Big Rivers intend to show the FAC base as 
$.020932 rather than $.01072 and a Total Base Variable 
Energy Charge of $.021806 rather than $.011594? If yes, 
confirm that this amount should appear as the current 
charge as well as the proposed charge on this page. If no, 
explain the origin of the $.01072 FAC base. 

e. Refer to  page 4 of 4. Confirm that the last column on this 
page indicates that, on top of the increase proposed in 
base rates, the Rural class will experience an additional 
increase in environmental costs of $404,795 due to the 

proposed increase in base rates. If  this cannot be 
confirmed, explain. 

Response) The differences noted herein stem from rounding, significant 

digits, and minor differences between the modeling of the Environmental 

Surcharge in the COSS and the Big Rivers Financial Model. These 

variances are addressed in the response to PSC 2-36. 

a. (1) and (2) The difference is rounding error. The rates in 

Exhibit Wolfram-5 were not rounded, but instead were carried 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-40 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 2 of 3 



BIG RNERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
DJUST a IN 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission StaETs Second Request for Information 
dated February 14,2013 

February 28,2013 

1 

2 in the printed exhibit. 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 revenues in the COSS, 

out in the worksheet to more significant digits than are shown 

(3)  The Environmental Surcharge (“ES”) values in the COSS 

were developed separately from those in the Big Rivers Financial 

Model described by Mr. Siewert. The Big Rivers Financial Model 

captures the impact of the recent change in the ES tariff (i.e. 

the move from a “per kWh based’’ charge to a “percentage of 

revenue” charge) with greater specificity than the estimate of ES 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 e. Confirmed. The Rural rate class will experience an increase in 

16 ES costs as well as an increase in base rates, because the ES 

17 tariff is now a “percentage-of-revenue” charge rather than a “per 

18 kWh” charge, and because the Rural rate class comprises a 

19 larger portion of Big Rivers’ total jurisdictional revenues in the 

20 fully forecasted test period (after the Century contract 

2 1  

22 

23 Witness) .John Wolfram 

b. Please see the response to (a)(3) above. 

c. Please see the response to (a)(l) and (2) above. 

d. Confirmed. Note that the Total Base Variable Energy Charge in 

Note B has no impact because the Base Variable kWh is zero in 

the fully forecasted test period. 

termination) than they do at present. 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-40 

Witness: John Wolfram 
Page 3 of 3 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
JUST S 

CASE NO. 2012-00535 

Response to Commission Staff% Second Request for Information 
dated February 1 4 , 2 0 1 3  

February 28,2013 

PSC 2-41) State whether Big Rivers has any facilities, including coal 

handing facilities, that are included in rate base but no longer used 

and useful. 

Response) Big Rivers does not have any facilities, including coal handling 

facilities, included in its rate base that are no longer used and useful. 

Witness)  Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00535 
Response to PSC 2-41 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 1 of 1 
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