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factors that led to each bid's score in this category. 

Finally, I am concerned that 

. These results 

with respect to thermal resources are not indicative of a truly competitive solicitation. 
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III. DISTRIBUTED ENERGY RESOURCES 

Please summarize the purpose of and the findings and conclusions in this section. 

While DEI is requesting approval to build another multi-billion-dollar fossil fuel plant, it 

continues to underutilize and underestimate the potential for distributed energy resources 

("DERs"), including demand response ("DR"), energy efficiency ("EE"), and distributed 

generation ("DG"). A significant expansion of DERs in DEI's service territory could 

complement, and reduce the need for constructing, additional utility-scale resources, 

contributing to a more balanced portfolio for replacing Cayuga Station when it retires. 

Regardless of whether the Commission grants a CPCN here, I recommend that DEI 

take action to further expand DERs in its service territory. This "no regrets" strategy to 

better pursue DERs could lower system costs, increase reliability, future-proof against 

policy shifts, and offer customers tools to control bills. This is especially important in 

terms of better diversifying and balancing DEI's portfolio so it is not so unreasonably 

reliant on expensive, centralized fossil fuel generation exposed to fuel price volatility and 

compliance cost risks. DERs are increasingly valuable solutions given today's environment 

of supply chain uncertainty, interconnection queue costs and delays, and import tariffs that 

are increasing costs and risks borne by ratepayers. DERs are proven tools to help manage 

trends of increasing load growth. 

I recommend that DEI pursue the following "no regrets" strategy while 

simultaneously procuring utility-scale generation options as discussed herein: 

1. Remodel DR, EE, and DG consistent with the recommendations provided by 
CAC in comments in the MPS and IRP processes; 

2. Work with the OSB to develop a system-wide opt-out or default TVR offering; 
3. Allow DG solar and battery storage incentive programs to be included as 

supply-side resources eligible for selection in IR.Pmodeling; 
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4. Expand DER program offerings, including a DG incentive program, to reduce 
DEI's load forecast or add resources that can help meet its resource adequacy 
requirements. 

DBI should work with its DSM Oversight Board to create a revised Market Potential Study 

("MPS") and its IRP stakeholders to plan to pursue this "no regrets" strategy. 

Do you have concerns about DEi's financial incentive regarding the Cayuga CC 

Project vis-a-vis DERs? 

Yes. DBI earns a return on investment from constructing new power plants, and the more 

expensive the asset, the larger return for DEi's shareholders. DERs can undercut the 

justification for or limit the scope and size of capital investments in new power generation. 

Therefore, DEI has a strong financial incentive to understate DER potential in its MPS, 

which results in lower amounts of DERs being selected in its IRP Preferred Portfolio and 

higher amounts of supply-side resources being selected. 

Given this dynamic, the Commission plays a particularly important oversight role 

when it comes to DERs because of the incentive mismatch between DBI' s shareholders 

and ratepayers. As a surrogate to competition, and consistent with the statutory 

requirements of the CPCN, the Commission must ensure all viable DER solutions are being 

fairly considered as alternatives to new generation resources. In this case, the evidence 

demonstrates that DEI has failed to do so. 
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a) Demand Ret,po11se 

Plea~e de~cribe your concerns regarding DEi's underutilization of DR •~ a potential 

resource. 

DEI tmderestimated tbe potential of DR products, including; time-vru.ying rates CTVR"), 

wbicb drastically limited DEI's considerntio11 of DR potential in its 2024 IRP. The 2024 

MPS identified over 4,(JOO MW technical and economic DR potential for tbe sumn1er 

season and approxintately 3,500 MW in winter. The study ultimately identified only 535 

MW summer and 3 3 2 MW winter to be achievable in its Base scenario. This is a reduction 

ofuearly 90% from estimates of economic potential (Table l). 

Table 1. DEi DR Potential by Sector and Season from MPS Report 

SMB 119 51 153 

Large 2,513 1,893 2,312 

Residential 1.469 1,612 1.616 1,581 

SMB 176 63 204 209 

Large 2,514 1,893 2,312 2,317 

rotal 4,159 3,568 4,133 4,101 

Residential 159 138 163 158 

SMB 6 2 8 9 

Large 370 183 315 320 

rotal 535 322 487 487 
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What was CAC's experience in the MPS development of the DR potential? 

As we discussed in our joint comments on DEI's 2024 IRP, DEI's DR MPS study fell short 

in fostering meaningful stakeholder participation and incorporating feedback. Throughout 

the process, schedules were delayed and communication was insufficient, leaving 

stakeholders in the dark about the progress and status of their input. Most critical, receipt 

of the draft report (July 15, 24) was the first time the OSB received estimates of DR 

resource potential, delayed from February/March. While CAC provided an initial set of 

questions/comments within a two-week period, a month lapsed before a DEI response, at 

which point the study was finalized without opportunity for further discussion. 61 This did 

not allow for a single subsequent round of discussion once the draft was provided after a 

4-5 month delay from the original timeline. 

Despite active engagement and detailed comments provided, modeling was 

finalized without providing sufficient opportunity to discuss further or collaborate in 

addressing or integrating stakeholder concerns. This lack of transparency and collaboration 

undermined trust in the process and highlighted significant gaps in stakeholder engagement 

practices. In short, stakeholders were not able to provide meaningful input in this DR MPS 

process. Despite active engagement and detailed comments provided, it became evident 

that the feedback was disregarded, as the modeling was finalized without addressing or 

integrating stakeholder concerns. This lack of transparency and collaboration undermined 

61 DEI Response Comments to Stakeholder Comments, 2024 IRP, 
https://www.in.gov/iurc/files/2024-IRP-Reply-Comments-REVISED-03.28.2025.pdf ("Duke 
Energy Indiana aclmowledges that the study schedule at that point did not allow for multiple 
rounds of feedback and discussion due to MPS finalization and IRP timing considerations.") 
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trust in the process and highlighted significant gaps in stakeholder engagement practices. 

Details related to the delayed schedule for DR potential milestones included: 

• Resource Innovations ("RI"), the MPS vendor for DEI, provided a 
schedule update on November 17, 2023, indicating that estimates of DR 
economic and achievable potential would be delivered on February 9, 
2024, and March 15, 2024, respectively. 

• However, in an update from January 24, 2024, these dates shifted to 
February 16, 2024, and April 5, 2024. 

• On March 5, 2024, RI provided the first file of DR inputs that CAC had 
seen, containing its list of DR measures, segmentation, and load 
forecast. This did not include estimates of economic or achievable 
potential, nor details on program design or structure for individual 
measures. 

• It was not until July 16, 2024 that CAC finally received information 
about the estimates of economic and achievable potential through its 
Oversight Board meeting and draft report, approximately four to five 
months after the original schedule. 

• On July 30, 2024, CAC provided RI with questions and comments on 
the DR portions of the MPS report within two weeks of receipt. 

• After CAC checked in on the status of their response ( email sent August 
15, 2024), RI acknowledged the slow response, promising answers the 
following week. 

• On August 30, 2024, RI provided responses to the DR comments along 
with what was characterized as the final MPS draft. 

The timeline stated above evidences a lack of organization and timely communication that 

resulted in no time for further discussion, clarification, or revisions, and ultimately, failure 

to meaningfully consider and incorporate stakeholder feedback. Holding an engagement 

process and committing substantial time and resources, only to have it culminate in an 

inability for stakeholders to sufficiently discuss results or provide feedback fosters distrust, 

disempowerment, and perverts the spirit of having an engagement process to begin with. 

Ideally, MPS cycles will remain on schedule, and everyone will have clear 

expectations about due dates for deliverables, comments on deliverables, incorporation of 

comments into deliverables, and another review of the deliverable before finalizing it and 
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moving onto the step. When scheduling delays occur, sufficient time and safeguards must 

be built into the process so that it is not at the expense of engagement. Additionally, this 

process should allow time for discussion of results, to foster greater transparency and the 

opportunity to meaningfully provide and adopt feedback prior to finalization. 

Please describe the key limitations and issues CAC has with DEi's DR potential 

reflected in the 2024 MPS. 

Several key limitations to the DR potential in the MPS study include: 

• DEi considered an unreasonably limited set of end-use loads when 
developing its estimate of DR potential. 

• DEi excluded key DR products, including TVR options, such as time-of-use 
("TOU") and peak time rebates ("PTR"), and deployment options ( e.g., opt­
out designs) in its development of DR potential. 

• Combined, these issues result in an inaccurate underestimate of resource 
potential associated with flexible load resources at scale within DEi' s 
jurisdiction. 

• While CAC attempted to course correct and address these issues, DEi's 
flawed DR MPS process lacked transparency, included inconsistencies, and 
insufficiently justified its estimation of achievable potential, which at 535 
MW summer and 332 MW winter, reflects nearly a 90% reduction from its 
estimates of economic potential (4,159 MW summer, 3,568 MW winter). 

Please elaborate on the missing measures that DEi did not include in the DR MPS. 

The MPS analysis underestimates DR potential by only considering peak load associated 

with a limited set of end uses: air conditioning,. pool pumps, water heaters, and electric 

vehicles. As a result, any load flexibility associated through load shifting or conservation, 

common for dynamic pricing and behavioral products, is excluded from the estimate of DR 

resource potential. 

Please describe the exclusion of dynamic pricing in DEi's DR MPS. 

The MPS does not include a robust accounting of resource potential associated with 

dynamic pricing, including TVR or behavioral demand response ("BDR"). While the MPS 
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indicates that it excludes DR initiatives that do not rely on installing specific technology 

and result in permanent load shifting, this is insufficient justification to omit well­

established strategies for load management and flexibility. While the MPS does include a 

limited assessment of critical peak pricing ("CPP") for residential and small business, DEI 

did not adopt stakeholder feedback to include measures like TOU, PTR, or BDR in this 

study. Accordingly, it does not reflect an accurate estimate of achievable resource potential. 

Furthermore, the modeling of CPP would underestimate potential savings based on the 

limited end uses considered in this study. 

Please describe the MPS exclusion of consideration of co-deployment of DR products 

in coordination with EE programs. 

Despite CAC requests, the MPS does not account for co-deployment of DR products in 

coordination with customer participation through EE programs. This is a significant 

omission that will not account for the likelihood of increased enrollment in DR products 

and the reduced acquisition costs, both which will lead to higher levels of cost-effective 

resource potential for DR products. 

Please provide an example of the impact of the DR potential that was excluded, 

despite CAC's requests throughout the MPS development process. 

If DEI had modeled an opt-out PTR program, assuming a 90% retention rate and per-unit 

savings of approximately 0.13 kW per participant in summer, at nearly 782,000 residential 

customers, this alone would result in approximately 90 MW of callable summer DR 
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capacity. 62 PTR programs are well established and have been successfully deployed in 

many jurisdictions, such as Portland General Electric and Baltimore Gas and Electric. 

A default TOU rate program would also achieve a scalable, persistent reduction in 

peak load and have influential effects on increasing awareness of DR and enrollment in 

firmer DR resources, like direct load control ("DLC") programs. The magnitude of the load 

impact for a TOU program is highly dependent on several factors, including on-peak to 

off-peak pricing ratio, peak duration, and presence of enabling technologies, like smart 

thermostats, that can optimize consumption around the time-varying rate structure. As a 

conservative example, Fort Collins deployed a default TOU rate in 2021 with a 3:1 pricing 

ratio, yielding an approximate 7 .5% reduction of peak load. 63 As a point of comparison, 

the DEI IRP identified only 295 MW in peak load capability for 2025 across all DR 

programs, reflecting slightly less than 5% of system peak. 64 

Please explain why co-deployment of EE and DR should have been included in the 

MPS. 

Co-deployment can involve enrolling customers in DR through EE participation, including 

at the time of purchase of appliances or smart thermostats or during on-site installation 

( e.g., low-income weatherization). In these instances, additional marketing costs would be 

negligible and likely associated with the EE offering, or may occur through the device 

62 PTR participation rates and per unit savings have been well established through program 
evaluation. Values provided here are sourced from the 2021 Xcel Colorado DR Potential Study: 
htt s://www.brattle.com/w -content/u loads/2022/09/Xcel-Ener -Colorado-Demand­
Response-Study-Opportunities-in-2030.pdf 
63 https://www.publicp wer.org/system/files/documents/Moving-Ahead-Time-of-Use-Rates.pdf 
64 Attachment 6-A (NDG), Table H-4. 

39 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

CAC Exhibit 1 (Redacted) 

original equipment manufacturer ("OEM"), such as thermostat manufacturers that can send 

in-app or on-device enrollment offers, as opposed to mail or door-to-door campaigns. 

Co-deployment strategies have been shown to increase conversion rates in DR 

programs from 10-20% to 60-80%. 65 Other studies, such as a Connecticut pilot that 

leveraged its low-income retrofit program, achieved a conversion rate of 90% enrollment 

in a water heater DR for homes receiving EE services through the program. 66 

Furthermore, co-deployment of EE and DR programs can have a symbiotic 

relationship, yielding both increased likelihood to participate and increased per-unit 

savings potential, which result in higher resource potential at scale for both programs. As 

an example, smart thermostats have shown to significantly increase the savings potential 

for customers that participate in TVRs like TOU rates. Research conducted by Brattle 

analyzing over 300 TVRs have found a significant impact of nearly twice the reduction in 

peak demand savings for customers with smart thermostats ( e.g., saving of approximately 

10% with no technology compared to more than 20% with technology). 67 Smart 

thermostats can be programmed to optimize for time-varying rate periods for the local 

utility. As such, customers in territories with default TVRs should have increased 

likelihood of adoption of smart thermostats to achieve higher bill reductions. Additionally, 

customers that purchase a smart thermostat may have a higher likelihood to enroll in opt-

65 https://upli ht.com/wp-
content/u loads/2021/06/U eBook DRPE Ex erienceAndGridFlexibili -1. df 
66 https://www.aceee.org/sites/default/files/pdf/conferences/hwf/2019/7d-rodrigues.pdf 
67 https://www.brattle.com/wp-contenUuploads/2023/02/Do-Customers-Resp nd-to-Time­
Va in -Rates-A-Preview-of-Arcturus-3.0. df 
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in TVRs given the thermostat's capability to automate optimization of HV AC consumption 

to maximize their bill reduction. 68 

Are dynamic pricing treatments like TVRs commonly considered within resource 

potential studies? 

Yes, TVRs including TOU pricing and PTR are commonly included in resource potential 

studies. Several recent examples include: 

• In a 2021 study, Xcel Colorado estimated more than 18% of total achievable 
summer DR potential from several TOU options by 2030, including 
residential default TOU (126 MW), commercial default TOU (27 MW) and 
EV TOU (67 MW). 69 In this study, DR measures are differentiated by low 
frequency and high frequency products based on annual deployment of 
more or less than 75 hours (TOU being included in the later). 

• In a 2025 study, PacifiCorp estimated approximately 167 MW of combined 
achievable summer potential from opt-in residential and commercial TOU 
offerings, which reflected about 25% of its achievable non-TVR DR 
potential across sectors (664 MW). 70 In this study, potential associated with 
TVRs were included within consideration of a suite of demand-side rate 
programs. 

• In PGE's 2024 Multi-Year Plan, it estimated more than 17% of summer 
capacity from its Flex Load portfolio of DR programs to come from TOU 
and PTR programs (approximately 22 MW of 126 MW). 71 

At the time DEI had completed its deployment of AMI, a 2019 Brattle study identified that 

roughly 50% of IOUs offered TOU rates. 72 

What benefits are there for DR options like TVRs in the context of the current case? 

