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December 12, 2013 David P. Zambito
Direcl Phone 717-703-5892
VIA HAND DELIVERY Direct Fax

215-989-4216
dzambito@cozen.com
Rosemary Chiavetta, Secretary

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission

Commonwealth Keystone Building

400 North Street, 2nd Floor North
P.O. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
Re:

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission et al, v. Duquesﬁe Light Company;
Docket Nos. R-2013-2372129, C-2013-2390562, et al.

ANSWER OF THE NRG COMPANIES TO MOTION TO COMPEL OF
DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY

Dear Secretary Chiavetta:

Enclosed for filing with the Commission please find the original Answer of NRG Power
Midwest LP, NRG Energy Center Pittsburgh LLC, and Reliant Energy Northeast LLC to the
Motion to Compel of Duquesne Light Company in the above-referenced matter.

All active
parties to this proceeding have been served in accordance with the enclosed Certificate of
Service.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any questions regarding this filing

or require additional information. Please date-stamp the extra enclosed copy of the filing and
return it with our messenger. Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

By: David P, Zambfto

Counsel for NRG Power Midwest LP, NRG Energy
Center Pittsburgh LLC, and Reliant Energy
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BEFORE THE
PENNSYLVANIA PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION

Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission : Docket Nos. R-2013-2372129
Oftice of Consumer Advocate : C-2013-2379084
Office of Small Business Advocate : C-2013-2380474
Jacqueline and Robert Miller : C-2013-2383835
Gwendolyn L. LeVert : C-2013-2383980
Dugquesnc Industrial Intervenors : C-2013-2385292
Aimee-Marie Dorsten : C-2013-2386037
Connie Schiavo : C-2013-2386284
NRG Power Midwest LP, NRG Energy Center C-2013-2390562
Pittsburgh LLC, and Reliant Energy Northeast
LLC
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ANSWER OF THE NRG COMPANIES 35 <
TO MOTION TO COMPEL OF DUQUESNE LIGHT COMPANY:!  —
o

AND NOW, come NRG Power Midwest LP {(“NRG Midwest™), NRG Energy Center
Pittsburgh LLC (*NRGP™), and Reiiant Energy Northeast LLLC (“REN) (together, the “NRG
Companies™), by and through counsel, Cozen O’Connor, pursuant to 52 Pa. Code § 5.342 and the
Prehearing Order issued September 22, 2013, and hereby filc an answer to the Motion to Compel
Answers to Interrogatories and Requests for Production of Documents Propounded by Duquesne
L.ight Company on the NRG Companies Set Il (the “Motion to Compel™) filed on December 9,

2013, by Duquesne Light Company (“Duquesne Light™). In support thereof, the NRG

Companies state as follows:
I BACKGROUND
On December 3, 2013, Duquesne Light served its Interrogatorics and Requests for

Production of Documents Propounded by Duquesne Light Company on the NRG Companies Set

I (*Duquesne-NRG Set 117).
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On December 6, 2013, the NRG Companies served their Objections to Duquesne Light
Company’s Inlérrogalories, Set II, Question Nos. 2, 4, 7, 13, and 14 (the “NRG Objections’™) on
Duquesne Light.

On Deccember 9, 2013, Duquesne Light served its Motion to Compel on the NRG

Companics.

1L ARGUMENT

The NRG Companies have requested, among other things, that the Pennsylvania Public
Utility Commission (“Commission”) determine whether certain provisions of Duquesne Light’s
Electric — PA. P.U.C. No. 24 (the “TarifT) are just, rcasonable and non-discriminatory. In
parlicular, they have asked the Commission to consider Rider No. 18 — Rate for Purchase of
Electric Energy from Customer-Owned Rencwable Resources Generating Facilities (“Rider No.
18) to the Tariff. It is the position of the NRG Companics that Rider No. 18 is an outdated
provision, unsupported by the law and current regulatory environment in Pennsylvania. As such,
it is unjust, unreasonable and unduly discriminatory and should be removed from Duquesne
Light’s Tariff. In the alternative, the NRG Companies believe that the price of $0.06 per
kitowatt-hour (*kWh™) contained in Rider No. 18 1o be paid tor power purchased from certain
customer-generators s excessive and  discriminatory in light of the current competitive
generation market in Pennsylvania.