68 htt s://nwcouncil.a .box.com/v/Flexibili Memo 
69 https://www.brattle.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/Xcel-Energy-Colorado-Demand­
Response-Studv-Opportunities-in-2030.pdf 
70 https :/ /www.pacificorp.com/ content/ darn/pcorp/ documents/ en/pacificorp/ energy/ integ ated­
resource-plan/2025-irp/2025-irµ-support-studies/P acifi Corp 2025 CPA Report Vol l .pdf 
71https://assets.ctfassets.net/416ywcllaqmd/6plT6yeMe8t2aWdDlbLqfb/676e555dbc58eea88588 
03b6629cf879/Flex Load MYP 2024 - Full Document.pdf 
72 https://www.brattle.com/wp-content/ ploads/2021/05/17904 a surve)'. of residential time­
of-use tou rates.pdf 
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From a utility perspective, TVRs can reduce peak loads, both at the local and system level, 

provide pricing that better reflects cost of service, and increase load factors, theoretically 

creating efficiencies and reducing costs. Default TVRs also help mitigate growing peaks 

by providing incentives for non-peak usage at the outset of new load additions, rather than 

DEI and its ratepayers bearing the initial impact of this unmitigated peak load growth. 

Furthermore, both TOU and PTR can be effectively deployed at scale as opt-out or default 

offerings. The delay of broadly offering a TVR represents an unnecessary cost to ratepayers 

in over five years of time in which customer savings and reduced emissions have been 

delayed since completion of its AMI rollout. 

Do the TVR offerings approved in Cause No. 46038 address these issues? 

No. These are voluntary, opt-in offerings, which would be expected to provide much lower 

peak savings than an opt-out or default TVR offering. 

b) Energy Efficiency 

What was CAC's experience in the MPS development of the EE potential? 

While DEI and RI were generally receptive to input during the MPS EE process, there were 

long delays between EE stakeholder meetings. For example, three months passed between 

the MPS kickoff meeting on September 21, 2023 and the next stakeholder meeting on 

December 15, 2023; three more months passed until the presentation of energy efficiency 

technical potential on February 21, 2024; and three more months passed until the first 

presentation of EE economic and achievable potential on May 15, 2024. By the time 

achievable potential was being presented, which is a very advanced stage of MPS 

development, CAC and other stakeholders had received only three opportunities to meet 

with and provide input to DEI and RI. In contrast, MPS development processes with other 
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l Indiana utilities have used bi-weekly or monthly stakeholder meeting schedules to allow 

2 numerous oppo1tuuities for review and input. 

3 As the MPS development process advanced. RI stopped providing formal responses 

4 to comments.. Specifically, t,.111nal responses were never prnvided to CAC comments on 

5 EE technical potential and achievable potential, as shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2. Dates of CAC EE Comments and Formal RI Res1JOnses 

MPS Topic Area 
General Areas of InteJest 

EE Measure Algorithmf, 

EE Market Baseline 
EE T ecbnical Potential 
EE Achievable Potential 

Date of CAC Comments 
10/13/2023 
l 2/4/2023 ( residential) 
12/8/2023 (commercial) 
12/18/2023 (industrial) 
l/5/2024 
3/8/2024 
5/29/2024 

Date of RI Response 
10/31/2023 

1/29/2024 

1/29/2024 
None73 

None74 

Please describe the concerns CAC rai~d with regard to the EE measure assumptions 

used in the MPS. 

C AC raised concerns about numerous EE measure assumption.'j used in the :MPS. While 

DEI and RI were rel)l)Onsive to some of the C AC' s input, other feedback was not addressed. 

As desc1ibed in C AC and its partners" Comments on DEr s 2024 IRP, these include: 

• Limited vi5ibility into inftuential facton such as saturation levels, applicability 
factors, and adoption rate. These factors are core components of the technical 
potential equation, shown below in Figure 6~ and the adoption rate influences the 
achievable potential. The lack of transparency was raised at the IRP stakeholder 
meeting on April 29, 2024~ and again at the ~IPS stakeholder meeting on May 151 

2024. Following this feedbac~ RI provided a j,~Data Import Templaten which 
contained some, but not alt of these factors. Adoption rates were a notable omission. 
Furthennore~ at this late stage of lv!PS development~ it would have been challenging 

73 Portions of the CAC input were responded to verbally at the MPS stakeholder meeting on May 
15, 2024. An email response to one of the comments was received on lvlay 28, 2024. A full 
written response was not provided, 
74 Portions of the CAC input were responded to verbally at the MPS stakeholder meeting on July 
16, 2024, A written response was not provided. 
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to revise key assumptions that affect technical potential. This information should 
have been shared months earlier when technical potential was still being developed. 

Figure 6. MPS Equation for Nonresidential Technical Potential75 

• Inaccurate assumption for residential square footage understates residential 
savings potential. On three separate occasions, CAC provided comments on the 
square footage assumption used for residential single-family homes. 76 This value is 
an important and influential factor given the large number of measures which rely on 
it as an input to the savings calculation. Of the 113 unique measures modeled within 
the residential sector, 46 measures ( 41 % ) use single family square footage as an input 
in the savings algorithm. 77 CAC recommended that the study use a single-family 
square footage value of 2,269 ft2 based on the EIA Residential Energy Consumption 
Survey ("RECS") results for Indiana, which is 22% higher than the assumed value of 
1,857 ft2 used by RI. Our rationale is summarized below in Figure 7. 

Figure 7. CAC Comment Provided on March 8, 2024 78 

Regarding the residential sqft parameter (residential measure comments #1)) Rl indicated that 
the foUowing values used in the study are based on RECS 2020 mtcrodata: 

~857 .. 1 A-veiragesi~gie farmdy square footage 
897.,2 Ave,.-age irrrndtifamdy sq1J.:.1ar-e footage 

:JL.,:157~ 7 .Average tflllObille home squ;an! footage 

The single-family home square footage does not appear to be weighted by the number of 
detached and attached singile family homes, The following figur.es and resulting weighted 
average are based on the RECS 2020 microdata: 

' I 

' Number of 
HomeType ! Total Square Feet AvgSqft 

i Homes 

Sf-Detached 1~990,016 ' 4.585.325,390 2,304 

Sf-Attached 125,056 212,742p907 1,701 

Total 2,115~072 4,798,068~97 
Weiflhted Avg 2,.269 

CAC requests that the weighted average value of 2s269 square feet be used for single family 
homes. 

75 Duke Energy Indiana 2024 Market Potential Report, Equation 5-2 at 23. 
76 CAC comments on residential algorithms, sent on 12/4/2023; CAC comments on technical 
potential, sent on 3/8/2024; and CAC comments on achievable potential, sent on 5/29/2024. 
77 Per 20231129 _DRAFT_DEI MPS Measure Algorithms and Impacts_Energy Efficiency.xlsx 
78 CAC comment on technical potential, submitted on March 8, 2024. 
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RI provided an email response to this comment on May 28, 2024, indicating that the 

difference in square feet is due to RI using the variable "SQFTEST" from the RECS data 

set, while CAC's calculations were based on TOTSQFT_EN. In that same email, RI 

indicated that a higher square footage value would indeed increase the savings potential 

identified. CAC reaffirmed our recommendation in comments submitted on May 29, 2024, 

shown below. A response from RI was not received. 

CAC recommends that the residential single family square footage 
assumption be derived using the RECS microdata variable TOTSQFT _ EN 
rather than SQFTEST. The TOTSQFT _ EN variable is appropriate to use 
since it reflects the total energy-consuming area of the housing unit. 
According to EIA, TOTSQFT_EN includes "all main living areas; all 
basements; heated, cooled, or finished attics; and heating or cooled 
garages." Any calculation of home heating and cooling should consider 
all spaces within the thermal envelope. Basements are appropriate to 
include since they are within the thermal envelope, as defined in the 2020 
Indiana Residential Code. Responded-reported square footage 
(SQFTEST), on the other hand, may include unconditioned spaces such as 
garages and may exclude spaces that should be counted within the thermal 
envelope (such as basements). 79 

It is frustrating to participate in earnest throughout the DEI MPS process, only to have 

detailed recommendations based on strong supporting data and sound methods ignored. 

Did the MPS make any accommodations with regard to cost-effective emerging 

technologies, as is the common practice in the development of MPSs? 

The MPS made no accommodation for any emerging technology to be included in the later 

years of the analysis if/when the measure becomes cost effective. New technologies are 

routinely being introduced, and many utility programs contribute to the market readiness 

of these emerging technologies through pilot programs and incentives. Failure to account 

79 CAC comment on achievable potential, submitted on May 29, 2024. 
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for these technologies resulted in an unduly conservative and unrealistic view of future 

potential savings. 

Did the DEi DSM OSB have an opportunity to comment on and work together with 

DEi in the development of the EE bundles80 from the MPS for use in the IRP? 

No. This is especially frustrating, given it is the standard practice in our work with other 

utilities in the State. DBI did not provide an opportunity for input on the construction of 

EE bundles or the calculation of EE levelized cost, used in the IRP. CAC made a 

recommendation on October 11, 2023, sent via email to RI, to create IRP bundles by sector, 

cost, and time vintage, and to treat income-qualified ("IQ") separately. Unfortunately, this 

input was not addressed. 

Why are the development of EE bundles important in IRP modeling? 

Constructing bundles with consideration to sector, cost, and IQ eligibility is important for 

ensuring the IRP model selects the appropriate combination of EE measures and does not 

exclude potentially cost-effective measures because they have been bundled with less cost­

effective measures. Elaborating further: 

1. Residential and commercial/industrial ("C&I") sectors should be bundled 
separately, given the potential that "High" bundles for C&I may be selected in the 
model. 

2. Very high-cost residential measures should be bundled separately, if necessary, to 
allow for better economic performance of low- and medium-cost residential 
measures. 

3. IQ measures should be bundled separately, since they are not subject to cost­
effectiveness screening and should be modeled as a forced-in resource in the IRP. 

80 Duke Energy Indiana 2024 IRP, Table 3-29 at 98. 
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Did the DEi DSM OSB have an opportunity to comment on and work together with 

DEi in the calculation of the EE levelized costs? 

No. Like the development of the EE bundles, the EE levelized costs were calculated 

without input from the OSB. In joint comments submitted on DEI's 2024, CAC noted it 

was unable to identify important considerations such as line loss factors to gross up savings 

to the generator, the treatment of savings that persist beyond the planning horizon, and the 

inclusion of transmission and distribution ("T&D") benefits. This impacted the ultimate 

selection of lower EE levels in the IRP. 

Please describe the EE selections within the DEi 2024 IRP Preferred Portfolio. 

The 2024 IRP Preferred Portfolio includes Bundles 1 through 5 for EE. These bundles 

reflect the current approved DEI programs for 2025-2026 (Bundle 1) and the MPS "Base" 

scenario for 2027 and beyond (Bundles 2 through 5). 

Unfortunately, none of the "High" bundles were selected in the Preferred Portfolio, 

likely due to the higher levelized costs shown in the final column of Figure 8. 

Figure 8. Duke EE Bundles Available for Selection in the 2024 IRP. 81 

_ ._ Annual l..evreliad Casi 
Bundle Type Year Avatlaflle Savi~ (Glib) flJIIWhJ 

Bundle 1 

Buncle2 

Bundle 7 

Bundle 3 

Bundle 8 

Bundle 4 

Bundle 9 

Bundle 5 

Bundle 10 

8ase 

t5ase 

357 

667 

$28)36 

$32 46 

$27 59 

81 Duke Energy Indiana 2024 IRP, Table 3-29 at 98. 
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Again, the "High" bundles were based on the "High Incentive" MPS scenario, in which 

incentives were doubled up to a 75% incremental measure cost cap. We believe a more 

nuanced approach to incentives would have yielded better results in the IRP modeling, but 

we were denied the opportunity to work on this with DEL 

Rather than doubling all incentives, measure incentives could have been adjusted 

selectively based on factors including customer payback and levelized cost. Incentives do 

not need to be doubled on measures where the customer payback is already desirable. 

Similarly, it is not advisable to double incentives on measures where the levelized cost is 

already high. Doubling incentives across all measures unnecessarily increases costs, even 

when a cap is employed. The more nuanced approach described above would result in 

savings and costs greater than the "Base" bundles, but less than the "High" bundles, which 

is how we have navigated this issue with other utilities in our roles on the OSB and via our 

participation in the IRP stakeholder processes. As a result, the bundles would have had an 

increased chance of being selected in the Preferred Portfolio. 

How does DEi's EE MPS drop iri economic and achievable savings compare to other 

recent Market Potential Studies in Indiana and Michigan? 

Out of the recent MPSs reviewed, DEI's drop between economic potential and achievable 

potential is the largest. The DEI MPS should be reevaluated with particular scrutiny on the 

drop in the various potential levels. 
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Table 3. Comparb,oo of DEi MPS Levels to Other Recent MPS, in lm:lfam1 and Michigan 

DEi NJPSCO 

Enhanced RAP 2,188,708 1,544,576 

RAP % of Economic 41,7% 56.3% 

l&M 

1,814,362 

46.3% 

Consumers Energy 
Michl an 

10,333,188 

Not Defined 

l Given the issues with stakeholder participation in tb.e development of the :MPS and m the 

2 EE issues in die IR.P, it is unsurprising that DEl' s potential level5 were cut so drastically 

3 with each step. DEI should rectify these major issues with its OSB and IRP stakeholders 

4 in order to pursue the '•~no regrets" DER strategy that I recommend herein. 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

ll 

Q~ 

A. 

c) Di,tlributed Ge11eration 

How did DEI model Dt; in its 2024 IRP? 

DEi's 2024 IRP merely shows DEi's projections for customer adoption of DG solar 

through 2034. 82 Duke reports that it had 4J 60 residential and commercial so lac cu.5tomers 

as of January 2024~ and expects a 10% annual gro-wth rate in the coming years. While the 

IRP describes certain external economic factors83 enabling or impeding DG adoption, it 

fails to identify programmatic changes within Duke's control that could incentivize DG 

solar in a cost-effective manner to benefit the broader electtic system. The IRP references 

82 Duke Energy 2024 Integrated Resource Plan. Figure H-151 p. 476 -
htt s::'/WWW. • st)024- • ted-Resource-Pl 

~-
83 Id. at 4 77. 
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small steps DEI has taken to assist customers who are interested in exploring DG resources, 

including available web resources and acknowledgement of the federal Solar for All 

program, but does not attempt to fully explore additional options for spurring DG solar 

growth. 

Has DEi been made aware of opportunities to consider DG as capacity and flexibility 

solutions prior to this CPCN filing? 

Yes. During the MPS process, and echoed again in joint comments submitted by public 

interest organizations on DEI' s 2024 IRP, CAC urged DEI to model distributed generation, 

such as solar and battery storage, as selectable supply-side options. The comments cited 

peer-reviewed studies, modeling approaches from other utilities, and tools like the NREL 

dGen model and the Rittinger model for forecasting customer adoption in response to 

incentive levels. These recommendations were aimed at helping DEI compare DG options 

to utility-scale resources on an equal basis in its IRP. 

How did DEi respond to those IRP recommendations? 

DEI largely dismissed these recommendations. In its formal response, 84 DEI argued that 

because DG solar is customer-owned, it cannot be dispatched or controlled by the utility, 

and therefore cannot be treated as firm capacity. DEI also claimed that DG solar is more 

expensive than utility-scale resources. Finally, DEI implied that the regulatory structures 

might not exist for this approach to be viable at scale. 

Why is that response insufficient? 