The primary issuc before the Commission, as raised by the NRG Companies, is whether,
in light of ensuing legislative énactiments resulting in the restructuring of the electric markets in
Pennsylvania, a thirty-two year old tarifl’ provision originally adopted under an outdated
regulatory scheme should continue to be maintained with the force and effect of law. In

connection with any investigation into the $0.06/kWh price contained in Duquesne Light’s



Tariff, the relevant inquiry is what the public utility actually pays for the generation it procures
from customer-owned facilities under Rider No. 18 and at what price Duquesne Light itself can

and presently does procure power in the restructured competitive markets.

A. Answer to Motion to Compel Response to Duquesne-NRG Set 11, No., 2

Through its Question No. 2, Duquesne Light secks information regarding assets acquired
by NRG Energy, Inc. Duquesne Light explains that it belicves this information is or may lead o
information relevant to whether the $0.06/kWh price in the public utility’s Tarift is excessive or
whether it 1s discriminatory.

As an initial matter, to the extent information is sought from NRG Energy. Inc. and
affiliates of NRG Midwest who are neither parties to this proceeding or public utilities subject 1o
the jurisdiction of the Commisston, including confidential proprietary information, such
discovery would be generally inappropriate.  Details regarding operating costs and revenues of
non-party companies that do not hold themselves open to the public for their services may not be
compclled in this proceeding. Such discovery is all the more inappropriate in light of the
irrclevance of the information sought to the central issuc of this proceeding, whether Duquesne
Light’s TarifY is just, reasonable and non-discriminatory.

More specifically, the information sought bears no relevance to whether the price of
$0.06/k Wh contained in Rider No. 18 is excessive or discriminatory, which depends entirely on
Duquesne Light’s specific circumstances. The Rider No. 18 price was set by Duquesne Light
over thirty years ago and appears to have been based in part on the public utility’s then-projected
avoided costs. See Response of Duguesne Light to Interrogatories of NRG Companies Set |, No.
9, a true and correct copy of which is attached hereto as Appendix A. What NRG Midwest and

its affiliates net for energy produced at their own facilities and sold to third parties is not relevant



to the price that a Commission-regulated public ulility should be paying to customer-owned
facilities under its tarifT.

With respect to the claim of .potential discrimination, NRG Midwest has not claimed
dircct discrimination for its own part, but Duquesne Light has indicated that the $0.06/kWh price
contained in Rider No. 18 applies only to two customer-owned facilities, to the exclusion of all
other existing or potential customer-generators.  See Response of Duquesne Light to
Interrogatories of NRG Companies Set I, No. 2, a true and correct copy ol which is attached
hereto as Appendix B. This appears to result in discrimination against llllesc other customer-
generators.  Discovery into what NRG Midwest nets for power it produces and sclis is not
relevant to the claim of potential discrimination by Duquesne Light.

Duquesne Light also asscrts that its Question No. 2 is designed to obtain information
relevant to whether NRG Midwest has sustained substantial economic harm. [n brief, whether
NRG Midwest has suffered economic harm is not relevant to whether Rider No. 18 is just,
reasonable and non-discriminatory. Duquesne Light continues to insist that any harm to NRG
Midwest is minor and should be considered in light of the purported benefits of the merger of its
parent. NRG Encrgy, Inc. with GenOn Energy, Inc. This is not a valid legal claim or defense in
this proceeding, which relates to a provision in Duquesne Light’s tariff.  While the issue may
relate 1o party standing, lack of standing is an affirmative defense that is properly raised only in a
new malter. Jackson v. Garland, 622 A.2d 969 (Pa. Super. 1993); Wroblewski v. Pa. Electric
Co., Docket No. C-2008-2058385 (Order entered May 15, 2009). Duquesne Light has not

alleged lack of standing, it has therefore effectively waived the ability to raise it now.