DEI's response reflects an outdated and incomplete understanding of how utilities are 

successfully leveraging DG for capacity and flexibility in other jurisdictions. DEI's 

84 https;; /www.in.gov/iurc/files/2024-IRP-Repl -Comments-REVISED-03 .28,2025 .pdf 

50 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

CAC Exhibit 1 (Redacted) 

approach considers DG as passive, non-dispatchable load modifiers that fall outside its 

planning purview and outside of the utility's ability to influence. This is erroneous because 

DEI can play a significant role in expanding DG in its service territory, including in 

targeted areas where DG could provide the most benefit ( e.g., defer large T&D upgrades). 

As a condition of participating in such an offering and receiving an incentive, a DG 

participant could even be required to allow DEI some ability to control the DG device ( e.g., 

ability to dispatch the customer's battery during a MISO Max Gen Event or other system 

emergency, while allowing the customer to use the battery in other hours for peak shaving, 

TVR arbitrage, and back-up power). 

The cost of such a program could be much more cost-effective than utility-scale 

resources. For example, a DG incentive of $500 per kW for solar or battery storage could 

be far more cost-effective for DEI ratepayers than DEI procuring the utility-scale version 

of the resource ($1,850 per kW for utility-scale solar and $2,300 per kW for battery storage 

overnight installed cost in DEI's 2024 IRP) because DG program participants would pay 

the balance of the installed costs not paid for by the incentive, rather than collecting a return 

"of' and "on" these expenditures as DEI does for utility-owned generation. Likewise, 

O&M costs of DG resources are paid by the DG owner, not by the utility, creating 

additional savings to ratepayers. Put simply, the relevant metric in Duke's IRP should be 

the cost to the utility of obtaining capacity-not the full installed cost of DG borne by the 

DG customer. Duke's failure to apply that lens causes it to overlook potentially cost­

effective, lower-risk DG solutions that are being embraced by peer utilities. 

Finally, it is unfortunate to see DEI imply it does not have the ability to establish a 

customer program to incentivize DG. The Alternative Utility Regulation statute is one of 
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potentially several statutory options at DEI's disposal that could enable such a program 

offering. 

Can you provide an example of a utility approach to DG that would more fairly 

consider DG resources? 

A particularly relevant example is Xcel Energy's Distributed Capacity Procurement 

("DCP") proposal in Minnesota, which was introduced in response to similar critiques 

about failing to model DERs as part of long-term capacity strategy. 

Xcel's DCP is a utility-led framework for competitively procuring dispatchable 

DERs-such as aggregated solar+storage, smart thermostats, or other flexible customer 

devices-to meet identified capacity needs on the grid. The utility solicits proposals from 

third-party aggregators or customers, compensating them for the capacity and flexibility 

their DERs provide, typically at a lower cost than new utility-owned infrastructure. 

Critically, Xcel's proposal treats customer-sited DERs as selectable capacity resources­

even though the utility does not own them-and it focuses on the cost to the utility, not the 

total installed cost. 

Did DEi consider DG in its modeling of resource alternatives to the Cayuga CC 

Project? 

No. Duke did not model the ability of expanded DG to contribute to a more diverse resource 

portfolio that could replace Cayuga Station in lieu of the Cayuga CC Project. There is no 

indication that DEI has evaluated DG potential and the mechanisms at its disposal to 

significantly increase DG adoption in its service territory. 
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IV. MODIFICATIONS TO CAYUGA NGCC PROJECT 

Please summarize the purpose of and your conclusions in this section. 

The purpose of this section of testimony is to address what modifications should be adopted 

if the Commission approves the Cayuga CC Project. In such a circumstance, I respectfully 

request that the Commission: 

• Make the CPCN expressly conditional on DBI retiring Cayuga Station and add 
related DBI compliance filing requirements; 

• Deny DBI's proposal to use CWIP and approve instead the GCA to begin 
recovering costs upon each unit being placed in service; 

• Require DBI to file a new base rate case within 180 days of placing both Cayuga 
CC units in service; 

• Deny DBI's requested authorization for blanket deferral authority in perpetuity for 
unknown generation projects; 

• Deny DBI' s proposal to continue charging ratepayers for Cayuga Station-related 
costs after the units are retired and require DBI to credit customers through the 
GCA for all Cayuga Station costs in base rates until new base rates are 
established; 

• Address affordability concerns related to the Cayuga CC Project by reducing the 
best estimate to remove costs that exceed what are just and reasonable and 
mitigating the risk to DBI' s ratepayers of future compliance costs. 

a) Conditional CPCN 

If the Commission approves the Cayuga CC Project, what condition should it impose 

with respect to the Cayuga Station? 

If the Commission approves the CPCN, it should expressly clarify that the CPCN is 

contingent on DBI actually retiring Cayuga Station as planned. If at any point the retirement 

dates of Cayuga Station are extended and there is not a corresponding change to the in 

service dates of the Cayuga CC Project, then the CPCN should be automatically revoked. 

This would assure ratepayers that there will not be a "bait and switch" down the road that 

could result in them paying for duplicative and extraneous power plant capacity. DBI's 

primary demonstrated need in support of the Cayuga CC Project is to replace Cayuga 

53 



1 

2 

3 Q. 

4 A. 

5 

6 

7 

·8 

9 Q. 

10 A. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

CAC Exhibit 1 (Redacted) 

Station capacity when it retires. If Cayuga Station does not retire as planned, the Cayuga 

CC Project would not be consistent with the public convenience and necessity. 

What mechanism would be appropriate to implement this recommendation? 

The Commission should direct DEI to provide compliance filings in this docket within 30 

days of: (1) DEI submitting its Attachment Y Request to MISO (the formal process for 

notifying the MISO of the planned generator retirement); (2) MISO's determination on 

whether reliability issues were identified related to the planned retirement dates of Unit 1 

and 2, and if so, what mitigations were adopted; and (3) the actual retirement of each unit. 

b) CWIP Ratemaking & GCA Tracker 

What ratemaking is DEi proposing as part of the Cayuga CC Project? 

DEI proposes establishing and implementing a Generation Cost Adjustment ("GCA") 

tracker mechanism to recover certain costs associated with the Cayuga CC Project. DEI 

proposes using forward-looking CWIP ratemaking treatment through the GCA and 

recovering capital, O&M, depreciation, tax, and financing costs incurred during 

development, construction, and operation of the Cayuga CC Project. DEI proposes that 

financing costs under CWIP ratemaking be calculated at DEI's weighted average cost of 

capital ("WACC"). Any variance from the forecasted tracker revenue requirement and the 

amounts collected to the actual revenue requirement based on the final books and records 

would be captured in a reconciliation within each tracker filing. 

Beginning in April 2026, the proposed GCA mechanism would initially recover 

costs associated with CWIP. At in-service, DEI proposes transitioning to Project cost 

recovery in the GCA until reflected in new base rates, including return on the net plant in­

service balance, return on any capital maintenance additions net of in-service retirements, 
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carrymg cost of new plant materials and supplies ("M&S") inventory, depreciation 

expense, and O&M expense (including property tax and insurance costs). 85 

Please describe House Enrolled Act ("HEA") 1421 of 2023. 

HEA 1421, among other things, amended Indiana Code§ 8-1-8.8-ll(a)(l) to limit when 

"financial incentives" such as CWIP ratemaking can be authorized for a "clean energy 

project": 

(a) The commission shall encourage clean energy projects by creating the 
following financial incentives for clean energy projects, if the projects are 
found to be just and reasonable: 

(1) The timely recovery of costs and expenses incurred during 
construction and operation of projects described in section 2(1), or 2(2), 
or 2(5) of this chapter. The commission may not approve a financial 
incentive under this subdivision unless the commission finds that the 
eligible business has demonstrated that the timely recovery of costs and 
expenses incurred during the construction and operation of the project: 
(A) is just and reasonable; and (B) in the case of construction financing 
costs, will result in a gross financing savings over the life of the project. 

Notably, the Commission must make two separate just and reasonable determinations, 

assuming it determines the Cayuga CC Project meets the qualifications as a "clean energy 

project" that: (1) the Cayuga CC Project itself is just and reasonable and (2) the "financial 

incentive" for the Cayuga CC Project is also just and reasonable. 

In other words, even if the Commission were to find that the Cayuga CC Project is 

just and reasonable, it could still find that forward-looking CWIP ratemaking is not just or 

reasonable based on the specific facts and circumstances of this case. 

Does Ind. Code § 8-1-8.8-11 allow a financial incentive based on forecasted future 

costs as proposed under DEi's forward-looking CWIP? 

85 Sufan Direct 13:6-14. 
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I am not an attorney and do not offer any legal interpretations jn rny testirno1Jy How_ey~r,_ 

I see nothing in the plain language of Ind. Code § 8-1-8. 8-11 that provides for a financial 

incentive based on a utility's forecasted future financing costs. The statutory provision 

allows a financial incentive for a clean energy project for "timely recovery of costs and 

expenses incurred" ( emphasis added). The past-tense phrasing is clear and unambiguous 

plain language that the costs and expenses are not forecasted future costs that the utility 

"will incur" in the future, but rather actual costs and expenses that have been "incurred" by 

the utility. 

In contrast to Ind. Code § 8-1-8.8-11, I note that Ind. Code § 8-1-8.8-12, which 

applies to "new energy production or generating facilities" (which are defined as coal­

based) or "nuclear energy production or generating facilities," does expressly allow the use 

of forecasted data when establishing a retail rate adjustment mechanism. While Ind. Code 

§ 8-1-8.8-12 is not at issue in this proceeding, the difference in language between Ind. Code 

§§ 8-1-8.8-11 and 8-1-8.8-12 illustrates that the General Assembly has expressly included 

the ability to use forward-looking forecasted data to establish financial incentives for 

certain types of generating resources, but chose not to do so for other types of resources. 

Is a forward looking CWIP financing mechanism consistent with Ind. Code § 8-1-8.8-

11 ( a )(1) 's provision allowing a financial incentive for "timely recovery of costs and 

expenses incurred during construction"? 

No. A forward-looking CWIP financing mechanism could allow DEI to begin collecting 

CWIP financing costs before a portion of the financing costs are actually incurred by DEI 

because the revenue requirement will be based on a forecast of future costs. As a result, 

customers could be paying DEI in April for a portion of financing costs that DEI would 
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not actually incur until September in a given year, for instance. A utility should not be 

allowed to "recover" a cost if said cost has not even been incurred yet. Such a mechanism 

would provide premature rather than "timely" cost recovery and is inconsistent with the 

plain language of the statute. 

In Cause No. 45947, the Commission was not persuaded by a similar argument, 

finding that the utility's recovery would ultimately be based on its actual costs incurred 

because there was a reconciliation mechanism in the tracker, and that cost recovery would 

begin in the same six-month period during which those costs are being incurred. However, 

this distinction fails to recognize the time value of money to ratepayers. It would not be 

"timely" cost recovery from a utility to overcharge a customer today, and then return the 

ill-gotten gains to the customer a year in the future, as the effect of this is the customer 

providing DEI an interest-free loan. DEI would demand recovery of the time value of 

money, such as by applying carrying charges, if the roles were reversed. Likewise, it is not 

"timely" recovery for a utility to charge a customer on Day 1 for costs it will not incur until 

Day 180, even though this falls within the same six-month period. Again, this is effectively 

an interest-free loan provided to DEI from its ratepayers, not timely cost recovery. 

How does DEi support its contention that its financial incentive for the Cayuga CC 

Project is just and reasonable, consistent with Ind. Code§ 8-1-8.8-ll(a)(l)(A)? 

In addition to its analysis on nominal gross financing savings associated with CWIP, DEI 

asserts that this financial incentive will improve its cash flows, which it says is beneficial 

to its perceived credit quality and, by charging today's customers higher rates, avoids rate 

shock to future customers when the units are placed in service. 86 

86 Sufan Direct 13: 1-2. 
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Do you agree that DEi has met its burden to show that its forward-looking CWIP 

ratemaking proposal is just and reasonable under Ind. Code§ 8-1-8.8-ll(a)(l)(A)? 

No. DEI has provided only general assertions about factors it believes suggest CWIP 

ratemaking is just and reasonable, as well as a calculation showing nominal gross financing 

savings through CWIP ratemaking under Ind. Code§ 8-1-8.8-1 l(a)(l)(B). 

Please respond to witness Sufan's claim that forward-looking CWIP benefits DEi 

ratepayers. 

Witness Sufan opined that forward-looking CWIP benefits DEI ratepayers by reducing 

nominal financing costs ultimately paid by ratepayers and that "[ c ]ustomers benefit from 

gradual, rather than abrupt, rate adjustments."87 

Although nominal financing costs could be lower under CWIP than traditional 

ratemaking, which customers pay these costs, when, and in what proportion are also 

important factors for assessing the reasonableness ofDEI's proposal. CWIP has significant 

downsides for DEI's customers today, forcing them to "front" the financing costs and forgo 

those amounts now, even if the customer has other, more pressing financial priorities. As 

further discussed below, CWIP introduces major concerns about intertemporal or 

intergenerational equity, especially given current load growth trends. 

Furthermore, while I agree that gradualism is an important ratemaking principle, 

DEI has misleadingly applied it only to the narrow confines of rate impacts associated with 

the Cayuga CC Project, conveniently ignoring other recent and future anticipated rate 

increases. Most critically, DEI just imposed a very large base rate increase and 

modifications to trackers, resulting in a typical residential customer using 1,000 kWh per 

87 Sufan Direct 5: 12-13. 
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month seeing their bill increase from $130.06 as of July 202488 to $157.50 as of March 

2025, 89 a 21.1 % increase. DEI currently forecasts the residential customer bill increasing 

again in January 2026, when the second phase of the base rate increase will go into effect, 

to $161.90 per month. 90 In other words, between July 2024 and January 2026, a typical 

residential customer will see their bill increase by $31.84 per month, equivalent to a 

compound annual growth rate ("CAGR") of 15.7%. In addition, DEI's TOSIC tracker 

is forecasted to increase in 2026 and beyond under its approved TOSIC Plan. 

The proposed GCA tracker that would take effect in April 2026 will result in 

additional "pancaking" of these multiple rate increases, exacerbating near-term 

affordability challenges. When considering all factors impacting customer bills, DEI's 

CWIP ratemaking undermines gradualism by piling on an additional near-term rate 

increase through a new tracker mechanism that will get successively more expensive with 

each semi-annual update through at least 2030. In contrast, waiting until 2029 (when 

Cayuga CC Unit 1 comes online) to begin phasing in Cayuga CC Project costs is far more 

consistent with gradualism, along with other important ratemaking principles as discussed 

below, because it would avoid exacerbating the current and near-term rate shock DEI 

ratepayers are experiencing as a result of DEI's other substantial rate increases. 

Please respond to witness Sufan's claim that forward-looking CWIP benefits DEi. 

Witness Sufan explained that CWIP improves near term cash flow during the construction 

period by allowing DEI to "earn a cash return" on projects under construction and not yet 

88 IURC 2024 Residential Bill Survey, https://www.in.gov/iurc/files/2024-Electric-Residential­
Bill-Survey-Final.pdf 
89 DEI Response to CAC DR 1.07 (Attachment BI-2). 
90 Id. 
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in service. 91 While I agree that forcing ratepayers to pay higher bills sooner in time to 

finance DEI's Cayuga CC Project will improve DEJ's cash flow, it comes at the direct 

expense of harming ratepayers' cash flow. Moreover, witness Sufan neglects to mention 

another key benefit of CWIP is that it reduces utility risk of future disallowance if the 

project experiences delays and cost overruns due to inadequate utility project management 

and oversight. 

The Commission's role is to balance utility and ratepayer interests. Forward­

looking CWIP in the context of this case does not meet that objective. DEI has provided 

no analysis demonstrating the necessity of forward-looking CWIP ratemaking to preserve 

its financial health. 

What is the used and useful principle in utility ratemaking? 

The "used and useful" principle provides that a utility must demonstrate that utility plant 

is used and useful - providing service to customers and consistent with prudent utility 

planning and operations - before regulators allow the utility to include the investment in 

its rate base. 92 Ratepayers should not be paying for utility plant that is not actually serving 

them. It is a "bedrock principle of utility regulation"93 that dates back to the United States 

Supreme Court's holding in Smyth v. Ames (1898) ("the rights of the public would be 

91 Sufan Direct 5: 1-2. 
92 E.g., see Maryam Ghadessi & Marzia Zafar, "Utility General Rate Case - A Manual for 
Regulatory Analysts", Cal. Pub. Util. Comm'n, (Nov. 13, 2017), p. 26; Cap. Improvement Bd. of 
Managers v. Pub. Serv. Comm'n, 176 Ind. App. 240,270,375 N.E.2d 616,637 (Ind. Ct. App. 
1978) (stating '"the Commission is prohibited from including the value of the construction work 
in progress in the utility's rate base, for such property has not yet achieved the status of property 
'actually used and useful for the convenience of the public." (quoting Ind. Code§ 8-1-2-6)). 
93 Ky. Util. Co. v. FERC, 760 F.2d 1321, 1324 n.4 (D.C. Cir. 1985), cited in James J. Hoecker, 
"'Used and Useful': Autopsy of a Ratemaking Policy," Energy Law Journal vol. 8 (1987), p. 
303, https)/www.eba-net.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/02/25 8EnergyLJ303 l 987.pdf. 
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ignored if rates [ ... ] were exacted without reference to the fair value of the property used 

for the public or of the services rendered"). 

What concerns arise under CWIP's bypassing of the used and useful standard? 

The used and useful standard helps ensure that the customers who pay for the costs of 

utility plant, including financing costs, are the same customers who receive the benefit 

from the utility plant and receive service from it, which aligns with cost causation. 

A major concern with CWIP is that it creates a mismatch across time in the 

ratepayers who pay for, versus the ratepayers who benefit from, the new utility plant. The 

DBI ratepayers who will pay CWIP financing under the GCA mechanism in 2026-2029 

prior to the Cayuga CC Project being placed in service will not be the same ratepayers who 

then benefit from the services provided by the Cayuga CC Project once it is placed in 

service. For example, some customers will move out of the service territory, pass away, or 

go out of business, while new customers could move into DBI' s service territory or 

significantly modify their usage characteristics. The temporal mismatch between cost 

recovery and the associated service provided thereby violates cost causation. 

Are there unique circumstances in the utility industry today that make CWIP 

financing a particular concern now? 

Yes. The temporal mismatch described above is particularly concerning in today's context 

of strong utility load growth. DBI included nearly 300 MW of economic development load 

growth by 2030 in its 2024 IRP base case but also modeled a sensitivity in which 500 MW 

of additional load growth was also included. For example, CAC is currently aware of 

multiple prospective data center developments in DBI's service territory. 
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Utilizing CWIP in this context is particularly problematic because it can create or 

significantly exacerbate an intertemporal rate subsidy: today's customers start paying for 

the Project's financing costs, which can significantly lower the costs paid by future 

customers, including large load customers, allowing them to become free riders. Forward­

looking CWIP exacerbates the intertemporal mismatch by further accelerating the start of 

cost recovery relative to backwards-looking CWIP. 

Please quantify the potential intertemporal rate subsidy. 

Based on cost forecasts provided by DEI, I estimate that a typical DEI residential customer 

will pay roughly $340 in CWIP financing and firm pipeline transportation costs under the 

GCA and F AC between April 2026 and September 2029 if the Commission approves 

forward-looking CWIP ratemaking. 94 

What happens ·if the Project is abandoned or canceled? 

Another concern with forward-looking CWIP is that the Project could be abandoned or 

canceled prior to completion. Under CWIP ratemaking, utility ratepayers are on the hook 

to pay upfront a significant portion of the Project's financing costs even though the 

outcome of the construction project is uncertain and unknown. The Commission does not 

have the benefit of taking into consideration all the facts about the ultimate fate and 

outcomes of the Project at the time ratepayers begin paying for the financing costs. Project 

delays, cost overruns, and cancelations are substantial risks in this situation. Assertions and 

rosy projections the utility makes at the outset of the project, such as with respect to its 

ability to bring the project in service in a timely, efficient, and cost-effective manner, could 

94 Workpaper BI-1. 
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prove unfounded or overly optimistic. Under CWIP ratemaking, these risks would be 

substantively transferred from the utility and its shareholders onto ratepayers. 

If the Commission approves the Cayuga CC Project, what do you recommend 

regarding DEi's forward-looking CWIP proposal? 

I recommend that the Commission deny forward-looking CWIP and instead authorize the 

creation and use of the GCA exclusively to begin cost recovery of the Cayuga CC Project 

after each unit is placed in service using backwards-looking cost recovery, with a true-up 

mechanism to account for any variances in recovery. Under this alternative, DEI would 

accrue financing costs via AFUDC, with accrued AFUDC capitalized at in-service, at 

which time DEI could begin recovering a return "of' and "on" the asset, as well as O&M 

and other necessary and reasonable costs demonstrated in the GCA tracker filing. This 

would provide reasonable and timely recovery to DEI by avoiding the accrual of any 

significant post in-service carrying costs, while also fairly balancing ratepayer and utility 

interests. 

If the Commission approves CWIP ratemaking, I recommend it approve a 

backwards-looking CWIP mechanism. Moving from forward-looking to backwards­

looking CWIP would provide significant near-term affordability benefits to DEI 

ratepayers, reducing the anticipated GCA tracker revenue requirement in 2026-2029 from 

$505 .4 million under forward-looking CWIP to $361.8 million under backwards-looking 

CWIP. 95 This better aligns with gradualism given the context ofDEI's other rate increases. 

95 Attachment 7-A pp 1-3 ( compare sum of "Return on Investment - Tracker" rows in 2026-2029 
for Scenario 1 to Scenario 3). 
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Regardless of the Commission's determination on CWIP ratemaking, I recommend 

that the Commission direct DEI to file a base rate case within 6 months of Project in­

service. A base rate case is necessary to ensure all Cayuga Station costs are removed from 

rates and all other factors are comprehensively and fairly considered so that rates are just 

and reasonable. 

c) Deferral Authority 

Please summarize the deferral authority requested by DEi. 

DEI requests approval to defer and recover future new generation-related plan 

development, preliminary engineering, testing and pre-construction costs via the GCA. 

Duke admits that these are "costs associated with future new generation projects that are 

not yet known. The Company will present any deferred plan development, preliminary 

engineering, testing, and pre-construction costs for recovery in a future regulatory 

proceeding" ( emphasis added). 96 

What concerns do you have with the request to defer and recover these future costs? 

DEI has not adequately explained and supported this proposal, which appears to be 

completely unrelated to the actual subject matter of this proceeding: The Cayuga CC 

Project. It appears DEi is requesting blanket deferral authority for any generation 

project in the future in perpetuity, while teeing up the use of the GCA tracker 

mechanism to immediately pass on costs associated with these generation projects, 

upon future Commission approval, to customers. At the same time, this structure would 

enable DEI to avoid the comprehensive evaluation and scrutiny of a base rate case, where 

offsetting cost reductions could be identified and implemented. 

96 DEI Response to IG DR 6.6(a) (Attachment BI-2). 
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Although DEI clarified in response to a data request that it will present the deferred 

costs for recovery in a future regulatory proceeding, 97 such a future filing does not 

ameliorate concern with the requested deferral authority and planned use of GCA tracker 

for other, unrelated projects. Blanket deferral authority in perpetuity for unspecified 

projects at unknown costs would be unprecedented relief that shifts risk for utility 

shareholders onto ratepayers by exposing customers to potentially significant cost 

accumulation. 

Furthermore, tracker mechanisms should generally be limited to known, volatile, 

and uncontrollable costs, and to specific costs expressly authorized by the General 

Assembly to be recovered through such a mechanism, if the utility demonstrates its 

proposal complies with all statutory requirements. Otherwise, a base rate case is the 

appropriate venue for determining cost recovery of new generation resources. DEI has the 

burden of proof in this case, but it has not provided any evidence to support this proposal. 

DEI' s case-in-chief provides only a single sentence describing this proposal, while failing 

to offer any support for it. 98 The Commission has no choice but to deny such an 

unprecedented and unsupported proposal. 

97 DEI Response to IG DR 6.6(a) (Attachment BI-2). 
98 Sufan Direct 14:2-4. 
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d) Cayuga Station Costs 

Would DEi cease charging customers for Cayuga Station-related costs after Cayuga 

Station is retired? 

No. DEI requests the Commission give it the authority to overcharge customers by tens of 

millions of dollars by allowing it to include Cayuga Station-related costs in customer rates 

after the units retire. 99 This proposal would result in DEI reaping windfall profits by 

charging for services it no longer provides to customers and for expenses it no longer 

mcurs. 

What amount of O&M for the existing Cayuga units were approved for base rates in 

Cause No. 46038? 

The amount of O&M cost for coal-fired Cayuga included in Cause No. 46038 is 

approximately $45 million annually (total Company). 100 DEI alleges that the Commission 

found in Cause No. 45253 that rates should not be adjusted, in the absence of another base 

rate case, to reflect a reduction in O&M costs once a retirement occurs. 101 

Is DEi's characterization about Commission findings accurate? 

DEI's characterization is highly misleading. In Cause No. 45253, filed in July 2019, DEI 

had proposed using traditional ratemaking to recover the costs of Gallagher Units 2 and 4, 

including non-fuel O&M, which were in service and used in useful at the time and were 

forecasted to remain so through the forecasted test period. 102 The OUCC proposed 

99 Duke Response to IG 2.13 (Attachment BI-2). 
100 DEI Response to IG 2.13(b) (Attachment BI-2). 
101 DEI Response to IG 2.13(d) (Attachment BI-2). 
102 Cause No. 45253, Order, p. 20. 
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crediting customers for the non-fuel O&M included in the 2020 test year for those units 

upon their retirement in December 2022. 103 The Commission disagreed, finding: 

We also agree with the Company that rates should not be adjusted, in 
the absence of another base rate case, to reflect a reduction in O&M 
costs once the Units are retired. The Company is correct that under 
traditional ratemaking for plant retirements, such adjustments are not 
made. Rather, traditional ratemaking assumes that the utility must 
manage many cost increases and capital additions between rate cases 
that cannot be recovered through rate adjustment mechanisms, and cost 
reductions that may occur between rate cases are used to fund such cost 
increases and capital additions. 104 

Clearly, that is not comparable to the ratemaking proposed by DEI here. DEI proposes to 

use non-traditional ratemaking through the creation of both a new tracker mechanism 

(GCA) and an existing tracker mechanism (FAC) that would allow it to recover potentially 

billions in cost increases associated with the development, construction, financing, and 

operations of the Cayuga CC Project in perpetuity (i.e., potentially through the life of the 

project, as DEI has no obligation to file a rate case after Cayuga CC Project is placed in 

service), as well as untold billions in additional generation projects. At the same time, it 

uses traditional ratemaking for its retiring Cayuga Station as a shield to continue cost 

recovery for costs no longer incurred. DEI wants to have its cake, and eat it, too: selectively 

apply traditional and non-traditional ratemaking mechanisms so that it always reaps the 

benefits (e.g., prompt cost recovery for new O&M costs) but none of the drawbacks (e.g. 

prompt cessation of cost recovery for existing O&M costs even after they are no longer 

incurred). 

103 Cause No. 45253, Kollen Direct 6:17-19. 
104 Order, p. 21. 
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What is the net book value of Cayuga Station? 

The net book value of Cayuga Station was about $0.5 billion as of December 31, 2023. (In 

comparison, Edwardsport and Gibson had net book values of approximately $1.8 billion 

and $1.7 billion, respectively, at the same time. 105
) However, DBI has continued to recover 

in base rates depreciation from Cayuga Station and will continue to do so for years to come. 

Strangely, DEI has not bothered to estimate what the undepreciated Cayuga plant amount 

would be, if any, upon their planned retirement dates. 106 However, given that DEI's 2023 

Depreciation Study used 2028 and 2029 retirement dates for Units 1 and 2, respectively, 107 

it appears DBI is likely to have fully depreciated Units 1 and 2 upon their retirements, now 

planned for 2029 and 2030, respectively. 

What do you recommend regarding DEi's proposal to continue to charge customers 

for Cayuga Station-related costs after the units retire? 

I recommend that the Commission deny this proposal. It sets up DBI to charge rates that 

are, on their face, patently unjust and unreasonable, effectively planning years in advance 

to overcharge customers by continuing to include large expenses in rates that DBI knows 

it will no longer be incurring. This would be enabled by the creation of the new GCA 

tracker mechanism, which would allow DBI to immediately begin cost recovery related to 

the Cayuga CC Project, while indefinitely delaying the filing of a base rate case in which 

Cayuga Station costs would otherwise typically be removed from rates. 

To the extent the Commission approves the GCA to recover Cayuga CC Project 

costs, it should also direct DBI to credit ratepayers through the GCA tracker mechanism 

105 Cause No. 46038, CAC Exhibit 5, Table 1. 
106 DBI Response to IG 2.13(a) (Attachment BI-2). 
107 Cause No. 46038, Attachment 12-A (JJS). 
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on the same basis ( e.g., on a forward-looking basis if a forward-looking GCA is adopted) 

such that the amount credited to each customer class removes from its revenue requirement 

all costs related to Cayuga Station upon each unit's retirement. 

e) Lateral Pipeline 

Does DEi's contract with CEI North for the lateral pipeline contain any provisions 

you wish to address? 

Yes. According to CBI North, if it serves any other customers from the lateral pipeline, 

then CBI North and DBI will negotiate in good faith a reduced monthly Demand Charge 

for DBI that considers any revenues received by CBI North from such other customers. 108 

Such additional pipeline customers must not prevent DBI from receiving the same gas 

transportation service as it received before connecting any other customers, and CBI North 

must obtain DBI's written consent to serve any other customers from the later pipeline. 109 

Are there likely to be other customers besides DEi of CEI North's lateral pipeline? 

Yes. DBI currently provides steam service from Cayuga Station to International Paper's 

facility located next door. As shown in maps provided by DEI, a 6" lateral pipeline is 

proposed to extend from the proposed 24" CBI North lateral pipeline to International 

Paper. 110 DBI admits that it does not plan on providing steam service to International Paper 

upon the retirement of Cayuga Station. 111 This indicates that International Paper will be 

using and benefiting from the CBI North lateral pipeline that is being constructed to serve 

108 Cause No. 46213, Direct Testimony of Justin Forshey 9:5-7. 
109 Id. at 8:26 through 9: 1. 
110 DEI Confidential Response to OUCC DR 1.06 (Attachment BI-2C). 
111 DEI Response to CAC DR 2.04( c) (Attachment BI-2). 
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Cayuga CC. However, according to DEI, CEI North has not requested DEI's consent to 

serve International Paper, so DEI has not provided it. 112 

What do you recommend? 

I recommend that the Commission direct DEI to negotiate to achieve the maximum 

reduction in the Demand Charge reasonably attainable and to promptly pass back 100% of 

any savings to customers through the F AC, to the extent CEI North desires to serve one or 

more additional customers, such as International Paper, from the lateral pipeline. In the 

event DEI successfully negotiates such a reduction, it should present in its subsequent F AC 

filing detailed information on the change in circumstances and why it believes the 

negotiated reduction is reasonable and how it will pass on the benefit to customers so that 

the Commission, the OUCC, and other interested stakeholders can evaluate this change 

and ensure ratepayers receive a fair and timely benefit. 

j) Affordability Considerations 

Are there additional affordability measures the Commission can implement to protect 

consumers in this proceeding? 