B. Answer to Motion to Compel Response to Duquesne-NRG Set 11, No. 4

Through its Question No. 4, Duquesnc Light has requested income statements and
balance sheets for NRG Midwest.  As explained above, whether NRG Midwest has been
cconomically harmed is not relevant to the question of whether Rider No. 18 is just, reasonable
and non-discriminatory. NRG Midwest is not making a claim against Duquesne Light rooted in
contract law, unjust cnrichment or other equitable principals in which it must prove harm. At

best, the issue of economic harm is one of standing, which as previously noted has been waived

in this procceding.

C. Answer to Motion to Compel Response to Duquesne-NRG Set 11, No. 13

Through its Question No. 13, Duquesne Light has asked whether NRG Midwest and its
afliliates usc the locational marginal price as the avoided cost 1o be paid in any contracts with
qualifying facilities. I so, Duquesne Light further requests that any such facilities be identified,
along with the applicable price, as well as copies of underlying power purchase agreements and
any state or federal tariffs or orders approving the usc of the locational marginal price for the
avoided cost.

As stated above and in the NRG Objections, allowing discovery against NRG Energy,
Inc. and affiliates of NRG Midwest who are neither parties to this proceeding or public utilities
subject to the jurisdiction of the Commission would be generally inappropriate.  Furthermore,
NRG Midwest and its aftiliates are not Commission-regulated clectric public utilities. Laws and
regulations imposing an obligation to purchase power from qualifying facilitics at avoided cost
do not apply to them. Thus, to the extent NRG Midwest and its affiliates do have contracts with
qualilying facilities, these agreements bear no relevance to the question of what Duquesne Light

should be paying its customer-generators under Rider No. 18.



‘The NRG Companics are compelled to reiterate that they have not asked the Commission
to modify any power purchase agreements in this proceeding. NRG Midwest is not making a
claim against Duquesne Light rooted in contract law, unjust enrichment or other equitable
principals in which it must prove harm. As the NRG Companics have argued throughout its
filings, Duquesne Light negotiated power purchase agreements with qualifying facilities that do
not set a term or {irm price for power but instead reference the Tarift and expressly anticipate the
modification or termination of the Tarifl. This was a choice presumably made for the parties’
benefit and/or convenience. Duquesne Light cannot now forcclose an examination of Rider No.
18 or, in the alternalive, tumn the discovery process inlo a probing investigation of the private
contracts of NRG Midwest and its affiliates because of the way Duquesne Light chose to draft its
contracts for power over thirty years ago.

While the NRG Companies have propounded questions regarding the existence of power
purchasc agreements between Duquesne Light and qualifying facilitics, in mentioning this fact,
Duquesne Light fails to note a critical distinction. All of the NRG Companies’ discovery
requests related to any such agreements (1) with customer-owned generating lacilities or (2) that
otherwise index the price of power to Duquesne Light’s Tariff. Both categories of questions are
ticd directly to the Tarift and Rider No. 18. By contrast, Duquesne Light is seeking information
regarding contracts and other transactions that bear no relationship at all to its Tariff or Rider No.

18.

D. Answer to Motion to Compel Response to Duquesne-NRG Set 1, No, 14
Through its Question No. 13, Duquesne Light is sceking copies of any power purchase
agreements in which NRG Midwest or its affiliates have contracted for power or capacity from a

qualifying facility. The NRG Companies reiterate their arguments set forth above. In short, the

6



subject of the NRG Companies’ complaint is TarifT Rider No. 18 and whether it remains valid
after over thirty years in light of a dramatically altered regulatory environment. A full inventory
and accounting of all of the power purchase agreements with qualifying facilities held by NRG
Midwest and its affiliates far exceeds anything that the NRG Companies have requested of
Duquesne Light in the course of discovery and secems, at a minimum, calculated to discourage
the NRG Companies’ {rom continuing to press their concerns in this tariff investigation. I at all
relevant (which the NRG Companies flatly deny), the request in any case is so overbroad and
intrusive into the business affairs not only of NRG Midwest, but of its non-party affiliates, as to
constitule an unreasonable annoyance, oppression, burden and expense.