Yes. I urge the Commission to closely scrutinize the best estimate of the Cayuga CC Project 

and direct DEI to make modifications as appropriate to mitigate the rate impact as well as 

the large risk to consumers of this costly Project. Some examples the Commission could 

consider include: 

• Providing that the cost of future compliance with additional or more stringent 
environmental regulations related to GHGs, VOC, and carbon monoxide will 
be borne by DEI shareholders given these risks are known and significant at 
this time. 

112 DEI Response to CAC DR 2.06 (Attachment BI-2). 
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• Finding that if DEI decides to retire all or portions of the Cayuga CC Project 
before the end of its useful life, DEI must cease recovery of depreciation 
expense for that portion of the Project. 

• Disallowance of a portion of Cayuga CC Project capital costs to reflect the 
significant cost increase to generation resources that occurred as result ofDEI's 
duplicative IRP studies and repeated Cayuga Station retirement delays. 

• Capping total Project costs or specifying conditions under which cost overruns 
would be borne by shareholders, in part or in whole. 

• Using the cost of debt instead of the weighted average cost of capital 
("WACC") for calculating CWIP financing costs. 

• Reducing the Owner's Costs. 
• Amortizing associated costs over the life of the Cayuga CC Project instead of 

the 2-year period proposed. 

Are there any examples of the Commission implementing cost and risk protections 

for ratepayers in a CPCN proceeding? 

Yes. For example, the Commission's Order in Cause No. 44242 provides an instructive 

example of how the Commission can implement cost and risk mitigation measures in the 

context of a utility CPCN. In that case, Indianapolis Power and Light ("IPL," now AES 

Indiana) requested a CPCN for a MATS Compliance Project involving pollution control 

technology added to Petersburg Units 1-4 and Harding Street Station Unit 7 ("HSS 7"). 

The Commission approved a settlement approving the CPCN, but ordered an additional 

$10 million increase in ratepayer credits to "send a direct message to IPL management" 

regarding "an overly simplistic analysis" that "was disappointing" and "represented a poor 

management decision and demonstrated a lack of due regard for the regulatory process." 113 

It also put the risk of certain future environmental regulation on IPL shareholders instead 

of ratepayers: 

113 Order at 31 and 35. 
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We have previously discussed the economic risks related to HSS 7 
should carbon regulation come to fruition. HSS 7 is also at economic 
risk if other environmental regulations ultimately result in higher costs 
than currently anticipated. IPL has indicated, and we agree, that this risk 
can be mitigated by removing HSS 7 from service if future costs make 
running that unit uneconomic. However, in the event HSS 7 is taken out 
of service, we find that IPL should not continue to collect depreciation 
expense for the HSS 7 clean energy projects that are included in the 
MATS Compliance Project and approved in this Order. IPL shall 
effectuate this directive by establishing a credit to customer rates from 
the date the unit is no longer used and useful should this date occur 
before the affected clean energy projects are fully depreciated. While 
we find that the $54 million allocated cost of the MATS Compliance 
Project represents a reasonable risk for ratepayers to take in order for 
IPL to keep HSS 7 in service past the MATS compliance date, IPL must 
also bear some risk associated with its cost avoidance strategy. 114 

Comparable cost and risk protections are warranted for DEI' s ratepayers with respect to 

the Cayuga CC Project. 

114 Order at 36. 
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V. CAYUGA STATION RETIREMENT 

Please summarize your findings and conclusions in this section. 

CAC agrees that it is reasonable and prudent for DEI to retire-coal-fired Cayuga Units 1 

and 2 (together, "Cayuga Station") in 2029 and 2030, respectively. I respectfully request 

that the Commission find that the Project as modified as recommended by CAC above, or 

alternatively as proposed by DEI, provides at least equivalent accredited capacity and will 

provide economic benefits to ratepayers relative to continued operation of Cayuga Station. 

Please describe the coal-fired Cayuga units. 

Cayuga Station is owned by DEI and located in Vermillion County, which generates 

electricity for DEI' s customers and provides steam to the International Paper facility 

located next door. Cayuga Station is comprised of two units, Unit 1, with a rated capacity 

of 500 MW and coming online in 1970, and Unit 2, with a rated capacity of 495 MW and 

coming online in 1972. Both units have a nameplate installed capacity of 531 MW. 115 

Please describe trends in Cayuga Station performance and reliability. 

Cayuga Station has now operated for 5 5 years, significantly exceeding its anticipated 

operating life when constructed. The plant's growing age and reliability risk is increasingly 

reflected in declining performance across numerous metrics. It has had a significantly 

lower capacity factor in recent years, during which reliability has also slipped. 

What trends do you observe regarding the utilization of Cayuga Station? 

The capacity factor of Cayuga Station has been below 50% for the past six consecutive 

years and declined year-over-year in each of the past three years. As shown in Figure 9, 

the combined capacity factor of Units 1 and 2 fell from 65% in 2018 to 46% in 2024, a 

115 Form EIA-860. 
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29% drop in utilization over the past six years. 116 Net generation fell from 6.1 million MWh 

to 4.3 million MWh during this period. 

Figure 9. Net Capacity Factor of Cayuga Units 1 and 2117 

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Unit 1 

Unit 2 

-e-combined 

3 Q. What are the reliability trends at Cayuga Station? 

4 A. Unit 1 in particular has demonstrated a worsening forced outage rate across time, 

increasing steadily from only 1.45% in 2017 to 7.12% in 2024, a five-fold increase in the 

forced outage rate over the most recent seven-year period. As the units continue to age, the 

forced outage rate will likely continue to climb ( e.g., higher risk of boiler tube leaks and 

mechanical stress failures on aging equipment). 

5 
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8 
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On other reliability metrics, Cayuga Station has demonstrated inconsistent 

performance. For example, Unit l's equivalent availability fell to a dismal 64% in 2022, 118 

improved to 85% in 2023, and then fell back to a poor 72% in 2024. 119 

116 Data from DEI Response to CAC DR 6, Attachment 6.3-A (Attachment BI-2). 
117 Data from DEI Response to CAC DR 6, Attachment 6.3-A (Attachment BI-2). 
118 Data from DEI Response to CAC DR 6, Attachment 6.3-A (Attachment BI-2). 
119 Data from DEI Response to CAC DR 6, Attachment 6.3-A (Attachment BI-2). 
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Can Cayuga Station be counted on to provide reliable power throughout the summer? 

No. The coal units' utilization has been significantly impacted by hydrological conditions 

on the Wabash River, particularly during hot and dry summers, when thermal discharge 

limits on DEI's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") permit can 

constrain the units' operations. 120 This results in Cayuga Station operators derating the 

units as necessary to comply with permits, which can coincide with periods of peak usage 

on the MISO system. In other words, despite the commendable efforts of the DEI 

employees to maintain and operate Cayuga Station, the coal-fired units at Cayuga can no 

longer be counted on to provide their rated capacity value throughout the summer due to 

the hydrological conditions of the Wabash River. As DEI witness Kam warned, this 

"create[ s] a risk of reducing the accredited capacity of the coal plant, which should be 

considered when evaluating resource adequacy." 121 

Can Cayuga Station be counted on to provide safe and reliable power during the 

winter? 

No. For example, during Winter Storm Elliott (December 23-27, 2022), Cayuga Station 

experienced significant challenges that highlight the acute safety risk to personnel and 

reliability risk to Hoosiers of reliance on aging and inflexible coal-fired power plants. Prior 

to the Storm hitting on December 22, 2022, DEI 

12° Kam Direct 5: 11-18. 
121 Kam Direct 5:16-18. 
122 DEI Response to CAC DR 6.1, Attachment 6.1-A through 6.1-C (Attachment BI-2C). 
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It is concerning that these facts have been kept from the public, years after the 

StoDll; contributing to a false impression that aging coal plants are safe and reliable_ 

What &cton could result in further declines in utilization and reliability at Cayuga? 

The age of the coal-fired units poses a major risk. The coal-fired units were constructed in 

1970 and 1972, respectively, with an assumed 30-year life_ 127 By the time they are retired 

in 2029 and 2030, respectively1 they will have operated nearly twice as long as originally 

expected. 

127 Kam Direct 6:7-13. 
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What has been the accredited capacity of Cayuga Station, and how is it expected to 

change in the future? 

The accredited capacity of Cayuga Station has taken a hit in recent years, particular for the 

summer season when both DEI' s system and MISO typically experience peak demand ( and 

capacity prices are at their highest). The 2023-2024 summer accredited capacity of Units 1 

and 2 was 380 MW and 464 MW, respectively, or 844 MW combined. The summer 

accredited capacity for Units 1 and 2 will fall to about 352 MW and 437 MW, respectively, 

and 789 MW in Plan Year 2024-2025, and to 319 MW and 413 MW, respectively, or 732 

MW combined, in 2025-2026. 128 The falling summer accredited capacity underscores the 

declining reliability value of the units as they continue to age and the hydrological 

conditions on the Wabash River create persistent operational challenges. 

Has DEi been able to estimate generation at Cayuga Station with reasonable 

accuracy? 

No. DEI's track record at predicting future generation at Cayuga has been extremely poor. 

For example, DEI forecasted an enormous increase (~40%) in coal bum across its units, 

including Cayuga Station, in 2024 relative to 2023, according to sworn testimony it filed 

in its rate case in April 2024 that was submitted into the record in September 2024. 129 CAC 

provided expert witness testimony demonstrating that DEI' s forecast for 2024 and beyond 

was unreasonably optimistic for its coal units, including Cayuga Station. 13° CAC was 

128 DEI Response to CAC DR 5.01 (Attachment BI-2). 
129 Cause No. 46038, Verderame Direct, Chart 1. 
13° Cause No. 46038, CAC Exh. 4, pp. 32-39. 
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ultimately proven right for 2024, with no increase in generation at Cayuga Station relative 

to 2023. 131 

Does DEi operate Cayuga Station economically? 

No. DEI must operate at least one of its Cayuga units at all times and dispatch the unit at a 

higher net capacity so it can provide steam to International Paper. 132 Duke Energy Indiana 

previously stated in response to a CAC data request that, "[ d]ue to [its contractual 

agreement with International Paper], one of the two units at Cayuga is generally offered to 

MISO with a Must Run commitment status offer." 133 The "Must Run" unit commitment 

status means the unit will operate at a specified level even if it is not economic to do so. 

The typical minimum operating load for a Cayuga unit to supply steam to International 

Paper is 300 MW (net), whereas the typical minimum operating load for a Cayuga unit 

when not supplying steam to International Paper is 230 MW (net), 134 meaning a Cayuga 

unit must be dispatched 70 MW higher than it otherwise would have if Duke Energy 

Indiana did not have a contract with International Paper. 

In addition, DEI has also employed a supply offer adjustment strategy at Cayuga 

since 2021. This resulted in positive supply offer adjustments for Cayuga Station in 2021-

2022 135 and zero or even negative supply offer adjustments in 2023-2025. 136 The use of 

the supply offer adjustments at Cayuga Station demonstrate that the aging coal units are 

131 Data from DEI Response to CAC DR 6, Attachment 6.3-A (Attachment BI-2). 
132 "Commitment" refers to whether a unit will operate, and "dispatch" refers to what level of 
capacity the unit is operated. 
133 Cause No. 45740, DEI Response to CAC Data Request 1.3 (Attachment BI-2). 
134 Cause No. 45740, DEI Response to CAC Data Request 1.2 (Attachment BI-2). 
135 E.g., see generally Cause No. 38707-FAC131, Daniel Direct; Cause No. 38707-FAC134, 
Daniel Direct. 
136 E.g., Cause No. 38707-FAC137, Daniel Direct 17:1-7; Cause No. 38707-FAC143, Swez 
Direct 16:5-7; Cause No. 38707-FAC144, Swez Direct 16:9-10. 
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uot dispatched economically due to facton; like instability in coal supply and tnmspotiation 

chain and the ueed to manage coal supplies to maintain appropriate levels of on-site ftiel 

supplies. Furthermore, the negative supply offer adjustment used by DEi at times during 

the past several years at Cayuga indicates that Cayuga's low capacity factors could have 

been even lower had DEI not bid the units into the market below their actual costs to 

operate. 

Duke indicated that it expects to continue utilizing the supply offer adjustment at 

Cayuga Units 1 and 2 as a nom1al course of business, 137 DEI's ratepayers bear the costs of 

uneconomic commitment and dispatch, 

Would DEi aeed to incur substantial additional environmental and maintenance 

expenditures to continue operating Cayuga Station beyond the proposed retirement 

dates? 

Yes. DEI would need to incur large. additional environmental and maintenance 

expenditures over the next five years to continue operating Cayuga Station. 138 This 

includes: 

• - for closed cycle cooling to comply with Clean Water Act Sections 
316(a) and (b); 139 

• in maintenance infrastructure costs ~1JCh as 

• • Additional expenditures and changes to operations to comply with U.S. EPA 
Section 111 regulations. such a~ converting Cayuga Station to 100% natural gas 

137 Cause No. 38707-FACI44. Swez Direct 21: 15 .. 
138 Kam Direct 6: 17. 
139 DEI Confidential Response to OUCC DR 6.04 (Attachment BI-2C). 
140 DEI Highly Confidential Response to OUCC DR 6.04 (Attachment BI-2HC). 
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or modifying Cayuga units to co-fire natural gas up tc, SfJlH, 

• in capital expenditures to com1:,ly with the 2020 Effluent Limitation.~ 
Gut .. e mes Rule: 143 and 

• Additional costs associated with future e11viro111uental rules or regulationf;. 144 

It would not be pm.dent to make large capital expenditures at Cayuga Station given its age, 

operational chaUenge6, and risk of potential additional foture regt1fatio11.". 

How has the retirement date of Cayuga Station evolved in recent years·? 

DEI has repeatedly delayed the retirement of Cayuga Station. In its 2021 IRP, DEI 

identified a 2027 retiremeu.t year for both units. In DEI's recent rate ca;Se. DEI identified 

retirement dates of~fay 3 L 2028. and May 3 L 2029~ respectively1 for Units l and 2_ t45 hi 

this proceeding1 DEihas, yet again1 pushed back the retirement of both units~ to September 

2029 and May 2030. respectively. 

What has been the impact of these delays? 

As a result of DEi' s delays~ the cost of replacement resources has increased significantly, 

meaning ratepayers could now be on the hook for far higher cost increases as a result of 

DEI., s failure to implement its IR.P short-term action plan. 

m DEI Confidential Response to IG DR 2.07 {Attachment BI-2C). 
142 DEI Highly Confidential Response to IG DR 2.07 (Attachment BI-2HCl 
143 DEI Highly Confidential Response to OUCC DR 6.04 (Attachment BI-2HCt 
144 DEIResponse to CAC DR 1.15 (Attachment Bl-2). 
14•5 Cause No. 46038, Attachment 17-B (WCL). 
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Table 4. Overnight Capital Cott A~iumptions in DEi IRPs 

T eelllhJleer %0%1 IRP (10%1$/kW)IM %0%4 IRP (lOl41/kW)147 

Combustion Turbine $550 $1,000 - $1.200 
2xl NGCC $800148 $1.100 - $1,250 
Wind $1AOO $2,050 
Solar $1,400 $1,850 
Battery StoraG?;e $1.~700 $2,300 

Please expblia the relevaace o(lnd. Code§ S-1-.J7-4(a)(?t) to this proceeding. 