The scope of what is relevant to Rider No. 18 is narrowly drawn to whether the current
law in Pennsylvania supports Rider No. 18 and whether the current market realities in
Pennsylvania’s electric supply market support the $0.06/kWh price.  Accordingly, the
information sought by Duquesne Light from NRG Midwest and its affiliates is patently

irrclevant,

I11.  SPECIFIC RESPONSES TO NUMBERED PARAGRAPHS

. Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitted that Duquesne Light filed its
Supplement No. 81 on August 2, 2013. Supplement No. 81 is a document that speaks for itself.
Any interpretation, characterization or guotation thereof is denied. The statement that Duquesne
Light’s filing was made in compliance with the Commission’s regulations is a conclusion of law
to which a response is not required. To the extent a response is a required, the statement is
denied.

2. Admitted. By way ol {urther response, the scope of the Commission’s

investigation extends to the entirety to Duquesne Light's tariff.



3. Admitled,

4, Admitted.

5. Admitted in par, denied in part. It is admitted that NRG Midwest and NRGP
filed dircet testimony on November 1, 2013. It is denied that the NRG Companies are requesting
the Commission to modify any agreements.

6. Admitted.

7. Admitted.

8. Admitted. By way of further response, the letter submitted by the Office of
Consumer Advocate (“OCA™) is not a filing permitted by the Commission’s rules and should not
be given any substantive weight. OCA submitted its untimely letter in support of Duquesne
Light without the benefit of documents and other information relevant to the NRG Companics’
challenge 1o Rider No. 18. Morcover, the NRG Companies’ challenge to Rider No. 18 does not
impact the interests of OCA’s constituency — i.e., residential consumers,

9. Admitted.

10.  Admitted in part, denied in part. It is admitied that the NRG Companies served
the NRG Objections on December 6, 2013. It is also admitted that Duquesne Light has objected
to NRG Midwest’s participation in this proceeding. The remaining averments in Paragraph 10
are conclusions ol law to which no response is required. To the extent a reSponsc 1s required, the
averments are denied.

11, Admuitted.

12 Admitted.

13.  The NRG Objections speak for themselves. Any interpretation, characterization

or quotation thercof is denied.



14, The factual averments in Paragraph 14 arc denicd. The remaining averments in
Paragraph 14 consist of legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the cxtent a
responsce is required, the averments are denied.

15. NRG Midwest Statement No. | is a document that speaks for itself. Any
interpretation, characterization or quotation thereof is denied.  The remaining averments in
aragraph 15 consist of legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent a
responsc is required, the averments are denied.

16. NRG Midwest Statement No. 1 is a document that speaks for itself. Any
interpretation, characterization or quotation thereof is denied.  The remaining averments in
Paragraph 16 consist of legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent a
response 1s required, the averments are denied.

17. NRG Midwest Statement No. 1 is a document that speaks for itsclf. Any
interpretation, charactlerization or quotation thereof is denied.  The remaining averments in
»aragraph 17 consist of legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent a
response 1s required, the averments are deniced.

18.  The NRG Objections speak lor themselves.  Any interpretation, characterization
or quotation thereof 1s denied.

19.  Admitted in part, denied in part. The NRG Companies stated that “much” of the
information sought is publicly available. It is the information regarding operating costs and
revenues that is not publicly available,  The NRG Objections speak for themselves.  Any
interpretation, characterization or quotation thereof is denied.  The remaining averments in
Paragraph 19 consist of legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent a
response is required, the averments are denied.