Ind, Code§ 8-l-37-4(a)(2l) define~ a Hclean energy resource" to inclttde ·~[e]lectiicity that 

i~ generated from natural gas at a facility constructed or repowered in Indiana after July l, 

2011, which dis1>laces electrkitv geaeratioa from an existing coal fired geoeratioa 

fadtityn (emphasis added). hid. Code § 8-1-8.8-2 provides that a 44clean energy project" 

for chapter 8-1-8.8 of the Code includes ~4[p]rojects to constn1ct or repower a facility 

described in IC 8-l-37-4(a)(21).~' Ind. Code § S-l-8.8-ll(a)(l) provides that the 

Commission "·shall encourage clean energy projects by creating tbe following financial 

incentives ... '' 

DEi contend1, that the Cayuga CC Project is a 4'clean energy pm_ject" eligible for 

financial incentives under this provisio~ which it argues includes forward-looking CWIP 

ratemaking. 

Would it be ad,ri~able for DEi to m.ove fonvard with the Cayuga CC and keep Cayuga 

Station open? 

No .. DEi' s request for a CPCN and best estimate of costs for the Cayuga CC project are 

contingent on the closure of Cayuga Station for several reasons. 

146 DEI Confidential 2021 IRP, Figure C 5. DEI counsel communicated to CAC counsel that this 
information can be presented publicly. 
147 Attachment 6-A (NDG), Table F-2 .. 
148 F-Class cost shown. 
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First, DEI's request for financial incentives for the Cayuga CC Project is contingent 

on the coal units retiring, because it must "displace[] electricity generation from an existing 

coal fired generation facility" to qualify as a clean energy project eligible for such financial 

incentives. If Cayuga Station is not retired, Cayuga CC Project will not displace electricity 

from an existing coal plant. 

Second, it would be disastrous for ratepayers to keep Cayuga Station open and build 

the Cayuga CC Project. This would result in a much larger rate increase, allowing DEI to 

earn excessive returns with a return on and of duplicative power plant investments, 

producing unjust and unreasonable rates on captive ratepayers. 

Third, such an outcome would be wildly inconsistent with DEI' s most recent IRP. 

DEI does not demonstrate a capacity need for both the Cayuga CC Project and the Cayuga 

Station. DEI's 2024 IRP, which DEI relies on to support the prudency and reasonableness 

of its CPCN request for the Cayuga CC Project, only adds this capacity in response to the 

retirement of Cayuga Station. None of DEI' s IRP modeling supports keeping both Cayuga 

Station online and building the Cayuga CC Project. 

Fourth, the Cayuga CC project plans to utilize the interconnection rights associated 

with Cayuga Station, and has only applied for additional interconnection with MISO for 

approximately 500 MW of extra capacity. An additional~ 1,000 MW of interconnection 

capacity would be necessary to continue operating Cayuga Station. This additional 

interconnection has not been submitted to the MISO interconnection queue, which can be 

a lengthy process leading to expensive grid upgrades. Using DEI's same per-MW 

interconnection cost estimate in developing the Cayuga CC Project's best estimate, 149 this 

149 DEI Response to OUCC DR 4.20 (Attachment BI-2). 
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additional interconnection capacity would cost roughly $275 million. 150 However, it is 

possible that the costs could be significantly larger, e.g., if new greenfield transmission 

lines would be necessary to integrate this power to the MISO grid. 

Fifth, the environmental compliance risks and costs of keeping Cayuga Station 

open are untenable. DEI explained that constructing the Cayuga CC Project on a site 

already used for generation of electricity allows DEI to take credit for the actual emissions 

reductions from the retirement of the first coal unit, avoiding prevention of significant 

deterioration ("PSD") applicability for NOx, PM10, and PM2.5. 151 If Cayuga Station remains 

open, the Cayuga CC Project could trigger additional modeling, permitting, and 

compliance costs under PSD, and potentially even Best Available Control Technology 

requirements. As discussed elsewhere in this testimony, other environmental compliance 

costs associated with the continued operations of Cayuga Station could be significant, and 

would create additional risk with future environmental regulations. Cayuga Station would 

also continue to experience significant risks associated with the hydrological conditions of 

the Wabash River, as discussed above. 

150 $0.275 per watt * 1,000,000 watts/ MW* 1,000 MW= $275 million. 
151 Karn Direct 8:10 through 9:2. 
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Please summarize your recommendations. 

I recommend that the Commission approve the retirement of Cayuga Station. However, 

instead of granting DBI a CPCN for the Cayuga CC Project as part of its pursuit of 

transitioning to a risky generating portfolio that is 79% natural gas by the mid-2030s, I 

recommend the Commission direct DBI to replace the capacity with a far more balanced 

portfolio ofresources. DEI's failure to adequately consider, evaluate, and implement viable 

and cost-effective DER solutions is a prominent example of a shortcoming that should be 

promptly rectified as part of a "no regrets" resource strategy. 

To the extent the Commission approves the Cayuga CC Project, I recommend that 

the Commission: 

• Make the CPCN expressly conditional on DBI retiring Cayuga Station and add 
related DBI compliance filing requirements; 

• Deny DBI' s proposal to use CWIP and approve instead the GCA to begin 
recovering costs upon each unit being placed in service; 

• Require DBI to file a new base rate case within 180 days of placing both Cayuga 
CC units in service; 

• Deny DBI' s requested authorization for blanket deferral authority in perpetuity for 
unknown generation projects; 

• Deny DBI' s proposal to continue charging ratepayers for Cayuga Station-related 
costs after the units are retired and require DBI to credit customers through the 
GCA for all Cayuga Station costs in base rates until new base rates are 
established; 

• Consider additional affordability and risk mitigation measures. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 
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VERIFICATION 

I, Ben Inskeep, affirm under penalties of perjury that the foregoing representations are true 
and correct to the best of my knowledge, information and belief. 

May 8, 2025 



ATTACHMENT BI- 2 
Please also see the separately-filed public Excel attachments: 

• DEI response to CAC DR 1.14, Attachment 1.14-A 
• DEI Response to CAC DR 6, Attachment 6.3-A 
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IURC Cause No. 45740 
Data Request Set No. 1 
Received: August 18, 2022 

Request: 

CN 46193-- CAC Exhibit 1--Attachment BI-2 

CAC 1.2 

What is the minimum load at which a unit of Cayuga must be operating in order to supply steam 
to International Paper? Please confirm or deny with complete explanation that this amount is 
higher than the minimum load of the unit than if Duke Energy Indiana did not provide steam 
service to International Paper. If confirmed, please describe the difference (megawatts) between 
the minimum load when supplying steam to International Paper compared to the minimum load if 
Duke Energy Indiana did not have to supply team to International Paper. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as not reasonably calculated to lead to the discovery 
of admissible evidence. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: The typical minimum operating load for a Cayuga unit to supply steam to International 
Paper is 300 MW net The typical minimum operating load for a Cayuga unit when not suppling 
steam to International Paper is 230 MW net, 70MW less. 



CAC 
IURC Cause No. 45740 
Data Request Set No. 1 
Received: August 18, 2022 

Request: 
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CAC 1.3 

Please describe in detail how Duke Energy Indiana decides whether and at what capacity to operate 
its Cayuga units. Please include in the description any impact having International Paper as a steam 
customer has on Duke Energy Indiana's operation of Cayuga. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, particularly the phrases 
"decide whether" and "what capacity to operate" without additional explanation or definition. 
Duke Energy Indiana also objects to this request as not reasonably calculated to lead to 
admissible evidence in this proceeding. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections and explaining that for this response, 
"commitment" is used to describe the decision or act to "decide whether" to start a generator that 
is off-line or to maintain an on-line generation status for a unit that is already on-line, "de­
commitment" as the decision or the act of removing a unit from service from an on-line state, 
and "dispatch" to refer to "what capacity to operate its Cayuga units," Duke Energy Indiana 
responds as follows: 

When participating in a Regional Transmission Organization such as MISO, it is important to 
understand the interaction between the MISO markets, physical generating unit characteristics, 
expected profit and loss of operating a generating unit, and other factors impacting a unit's 
commitment. Starting with the MISO energy market, MISO allows for five different 
commitment status offers: Outage, Emergency, Economic, Must-Run, and Not Participating. 
Not Participating and Emergency are not currently utilized by the Company. If a unit is 
undergoing a planned, maintenance,, or forced outage, the unit is offered to MISO with a commit 
status of Outage. By slmtegicaJ)y using the remaining two commitment status offers ofMust­
Run and Economic-" depending on the unit, time. and circumstance. the Company wodm to 
minimize the total customer cost and maximize a generator~ s total margin in both the Day-Ahead 
and Real-Time energy markets# 

For units that are offered with a commitment status of Economic, MISO may commit or de­
commit the generating unit through either the Day-Ahead energy market or a Forward Reliability 
Assessment (RAC) commitment. The Company may also choose to utilize a commitment status 
offer of Must Run for a unit's commitment status offer. There are many factors considered by 
the Company in the determination between these two commitment status offers, including the 
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units expected unit margin (forecasted Daily Profit and Loss), startup and shutdown cost 
minimization, risk of cycling a unit, startup and shutdown time, fuel supply, unit testing, other 
requirements needed to ensure reliability such as bringing back a unit after an outage, customer 
risk exposure to purchase power, and in the case of Cayuga, the need to supply steam to the 
external steam customer. 

The contractual agreement to supply steam to the Cayuga external steam customer creates a 
necessity to maintain at least either Cayuga unit 1 or 2 on-line. Due to this commitment, one of 
the two units at Cayuga is generally offered to MISO with a Must Run commitment status offer. 
However, assuming both units are available, there are circumstances when both Cayuga 1 and 2 
are offered with a commitment status Economic to MISO. Finally, it should be noted that 
employing a unit status offer of Must Run does not mean that the unit is uneconomic to operate. 

The dispatch of a committed generating unit between its minimum and maximum capability is 
generally determined by MISO on an Economic dispatch, except in the situation when a 
generator is required to be at a specific output such as due to required environmental unit testing 
or another constraint. 
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Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana, Inc. 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 1 
Received: March 28, 2025 

CAC 1.07 

Request: 

Please refer to Sufan Direct at 5: 11-13. Please provide DEI's current monthly forecast for residential 
base rates and each residential rider rate for the longest forecast period available. 

Response: 

Per the Company's Step 1 compliance filing in Cause No. 46038, the base rates for a typical 
residential customer using 1,000 kWh per month is $164.71 as presented in Exhibit 2 of our Step 1 
compliance filing which uses the individual rates shown in the approved Rate RS - Residential 
Electric Service Tariff dated February 27, 2025. 

The table below includes the Company's projections for both base rates and trackers, including the 
proposed GCA tracker, through September 2026, which is the longest projection period available. 

Duke Energy Indiana 

Typical 1,000 l<Wh Usage OJstomer Bill Projections (Base+ Trackers) 

Tracker 60 Tracker 62 Tracl<er 65 Tracker 66 Tracker 67 Tracker 68 Tracker 70 Tracl<er 72 Tracker 73 Tracker 74 Tracker 75 

Month/Year Base Bill FAC ECR TOSIC EE Credits RTO Reliability Fed Man Renew Load Control GCA 

Mar-25 $ 164.71 $ (1.52) $ 3.34 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (14.13} $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21) $ 
Apr-25 $ 164.71 $ (4.80) $ 3.34 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (14.13) $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21) $ 
May-25 $ 164.71 $ (4.80} $ 3.34 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (14.13) $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21) $ 
Jun-25 $ 164.71 $ (4.80) $ 3.34 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (14.13} $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21} $ 
Jul-25 $ 164.71 $ 0.41 $ 0.24 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (14.13) $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21) $ 
Aug-25 $ 164.71 $ 0.41 $ 0.24 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (14.13) $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21) $ 
Sep-25 $ 164.71 $ 0.41 $ 0.24 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (13.51) $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21) $ 
Oct-25 $ 164.71 $ 0.24 $ 0.24 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (13.51) $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21) $ 
Nov-25 $ 164.71 $ 0.24 $ 0.24 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (13.51) $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21) $ 
Dec-25 $ 164.71 $ 0.24 $ 0.24 $ 2.26 $ 2.14 $ (13.51} $ (0.11) $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.21) $ 
Jan-26 $ 164.71 $ 0.60 $ (1.39} $ 2.26 $ 2.01 $ (7.19} $ 0.77 $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.89) $ 
Feb-26 $ 164.71 $ 0.60 $ (1.39} $ 2.26 $ 2.01 $ (7.19} $ 0.77 $ 0.98 $ $ 0.04 $ (0.89) $ 
Mar-26 $ 164.71 $ 0.60 $ (1.39} $ 2.26 $ 2.01 $ (7.19} $ 0.77 $ 0.58 $ $ 0.03 $ (0.89} $ 
Apr-26 $ 164.71 $ (1.03} $ (1.39) $ 2.26 $ 2.01 $ (7.19) $ 0.77 $ 0.58 $ $ 0.03 $ (0.89) $ 1.87 

May-26 $ 164.71 $ (1.03} $ (1.39} $ 4.37 $ 2.01 $ (7.19} $ 0.77 $ 0.58 $ $ 0.03 $ (0.89) $ 1.87 

Jun-26 $ 164.71 $ (1.03) $ (1.39} $ 4.37 $ 2.01 $ (7.19) $ 0.77 $ 0.58 $ $ 0.03 $ (0.89) $ 1.87 

Jul-26 $ 164.71 $ 0.79 $ (1.23) $ 4.37 $ 2.01 $ (7.19} $ 0.77 $ 0.58 $ $ (0.03} $ (0.89) $ 1.87 

Aug-26 $ 164.71 $ 0.79 $ (1.23} $ 4.37 $ 2.01 $ (7.19) $ 0.77 $ 0.58 $ $ (0.03) $ (0.89) $ 1.87 

Sep-26 $ 164.71 $ 0.79 $ (1.23} $ 4.37 $ 2.01 $ (7.19) $ 0.77 $ 0.58 $ $ (0.03) $ (0.89) $ 1.87 

Witness: Justin G. Sufan 

11 

Total 

Bill 

$ 157.50 

$ 154.22 

$ 154.22 

$ 154.22 

$ 156.33 

$ 156.33 

$ 156.95 

$ 156.78 

$ 156.78 

$ 156.78 

$ 161.90 

$ 161.90 

$ 161.49 

$ 161.73 

$ 163.84 

$ 163.84 

$ 165.76 

$ 165.76 

$ 165.76 
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Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana, Inc. 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 1 
Received: March 28, 2025 

Request: 

CAC 1.14 

Please provide the forecasted CO2e, CO, and VOC emissions from the Cayuga CC by year based 
for each of the two scenarios identified in CAC DR 1.13. 

Response: 

Please see Attachment CAC 1.14-A for forecasted annual CO2 emissions from the two lxl CCs 
in the requested cases from the 2024 IRP. The Company did not develop projections of CO or 
VOC emissions for the lxl CCs in the 2024 IRP. 

Witness: Nathan D. Gagnon 
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Citizens Action Coalition oflndiana, Inc. 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 1 
Received: March 28, 2025 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE 
CAC 1.15 

Request: 

Please refer to Kam Direct at 6: 17, identifying approximately $430 million in additional 
environmental and maintenance expenditures "in the near term" that would be needed to 
continue operating Cayuga units on coal. 
a. Please provide a detailed narrative and supporting documentation demonstrating how this 

total was calculated. 
b. Please clarify what years are included "in the near term". 
c. Identify which final environmental regulations were included vs. excluded from this 

calculation ( e.g., does the approximately $430 million figure include compliance costs 
associated with EPA regulations promulgated in 2024 associated with GHG emissions at 
power plants, updated Effluent Limitation Guidelines, and Legacy Coal Combustion 
Residuals?). 

d. For each environmental regulation included, identify the amount of expenditures included in 
the approximately $430 million figure. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request seeks 
information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively sensitive 
business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke Energy 
Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. Such 
information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information would 
cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The responses 
are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code§ 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against disclosure. 
See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated confidential 
information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke Energy 
Indiana and the receiving parties. Please note that the highly confidential information 
contained and or referenced within this response cannot be provided to Intervenor Reliable 
Energy, Inc. ("REI") or any other competitive intervenor due to the competitive nature of 
the information. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

a. The approximately $430 Min additional environmental and maintenance expenditures 
includes: 

20 
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• - < for closed 
cycle cooling; See responses to Confidential OUCC 2.10 and Highly Confidential 
oucc 6.04 . 