20. Admitted.



21.  The NRG Objections speak for themselves. Any interpretation, characterization
or quotation thereol is denied. '

22, NRG Midwest Statement No. | is a document that spcaks for uself.  Any
interpretation, characterization or quotation thereof is denicd.  The remaining averment in
Paragraph 22 consists of legal conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent a
response is required, the averment is denied.

23, Admitted.

24, The NRG Objections speak for themselves. Any interpretation, characterization
or quolation thercol is denied.

25. NRG Midwest Statement No. 1 is a document that speaks lor itself. Any
interpretation, characterization or quotation thercof is denied.  The remaining averments in
Paragraph 25 consist of legal conclusions to which no responsc is required. To the extent a
response is required, the averments are denied.

26.  The averments in Paragraph 26 consist of conclusions of law to which no
responsc is required. ‘T'o the extent a response is required, the averments are denied.

27. The discovery requests propounded by the NRG Companies on Duquesne Light
speak for themselves. Any interpretation, characterization or quotation thereof is denied.

28.  The discovery requests propound-cd by the NRG Companies on Duquesne Light
speak for themselves. Any interpretation, characterization or quotation thereof is denied. The
remaining averment in Paragraph 28 consists of legal conclusions to which no response is
required. To the extlent a response is required, the averment is denied.

29.  Admitied.

30.  The NRG Objections speak for themselves. Any interpretation, characterization

or quotation thercof is denied.



31.

NRG Midwest Statement No. | and the filings of the NRG Companics in this
proceeding are documents that speak for themsclves

Any interpretation, characterization or
guotation thereof is denied.  The remaining averments in Paragraph 31 consist of legal

.
conclusions to which no response is required. To the extent a response is required, the averments
are denied.

32.

I'he discovery requests propounded by the NRG Companies on Duquesne Light
speak for themselves.

Any interpretation, characlerization or quotation thereol is denied. The
remaining averments in Paragraph 31 consist of legal conclusions to which no response is
required. T\

I'o the extent a response is required, the averments are denied

WHEREFORE, for the foregoing rcasons, the NRG Objections should be sustained and

Dugquesne Light’s Motion to Compel should be denied in its entirety

Respectfully subinitted,

EN O’CONNOR

DawlldP 7amb1l0 Esfuire (ID 0. 80017)
Joshua L. Belcher (I

0. 3] ]29) —
Cozen O’Connor rg; S 0
305 North Front Street, Suite 400 = o m
Harrisburg, PA 17101 ~. 8 o
Tel:  (717) 703-5892 ~ ™

Fax:  (215)989-4216 u o <
Email: dzambito@cozen.com o = m
jbelcher@cozen.com S =

5 1) D
Counsel for NRG Power Midwest LP, . o’
NRG Energy Center Pittsburgh LLC. arffl
Reliant Energy Northeast LLC

1 3d

DATED: December 12, 2013
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Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
V.
Duquesne Light Company
Docket No, R-2013-2372129

Interrogatories of
NRG Companies
Set [

Witness: William V, Pfrommer

NRG-1-9

With respect to Rider No. 18:

a. What is its purpose and history?

b. How many times have you revised it since it was first introduced?

¢. How many times have you reconsidered the price paid for electric energy?

Response:

a,

Response: Duquesne Light Company objects 1o the question as not being
relevant (o this proceeding as further sct forth in the Preliminary Objections of
Duquesne Light Company to the Complaint of NRG Power Midwest LP that
were filed in Docket No, R-2013-2372129. Without waiver of any arguments
set forth in the Preliminary Objections, and without waiving any objection to
the relevancy or admissibility of the information requested by this question,
Duquesne Light Company provides the following responsc in licu of a formal
objection. The purpose of this rider is described in the third paragraph of the
attached letter dated August 5, 1981 which was part of the Company’s initial
filing. A copy of that letter is attached hereto.