• 
; see Highly Confidential Response 

oucc 6.04 
b. App • 

c. The -< >in 
environmental expenditures includes estimates for a closed cycle cooling system to 
comply with Clean Water Act Sections 316(a) and (b). It does not include: 

• Additional expenditures to com 1 the 2020 Effluent Limitation Guidelines 
ELG Rule estimated at < > -

>. See Highly Confidential Response OUCC 6.04. 
• Additional costs or expenditures required to comply with Clean Air Act 111 

Rules. See Highly Confidential Response IG 2.07. 
• Additional costs associated with the 2024 Coal Combustion Residual Legacy 

Rule. 
• Potential future environmental rules or regulations. 

d. See part (a). 

Witness: Kelley A. Kam 
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Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana, Inc. 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 2 
Received: April 7, 2025 

Request: 

CAC 2.04 

Please refer to Confidential DEI response to OUCC 1.6, showing a 6" lateral to International 
Paper that extends from the proposed 24" CNP pipeline. 

a) Please explain the purpose of this pipeline and whether it will reduce the natural gas 
available to the Cayuga NGCC units below the firm transportation amount. 

b) If there is a natural gas shortage on the new lateral pipeline, will DEI or International 
Paper receive priority for the available gas? Please explain. 

c) Please explain whether this new gas pipeline to International Paper will directly or 
indirectly obviate the need for International Paper to purchase steam service from DEI. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as not reasonably calculated to lead to admissible 
evidence in this proceeding. Duke Energy Indiana also objects to this request to the extent it 
seeks information not in the possession or control of Duke Energy Indiana. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

a) Duke Energy Indiana does not expect the referenced lateral will impact the natural gas for 
Cayuga. 

b) See objection. Duke Energy Indiana is not privy to the contracts, if any, between CNP 
and International Paper so cannot respond to this request. 

c) See objection. Duke Energy Indiana is not privy to International Paper's plans regarding 
the lateral being constructed. Duke Energy Indiana is not planning to serve International 
Paper with steam associated with its Cayuga CC Project. 

8 
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Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana, Inc. 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 2 
Received: April 7, 2025 

Request: 

CAC 2.06 

Please refer to Cause No. 46213, Direct Testimony of Forshey 8:26 through 9:1. Please explain 
whether DEI has provided written consent to CEI North to serve International Paper via the 6" 
lateral pipeline connected to the lateral pipeline being constructed by CEI North to serve Cayuga. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome, particularly 
to the extent that the request seeks Duke Energy Indiana to review testimony in a proceeding to 
which it is not a party. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: Duke Energy Indiana has not received a request to provide consent to CBI North to 
serve International Paper. Therefore, no consent has been provided. 

Witness: James J. McClay III 
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Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana, Inc. 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 5 
Received: April 28, 2025 

Request: 

CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE 
CAC 5.01 

What has the accredited capacity of each Cayuga unit been for the prior three MISO planning 
years? What is the forecasted accredited capacity of each Cayuga unit for the next three MISO 
planning years? What is the forecasted accredited capacity of each unit when MISO implements 
the DLOL approach? 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, in particular the term 
"prior three MISO planning years," which is not specific. Duke Energy Indiana also objects to 
this request to the extent it calls for speculation or seeks a calculation or compilation that has not 
already been performed and that Duke Energy Indiana objects to performing. 

Duke Energy Indiana further objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request 
seeks information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively 
sensitive business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke 
Energy Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. 
Such information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information 
would cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The 
responses are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code § 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against 
disclosure. See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated 
confidential information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke 
Energy Indiana and the receiving parties. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

The most recent three planning years' MISO capacity auction seasonal accreditation values (in 
MW) for the Cayuga units were as follows: 
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Plan Year Season Cayuga 1 Cayuga 2 Cayuga Diesel 3a-d Cayuga CT4 
2023-2024 Summer 380.2 464.0 9.9 78.1 
2023-2024 Fall 430.9 409.2 9.6 70.5 
2023-2024 Winter 490.9 472.3 9.7 83.2 
2023-2024 Spring 296.3 464.1 10.8 88.7 
2024-2025 Summer 352.3 437.3 9.7 79.2 
2024-2025 Fall 455.4 496.4 10.6 91.1 
2024-2025 Winter 558.1 447.7 10.3 83.8 
2024-2025 Spring 313.6 472.3 11.5 97.5 
2025-2026 Summer 319.4 412.9 8.7 61.7 
2025-2026 Fall 406.1 428.9 10.1 70.6 
2025-2026 Winter 508.4 405.7 9.1 81.7 
2025-2026 Spring 279.9 361.7 10.7 70.9 

Witness: Kelley A. Kam 
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Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana, Inc. 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 6 
Received: April 28, 2025 

CAC 6.03 

Request: 

For each of the Company's coal-units at Cayuga, please provide the following historical annual 
data since 2018 through 2024: 

a. Installed Capacity 
b. Unforced Capacity 
c. Generation 
d. Equivalent Availability Factor (EAF) 
e. Heat Rate 
f. Forced outage rate 
g. Cold start-up costs 
h. Warm start-up costs 
i. Number of starts 
J. Planned outage rate 
k. Effective forced outage rate (EFORd) 
1. Fixed O&M costs 
m. Non-Fuel Variable O&M costs 
n. Fuel Costs (by fuel type) 
o. Environmental capital costs 
p. Non-environmental capital cost 
q. Energy revenues 
r. Capacity revenues 
s. Ancillary services revenues 
t. Any other revenues (please specify) 
u. Depreciation 
v. Undepreciated net book value 

Please note that Duke Response to SC Request 1.17, "Attachment 1.1 7-B .xlsx", and Duke 
Response to SC Request 1.18-C, "Confidential Attachment SC 1.18-A.xlsx" in Cause No. 46038 
would be responsive to this request. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as overly broad and unduly burdensome, particularly 
the portion of the request seeking data from 2018-2024. Duke Energy Indiana also objects to this 
request to the extent it seeks a calculation or compilation that has not already been performed 
and that Duke Energy Indiana objects to performing. Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request 
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to the extent it seeks information not maintained by the Company in the ordinary course of 
business. 

Duke Energy Indiana further objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request 
seeks information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively 
sensitive business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke 
Energy Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. 
Such information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information 
would cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The 
responses are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code§ 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against 
disclosure. See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated 
confidential information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke 
Energy Indiana and the receiving parties. Please note that the highly confidential information 
contained and or referenced within this response cannot be provided to Intervenor Reliable 
Energy, Inc. ("REI") or any other competitive intervenor due to the competitive nature of 
the information. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting is objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

a. See Attachment CAC 6.3-A. 
b. See Confidential Attachment CAC 6.3-B. 
c. See Attachment CAC 6.3-A. 
d. See Attachment CAC 6.3-A. 
e. See Attachment CAC 6.3-A. 
f. See Attachment CAC 6.3-A. 
g. See Highly Confidential Attachment CAC 6.2-A, "Startup Cost" sheet, for the Cold 

startup costs used in the Company's offers to MISO for the applicable units. Data 
available from November 12, 2021, through year end 2024. 

h. See Highly Confidential Attachment CAC 6.2-A, "Startup Cost" sheet, for the 
Intermediate (Warm) startup costs used in the Company's offers to MISO for the 
applicable units. Data available from November 12, 2021, through year end 2024. 

1. See objection. Duke Energy Indiana does not maintain this information. 
J. See Attachment CAC 6.3-A. 
k. See objection. Duke Energy Indiana does not maintain this information. 
1. See Confidential Attachment CAC 6.3-C 
m. See Confidential Attachment CAC 6.3-C. 
n. See Attachment CAC 6.3-A. 
o. See objection. Duke Energy Indiana does not maintain this information. 
p. See Confidential Attachment CAC 6.3-C. 
q. See Attachment CAC 6.3-A. 
r. See Confidential Attachment CAC 6.3-B. 
s. See Attachment CAC 6.3-A. 
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t. No information related to "any other revenues" available. 
u. See Attachment CAC 6.3-D. 
v. See Attachment CAC 6.3-D. 
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Citizens Action Coalition of Indiana, Inc. 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 6 
Received: April 28, 2025 

Request: 

CAC 6.01 

Has DEI performed, or caused to be performed, any analysis or study on the performance of its 
Cayuga Station during Winter Storms Elliott and/ or Uri? If so, please provide the analyses or 
studies performed as well as any presentations or materials prepared summarizing the results of 
such an analysis disseminated to internal or external stakeholders (Duke Energy Corp. 
leadership, regulators, investors, analysts, organizations, Midwest Independent System Operator, 
etc.). If not, please explain why not. 

Please note that DEI's Confidential Attachments CAC 2.64-A, CAC 2.64-B, and CAC 2.64-C 
provided in Cause No. 46038 would be responsive to this request. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request vague and overly burdensome, particularly the 
references to "has DEI performed or caused to be performed ... " and "any analysis or study" 
and "any presentations or materials .... " Duke Energy Indiana also objects to this request as not 
reasonably calculated to lead to admissible evidence in this proceeding. Duke Energy Indiana 
further objects to this request to the extent it seeks information prepared at the request of 
counsel. In addition, Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request to the extent it seeks an analysis 
that has not already been performed and that Duke Energy Indiana objects to performing. 

Duke Energy Indiana further objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request 
seeks information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively 
sensitive business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke 
Energy Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. 
Such information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information 
would cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The 
responses are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code § 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against 
disclosure. See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated 
confidential information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke 
Energy Indiana and the receiving parties. 
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Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, see Duke Energy Indiana's response 
below: 

No, Duke Energy Indiana has not performed an analysis specific to the performance of Cayuga 
Station during Winter Storms Elliott and /or Uri. Duke Energy Indiana performed an analysis of 
its overall fleet availability during winter Storm Elliot which identifies all coal, not Cayuga 
specifically. See Confidential Attachments CAC 6.1-A thru CAC 6.1-C. 
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Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 2 
Received: 3/6/2025 

Request: 

oucc 2.03 

Refer to the direct testimony of Robert J. Lee, page 6, line 20 through page 7, line 2, and respond 
to the following: 

a. Provide copies of the bids received for both the 2023/2024 Intermittent RFP and the 
2023/2024 Non-Intermittent RFP. Please include bids that were disqualified later in the 
RFP process. 

b. Please provide the RFP documents given to prospective bidders that include, but are not 
limited to, Key Commercial Terms, Technology Specifications, and RFP Evaluation 
Criteria. 

c. Please provide for the 2023/2024 RFPs, the decision criteria, and the decision analyses 
that explain why bids were selected or rejected. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request seeks 
information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively sensitive 
business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke Energy 
Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. Such 
information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information would 
cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The responses 
are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code§ 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against disclosure. 
See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated confidential 
information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke Energy 
Indiana and the receiving parties. Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as overly broad 
and unduly burdensome due to the volume of responsive documents. All responses designated 
highly confidential are being provided to non-competitive parties pursuant to nondisclosure 
agreements between Duke Energy Indiana and the receiving parties. Please note that the highly 
confidential information contained and or referenced within this response cannot be provided to 
Intervenor Reliable Energy, Inc. ("REI") or any other competitive intervenor due to the 
competitive nature of the information. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 
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a. Please see objection. Answering further, please see Highly Confidential Attachment 
OUCC 2.3-A (Bid Data_DEI_2024-7-24). See also Confidential Attachments 5-D (RJL) 
and 5-E (RJL) to the direct testimony of Mr. Lee. 1 

b. The RFP documents are available at ::...:...=:.,i.::..:::..:.:....:_:::::_=..::.+c..::.-=-..::.:....:::..::..:..:.___:...:::.::_c:_..__::::.....::..:...-=-=== 

c. See response to part b. above, specifically "Appendix G: Evaluation Criteria." See also 
Highly Confidential Attachments OUCC 2.3-B (DEI_Non-Price Scoring_2024-05-10) 
and OUCC 2.3-C (Scores 07302024). 

Witness: Robert J. Lee 

1 Please note that at the time of service of Petitioner's case in chief, REI was not yet an intervening party. With their 
intervention, REI, or any other identified competitive intervening party, is not entitled to access of these two case-in­
chief attachments. 
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CONFIDENTIAL PER ACCESS TO 
COURT RECORDS RULES 

Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 3 
Received: 3/14/2025 

Request: 

Objection: 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE 
oucc 3.01 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request seeks 
information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively sensitive 
business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke Energy 
Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. Such 
information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information would 
cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The responses 
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are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code§ 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against disclosure. 
See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated confidential 
information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke Energy 
Indiana and the receiving parties. Please note that the highly confidential information 
contained and or referenced within this request/response cannot be provided to Intervenor 
Reliable Energy, Inc. ("REI") or any other competitive intervenor due to the competitive 
nature of the information. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

Witness: Robert L. Lee 
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Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 4 
Received: 3/25/2025 

Request: 

oucc 4.20 

Please refer to pg. 13, line 9. Please explain how $0.27/watt multiplied with the approximate 
addition of 500MW does not equal the $138M reported. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, particularly the phrasing of 
this request without additional explanation. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections and assuming the reference is to 
Mr. Smith's direct testimony, please see Confidential Workpaper 12-JRS. Answering further, the 
calculation used is $0.275/watt x 500,000,000 watts= $137.5M (rounded to $138M). 

Witness: John Robert Smith 
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Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 6 
Received: 3/25/2025 

Request: 

oucc 6.01 

Referring to the direct testimony of Justin G. Sufan, page 21, and please answer the following 
questions: 

a. Please provide total operating expenses, by account, by unit, that Duke Energy Indiana 
("DEI") incurred to operate Cayuga generating station for the Calendar year ending 
December 31, 2024; 

b. Please provide total operating expenses, by account, by unit, that the Commission 
approved in its Final Order in DEI's rate case (46038), for the operation of Cayuga 
generating station; 

c. Please provide the forecasted total operating expenses, by account, by unit, that DEI 
expects to incur to operate the Cayuga Generating Station once the combined cycle units 
are placed in service; 

d. Please provide total rate base, by account, by unit, as of December 31, 2024, for the 
Cayuga Generating Station; 

e. Please provide total rate base, by account, by unit, that the Commission approved in its 
Final Order in DEI' s rate case ( 4603 8), for the Cayuga generating station; and 

f. Please provide the forecasted increase to rate base, by account, by unit, for the Cayuga 
Generating Station when the combined cycle units are placed in service. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as vague, ambiguous and overly broad, particularly 
the reference to "operating expenses" without additional explanation. Duke Energy Indiana also 
objects to subparts (c) and (f) of this request to the extent they call for speculation and to the 
extent they seek Duke Energy Indiana to prepare a study or analysis that it has not prepared and 
to which it objects to preparing. 