Duquesne Light Company objects to the question as not being relevant to this
proceeding as further set forth in the Preliminary Objections of Duquesne
Light Company to the Complaint of NRG Power Midwest LP that were filed
in Docket No. R-2013-2372129. Without waiver of any arguments set forth in
the Prcliminary Objections, and without waiving any objection to the
relevancy or admissibility of the information requested by this question,
Duquesne Light Company provides the following response in licu of a formal
objection. Rider 18 has been revised three times.

Duquesne Light Company objects to the question as not being relevant to this
proceeding as further set forth in the Preliminary Objections of Duguesne
Light Company to the Complaint of NRG Power Midwest LP that were filed
in Docket No. R-2013-2372129, Without waiver of any arguments sct forth in
the Preliminary Objections, and without waiving any objection to the
relevancy or admissibility of the information requested by this question,
Duquesne Light Company provides the following response in licu of a formal
objection. Duquesne Light Company has not recently reconsidered the price
paid for electric energy under Rider No. 18, and is unaware, at this time, of

any prior reconsideration.
NRG Set I-9

_ Page T of 1
Appendix A



Ducuesne Light Company  fmammsene

16219

JOHN M. ARTHUR .

(thalrman of the Board and
Chiaf Exacullve Otlianr dugust 5, 1981

Mr, William P. Thierfelder, Secretary
Pannsylvaenia Publie Utility Commission
P. 0, Box 3265

Haxrishurg, Pennsylvanla 17120

Dear Mr. Thierfalder:

Enclosed are eight (8) coples of Supplement No. 54 to Dugquesne Light
Company Tariff- PA. P.U.C, No, 14 bearing an fssue date of August 10, 1981, and
to become affective on Qgtober 9, 1981, Supplement No. 54 is filed pursuant
to the Publie Utllity Code and tariff vegulations of the Cowmission,

Supplemenlt No. 34 proposag Lo add, Ridet No. 18 - Rate for Purchage of
Electric Energy from Custower-Owned Renewasble Resource Genevating Facilitiea to
Duquesne Lightfs Tariff and, as the hitle of tho Rider indicates, provides for
purchnging clectricity from qualifying customsr-owned genmarating facilities
utilizing small-dcale Hydro-electric facilitilas of 5 wepswatta ov less,
biomass, waste, solar or wind as the enargy source., The electrdeity would he
purchased at u rate which initially exceads the so-called PURPA “avoided coac',

Rider No. 18 provides for the purchasa of elactricity from customer—owmed
generating fucilitien located in the Company's service avea that quelify an small
power productieon facilitleg undexr 18 CFR Part 292, When the Commilssion -lswuea
its final rogulations covering "Electrie Utilities Purchases from and Sales to
Qualifying Fucilitdes" at Docket No. L-BLO0GO, Duqueene Light will vevise
Rider No. 18 to refer to the dascription of the qualifying facilities contained
in those PUC vagulations. The electricity from sueh facilitles would ba
purchased at a rate of six (6) cantn per kilowatt~hour or at a rate based on
avoided incremental operating and capacity costs whan thosa costs exceed six (6)
cents per kilowatt-hour, The Rider describes the tochnilcal requivements or
conditilons for the purchase of such electricity Ineluded ara the requirementes
that -the customar install at tha customar's expense the Interconnection aquip~
ment which muat he approved by Duquesne Light and that the customer be respoasible
for operstiug and wmaintaining the facllity, .

In oupport of Rider Wo. 18, Duqueasns Light's experience to date with a
fiew facillties which would utilize renewable resources lndicates that the Company's
avolded cost as defined by PURPA variss from 2.68¢/Kwhr. to 5.49¢/Kvhr, for tha
yeura 1982 through 1990 and are not high enough, on the average, to encourage
the development of generatiug facilities utllizing renewable anargy resoutpas.
Withoul seme incentive, it is not likely that such renewable resourco facllities
would bd butlt in the Foreseocable future.

Lo ,/L_



Mr, Thiarfelder
Puge 2
Auguat 5, 1981

Duquesne Light balievea that ronewsble rescurces should be used to the
maximum posalble extent in order to conserve non-renewable resources. While
Duquosne Light cannot accurately estimate the potentisl Lor the genovatdon of
elactricity by renewable resources, whataver amount 18 prodyced will reduce tha
need for generation from other sources. The availability of this Kider will
sagist in enabling the Company to refine ite estimates of the contribution
which renawable regources will make in' tho gbneration of electricity, dneluding
the stability and reliabllity of esuch sources.

The Rider will also provide the opportunity for Duquesne Light to more
effectively and persuasively ancourage potentia) developers of facilitiles
utilizing renewable resources to take tilwely action by dempustrating that Duqueene

"Light and ita customers are willing to encourage such efforts.and provide a
redsonabdly priced market for the output of such Eacilities,

An estimate of the potentisl for reneweble resource development in Duquesne
Light's sorvice area by tha year 1990 is betwean 60,000,000 Kwhrs. and
250,000,000 Kwhxe. These astimates sre bascd on tha Company's knowledge of
the potential of the likely hydroelectxiec sites of 3 megawatte size or less and
golid waste disposal facilities and metimetes of the probable development of wind
and bilomass Installatfons, Solar generation {g probably not an sconomically viable
option until after tha yeat 2,000, It is emphasized thel fhese are wough estimates,

Tha Ridex proposes that the payments for the electilc enevgy from facilities

uadng renewsble resourcos be fncluded fn the Company's enargy cost rate ealeuls-

. tions. 7Tha potential cost to Duquasne Light's cvatomers will, of course, depend
upon the magnitude of devalopmaunt of facildtles ueing rvenewable vesources as well
as on the cost of alternato generation. It ia estdmated that over tha nine-yesr
period 1982 through 1990, the incremental adddcdounal cost of the electrde power
from the facilities vaing renewablas rescurces would add approximately $7 million
to §25 million to the energy cost rate,

Duquaane Light reepectfully ‘raquests favorabla Commisslon action on tha
filing of this Rider,

Please refturn s date-stamped copy of this letter in the enclosed self-
addressed, stamped euvelope.

(LT

Yours truly,

Encloaure

Mesrra., 8. ¢. Schaffer (w/ene.) €. I. Rifendifer {ufenc.)
C. M. Atlkingon " %, J. Weolaver "
J, J. Canwy : W, I'. Wavdzinskd "
C. N. Dumn " ¢. E. Thomas (2) ft
W, ¥, ¢ilfillan,dr. D. G, Dudt “(w/o enc,)
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Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
V.
Duquesne Light Company
Docket No. R-2013-2372129

Interrogatorics of
NRG Companies
Set |

Witness: William V. Pfrommer

NRG-1-2

Please identify any agreements under which you (including without limitation an agent
acting on your behalf) purchase cleetric energy from customer-owned generating
facilities,

Response:  Dugquesne Light Company objects to the question as not being relevant to
this proceeding as further set forth in the Preliminary Objections of Duquesne Light
Company to the Complaint of NRG Power Midwest LP that were filed in Docket No. R-
2013-2372129. Without waiver of any arguments sct forth in the Preliminary Objections,
and without waiving any objcction 1o the relevancy or admissibility of the information
requested by this question, Duquesne Light Company provides the following response in
licu of a formal objection. The Company has two agreements where it, or an agent acting
on its behalf, purchascs electric encergy from customer-owned generating facilities, which
are (i) Beaver Valley Power Company and (ii) Beaver Falls Municipal Authority.
Duquesne Light Company noles that these agreements are already available to the
requesting party.