Duke Energy Indiana further objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request 
seeks information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively 
sensitive business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke 
Energy Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. 
Such information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information 
would cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The 
responses are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code§ 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against 
disclosure. See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated 
confidential information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke 
Energy Indiana and the receiving parties. 
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Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

a. See objection. Assuming "operating expenses" means steam production O&M, please see 
Attachment OUCC 6.1-A. 

b. See objection. Assuming "operating expenses" means steam production O&M, please see 
Attachment OUCC 6.1-B. 

c. See objection. Please see Confidential Attachment OUCC 6.1-C for the fixed and 
variable operating costs for two generic lxl combined-cycle units modeled in the 2024 
IRP. IRP projections for fixed maintenance costs are levelized over the life of the 
resource and do not reflect the likely outage-driven spend pattern and timing. Variable 
costs will change with actual unit operating levels. 

d. Please see Attachment OUCC 6.1-D, which has the details of the Company's rate base 
including net plant in service and materials and supplies inventory as approved in Cause 
No. 45253, the Company's previous last base rate case, that would have been in effect as 
of 12/31/2024. Note, fuel inventory and other rate base components were not identified 
by facility in the Cause No. 45253 revenue requirement study. 

e. Please see Attachment OUCC 6.1-E, which has the details of the Company's 12/31/2025 
forecasted net plant in service, fuel inventory, and materials and supplies inventory as 
approved in Cause No. 46038. Note, other rate base components were not identified by 
facility in the Cause No. 46038 revenue requirement study. 

f. See objection. The Company does not have the requested information by account, nor 
does it have a full assessment of rate base. Answering further, please see Confidential 
Attachment 3-B (JRS) of the direct testimony of John Robert Smith for the Company's 
capital cost estimate for the Project. 

Witness: Justin G. Sufan 
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CONFIDENTIAL PER ACCESS TO 
COURT RECORDS RULES 

Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 6 
Received: 3/25/2025 

Request: 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE 
oucc 6.04 

On page 6, lines 15-17 of Witness Karo's direct testimony, she mentions the continued operation 
of the coal units would require approximately $430 million in additional environmental and 
maintenance costs. Please provide all information supporting this statement and give a detailed 
breakdown of what these costs are. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as term "all information" is vague and overly broad. 

Duke Energy Indiana also objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request 
seeks information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively 
sensitive business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke 
Energy Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. 
Such information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information 
would cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The 
responses are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code § 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against 
disclosure. See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated 
confidential information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke 
Energy Indiana and the receiving parties. Please note that the highly confidential information 
contained and or referenced within this response cannot be provided to Intervenor Reliable 
Energy, Inc. ("REI") or any other competitive intervenor due to the competitive nature of 
the information. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

• • • • • e the estimate 
losed c cle c 
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See Highly Confidential Attachment OUCC 6,4-A, Io addition 
to those costs~ the continued burning of coal into the 2030s would re , uue ~liance with the 
2020 Effluent Guidelines Rule and includes an esf -
Witn~s: Kelley A, Kam 
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CONFIDENTIAL PER ACCESS TO 
COURT RECORDS RULE 5 

Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 6 
Received: 3/25/2025 

Request: 

CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE 
oucc 6.10 

Please refer to the direct testimony of Nathan D. Gagnon, page 17, line 13. Please explain how 
the price of "carbon-capture and sequestration" was calculated and provide all information 
supporting this calculation. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as the term "all information" is vague and overly 
broad. 

Duke Energy Indiana also objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request 
seeks information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively 
sensitive business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke 
Energy Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. 
Such information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information 
would cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The 
responses are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code§ 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against 
disclosure. See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated 
confidential information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke 
Energy Indiana and the receiving parties. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

The cost estimate in 2024 dollars for carbon capture and sequestration for a generic 2xl CC in 
the 2024 IRP consists of the following: 

1. • • for carbon c = 

2. ation = 

3. 
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These estimates were developed by Bums & McDonnell based on publicly available studies 
from NREL and EIA, as well as on Bums & McDonnell estimates. 

Witness: Nathan D. Gagnon 
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Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 8 
Received: 3/27/2025 

Request: 

oucc 8.16 

Duke's 2024 IRP stakeholder meeting number 5 provided a Blend 2 Resource Additions & 
Retirements annual capacity change by generating station (p. 59). Please respond to the 
following with respect to that meeting exhibit: 

a. Please provide the capital costs, operations and maintenance costs, fuel costs, and any 
other cost assumptions utilized in the 2024 IRP Blend 2 generation strategy for the 
resource additions shown from 2026 through 2032. 

b. Please provide coal fired generation sales for each year from 2030 through 2032. Please 
provide your response in MWhs, sales dollars, and coal tonnage, by year in total and for 
each of these generating stations: 

i. Cayuga 1 
ii. Cayuga 2 

iii. Gibson 1 
iv. Gibson 2 
v. Gibson 3 

vi. Gibson 4 
vii. Gibson 5 

viii. Edwardsport 
c. Did Duke model an expected change in coal purchases and coal costs in its IRP reflecting 

the reduction in coal use from the retirement of Cayuga? Please explain. 
d. Is the reduction in coal purchases resulting from Cayuga 1 and 2 closure significant 

enough to affect coal contract pricing for the other listed generating stations? Please 
explain. 

e. When is the reduction in coal purchases expected to affect coal contract pricing? Please 
provide the corresponding coal volume reduction when prices changed in the IRP 
modeling and explain any changes to that forecast since the IRP submission and the filing 
of this case. 

f. Please provide IRP modeling assumptions, modeling inputs, and modeling output files 
that support the response to parts a through d of this question as prepared during the IRP 
exercise or using in stakeholder meetings (both public and technical meetings). Please 
also include files that support the scheduling parameters that result in the change of coal 
usage, such as must-run schedules, maintenance or other planned outages, capacity 
factors, or capacity accreditation. 
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Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to subpart d of this request to the extent that it calls for speculation 
and to the extent that it requests Duke Energy Indiana to prepare a study or analysis that the 
Company has not prepared and objects to preparing. 

Duke Energy Indiana also objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request 
seeks information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively 
sensitive business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke 
Energy Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. 
Such information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information 
would cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The 
responses are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code§ 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against 
disclosure. See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated 
confidential information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke 
Energy Indiana and the receiving parties. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

a. Please see Chapter 3 of the 2024 IRP for a discussion of input assumptions and Appendix C 
for additional detail. Please also see Appendix F, Table F-2, for additional information on 
capital costs. 

b. Please see Confidential Attachment OUCC 8.16-A for the requested model outputs. 
Generation by unit can be found on the "Resource Annual" tab. Fuel bum in MMBtu can be 
found on the "Resource Annual Fuel" tab. Market purchases and sales can be found on the 
"Company Annual" tab. The IRP analysis does not distinguish at the unit level between 
energy generated to serve Duke Energy Indiana customers and energy generated for sale in 
the MISO energy market. 

c. Total fuel costs for each generating unit are a function of fuel price and the volume of fuel 
burned. Coal costs for the Cayuga units decline as fuel volumes decline. The Company does 
not speculate in its IRP analysis about potential changes to specific procurement strategies or 
contract terms. 

d. See objection. The primary factors driving coal contract pricing include production costs of 
each individual mining operation, expected overall domestic utility demand and global 
demand for thermal coal. At this time, the Company has no indication that a reduction in coal 
purchases would significantly affect Duke Energy Indiana's coal contract pricing. 

e. Please see the Company'~ response to subpart d. 
f. Please see Confidential Attachments OUCC 8.16-A and 8.16-B for the Blend 2 model 

outputs and Confidential Attachment OUCC 8.16-C for the inputs. 

Witness: Nathan D. Gagnon 
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Office of Utility Consumer Counselor 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 16 
Received: April 15, 2025 

Request: 

oucc 16.07 

Please provide the forced outage rate of the current Cayuga Coal units for each of the last 10 
years. 

a. Please provide the industry forced outage rates for each of the last 10 years for 
comparable coal-fired generating units. 

Objection: 

1. Please explain how they compare to the forced outage rate of the Cayuga Coal 
units. 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to part ( a.i.) of this request to the extent it seeks an analysis or 
compilation that has not been performed and that the Company objects to performing. Duke 
Energy Indiana further objects to this request as it is not reasonably calculated to lead to 
admissible evidence in this proceeding. Duke Energy Indiana also objects to subpart ( a.i.) as 
vague and ambiguous, particularly the portion seeking the Company to "explain how they 
compare ... " without additional explanation. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, please see Confidential Attachment 
OUCC 16.7-A. 
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COURT RECORDS RULE 5 

Industrial Group 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 2 
Received: 3/14/2025 

Request: 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE 
IG 2.07 

Please reference Ms. Kam's Direct Testimony on page 28, line 4 through page 29, line 8. 

a) Please identify the estimated capital cost of converting the Cayuga units to operate on natural 
gas. 

b) Please identify the estimated capital cost of converting the Cayuga units to co-fire. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request seeks 
information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively sensitive 
business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke Energy 
Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. Such 
information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information would 
cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The responses 
are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code§ 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against disclosure. 
See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated confidential 
information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke Energy 
Indiana and the receiving parties. Please note that the highly confidential information 
contained and/or referenced within this response cannot be provided to Intervenor Reliable 
Energy, Inc. ("REI") or any other competitive intervenor due to the competitive nature of 
the information. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

a) The Company assumed for IRP planning purposes that the cost to convert the Cayuga units 
to operate on 100% natural gas fuel is estimated at approximately <BEGIN 
CONFIDENTIAL>11••·· <END CONFIDENTIAL>. 

b) The Company assumed for IRP planning purposes that the cost to modify the Cayuga units to 
co-fire natural gas varies with level of gas-firing capability. Modification to allow up to 50% 
loading on gas would cost roughly <BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL> 
<END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL>. 

Witness: Nathan D. Gagnon 
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Received: 3/14/2025 
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Please refer to Mr. Sufan's Direct Testimony at page 21, line 18 to page 22, line 2. 

IG 2.13 

a) How much undepreciated Cayuga plant will remain upon their retirements as the result of the 
Cayuga CC Project? 

b) How much annual O&M cost is included in rates associated with the retiring Cayuga plants? 

c) Is Duke proposing to remove these undepreciated Cayuga plant from rates between the time 
of their retirements and the time of an order in Duke's next base rate case? If not, why not? 
Please explain your answer in detail. 

d) Is Duke proposing to remove O&M associated with the Cayuga units from rates between the 
time of their retirements and the time of an order in Duke's next base rate case? If not, why 
not? Please explain your answer in detail. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as vague, ambiguous, overly broad and unduly 
burdensome. Duke Energy Indiana further objects to this request to the extent it calls for 
speculation and to the extent it seeks Duke Energy Indiana to prepare a study or analysis that it 
has not prepared and to which it objects to preparing. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

a. See objection. The Company has not estimated this amount. 
b. See objection. The Company cannot speculate as to what amounts of O&M for the existing 

Cayuga units may be in rates at the time of their retirement. However, in the Company's most 
recent base rate case in Cause No. 46038, the amount of O&M included for Cayuga was 
approximately $45 million (total Company amount, before separation study and cost-of­
service study allocations). 

c. No. The Commission has found that upon a normal retirement (as will be the case for the 
Cayuga coal units), any remaining undepreciated net plant balance should remain in rate base. 
The remaining undepreciated net plant balance will be addressed in a subsequent depreciation 
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study, as is standard practice for normal retirements. (See Commission Order in Cause No. 
45253 at pages 20-21) 

d. No. The Commission has found that rates should not be adjusted, in the absence of another 
base rate case, to reflect a reduction in O&M costs once a retirement occurs. (See Commission 
Order in Cause No. 45253 at page 21) 

Witness: Justin G. Sufan 
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CONFIDENTIAL ACCESS TO COURT RECORDS RU 5 

Industrial Group 
IURC Cause No. 46193 
Data Request Set No. 3 
Received: 3/14/2025 

Request: 

HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL RESPONSE 
IG 3.02 

Please refer to Mr. McClay's Direct Testimony at pages 11-12, related to the proposed intrastate 
contract with CenterPoint to construct a lateral pipeline and provide FT to serve the Cayuga CC 
project. 

a) Please identify the annual cost of firm transportation (FT) to serve the Cayuga CC Project in 
the contract with CenterPoint. 

b) Please admit that the cost identified in response to subpart (a) above is not included in the 
$3.33 billion cost estimate. If your response is anything other than a complete admission, 
please explain in detail your denial/refusal to admit. 

c) Please identify the length of the term of the CenterPoint contract to provide FT to the Cayuga 
CC Project. 

d) Is Duke proposing to recover 100% of the CenterPoint FT cost on energy in the F AC? 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to the request on the grounds and to the extent the request seeks 
information that is trade secret or other proprietary, confidential, and competitively sensitive 
business information of Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. Duke Energy 
Indiana has made reasonable efforts to maintain the confidentiality of this information. Such 
information has independent economic value and disclosure of the requested information would 
cause an identifiable harm to Duke Energy Indiana, its customers, or third parties. The responses 
are "trade secret" under law (Ind. Code§ 24-2-3-2) and entitled to protection against disclosure. 
See also Indiana Trial Rule 26(C)(7). All responses containing designated confidential 
information are being provided pursuant to nondisclosure agreements between Duke Energy 
Indiana and the receiving parties. Please note that the highly confidential information 
contained and or referenced within this response cannot be provided to Intervenor Reliable 
Energy, Inc. ("REI") or any other competitive intervenor due to the competitive nature of 
the information. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 
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b, The annual FI cot,t is ongoing rather· than ut>froot and therefore not included m the project 
co~t estimate, 

d, Duke Energy Indiana is proposing to :reco\rer the portion of the CenterPoint FT co:st 
applicable to serving native load customers in the F AC. 

\\'7itan;i: James J. McClay~ m (a-c) I Ju.-,tin G. Snfan (d) 
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IG 6.06 

On page 14 of Mr. Sufan's testimony, he states the Company is requesting approval to defer and 
recover new generation related costs for planning and development, preliminary engineering, 
testing and preconstruction. With respect to each of these costs separately, please provide the 
following: 

a) Total estimated cost through in-service date of the resource. 
b) Breakout of the total costs by internal labor, external contract labor, materials and supplies, 

and other costs, please explain. 
c) Please state whether or not any of the major equipment suppliers and vendors will incur costs 

associated with the certification of the Cayuga generating unit, to ensure that it is operating in 
accordance with design specifications and is therefore ready to be placed in-service or 
declared in commercial operation. 

d) Please outline potential penalties to Duke Indiana if they placed the unit in-service or 
commercial operation before major equipment suppliers warranty tests and EPC guarantee 
requirements have been satisfied. 

Objection: 

Duke Energy Indiana objects to this request as vague and ambiguous, particularly the reference 
to "total estimated cost" and "breakout of the total costs" without additional definition or 
explanation. 

Response: 

Subject to and without waiving or limiting its objections, Duke Energy Indiana responds as 
follows: 

a) Mr. Sufan's testimony from page 13, line 15, through page 14, line 2, explains the 
Company is requesting recovery of incremental planning and preparation costs associated 
with the Cayuga CC Project, namely, integrated resource plan and request for proposal 
process costs and costs of external support associated with potential property tax 
incentives. 

Mr. Sufan's testimony on lines 2 through 4 of page 14 is requesting preapproval to defer 
plan development, preliminary engineering, testing, and pre-construction costs associated 
with future new generation projects that are not yet known. The Company will present 

10 



CN 46193-- CAC Exhibit 1--Attachment BI-2 

any deferred plan development, preliminary engineering, testing, and pre-construction 
costs for recovery in a future regulatory proceeding. 

b) See response to subpart a of this request. 
c) Yes, the major equipment suppliers and EPC contractor have the responsibility for the 

performance testing to confirm the performance of the equipment and facility and 
therefore have costs for this scope included in their pricing. 

d) Should Duke Energy Indiana elect to place either facility in-service prior to the EPC 
contractor completing the required facility performance testing, there may be commercial 
true ups required for justifiable additional expense incurred, but there are no stated 
penalties. 

Witness: Justin G. Sufan (a and b) / John Robert Smith (c and d) 
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