NRG Set I-2
Pagclof 1
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
Docket Nos. R-2013-2372129 et al.

| hereby certify that | have this day served a true copy of the foregoing Answer of the NRG
Companies to Motion to Compel of Duquesne Light Company upon the parties, listed below, in
accordance with the requirements of 52 Pa. Code § 1.54 (relating to service by a party).

VIA ELECTRONIC AND FIRST CLASS MAIL

Robert H. Hoaglund, I, Esq.
- Tishekia E. Williams, Esq.
Duguesne Light Company

411 Seventh Avenue, 16th Floor
Pittsburgh, PA 15219
rhoaglund@duglight.com
twilliams@duglight.com

Michael W. Gang, Esq.

Anthony D. Kanagy, Esq.

David B. MacGregor, Esq.
Christopher T. Wright, Esq.

Post & Schell, P.C.

17 North Second Street, 12th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1601
mgang@postschell.com
akanagy@postschell.com
dmacgregor@postschell.com
cwright@postschell.com

Counsel for Duquesne Light Company

Candis A. Tunilo, Esq.
David T. Evrard, £sq.

Amy E. Hirakis, Esq.

Office of Consumer Advocate
555 Walnut Street

Forum Place, 5th Floor
Harrisburg, PA 17101-1923
ctunilo@paoca.org
devrard@pacca.org
ahirakis@paoca.org
(C-2013-2379084)

Sharon E. Webb, Esq.

Office of Small Business Advocate
300 North Second Street, Suite 1102
Harrisburg, PA 17101
swebb@pa.gov

(C-2013-2380474)
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Charles Daniel Shields, Esq.

Scott B. Granger, Esq.

Bureau of Investigation & Enfarcement
Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission
P.C. Box 3265

Harrisburg, PA 17105-3265
chshields@pa.gov

sgranger@pa.gov

Theodore S. Robinson
Citizen Power

2121 Murray Avenue
Pittsburgh, PA 15217
robinson@citizenpower.com
Counsel for Citizen Power

Todd S. Stewart, Esq.

Hawke McKeon & Sniscak LLP

P.O. Box 1778

100 N. Tenth Street

Harrisburg, PA 17105-1778
tsstewart@hmslegal.com

Counsef for Interstate Gas Supply, Inc.

Derrick Price Williamson, Esq.
Barry A. Naum, Esq.

Spilman Thomas & Battle, PLLC
1100 Bent Creek Blvd., Ste. 101
Mechanicsburg, PA 17050
dwilliamson@spilmanlaw.com
bnaum@spilmantaw.com
Counsel for U.S. Steel

Scott J. Rubin, Esq.
333 Qak Lane
Bloomsburg, PA 17815-2036

scott j.rubin@gmail.com W =3
Counsel for .B.EW. Local 29 & rov B2
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Harry S. Geller, Esq.

Patrick M. Cicero, Esq.
Pennsylvania Utility Law Project
118 Locust Street

Harrisburg, PA 17101
pulp@palegalaid.net

Counsel for CAUSE-PA

Pamela C. Polacek, Esq.
Teresa K. Schmittberger, Esqg.
McNees Wallace & Nurick
100 Pine Street

P.OC. Box 1166

Harrisburg, PA 17108-1166
ppolacek@mwn.com
tschmittberger@mwn.com

Counsel for Duquesne Industrial Intervenors
(C-2013-2385292)

CONSULTANTS
(VIA ELLECTRONIC MAIL ONLY)

Joseph L. Vullo, Esq.
Burke Vullo Reilly Roberts
1460 Wyoming Avenue
Forty Fort, PA 18704
jivullo@aol.com

Counsel for CAAP

George Jugovic, Jr., Esq.
Heather Langeland, Esq.
200 First Avenue, Suite 200
Pittsburgh, PA 15222
Jugovic@pennfuture.org
Langeland@pennturue.org
Counsel for PennFuture

Charlie King

Edward D. Christian

Snavely King Majoros & Assoc., Inc.
4351 Garden City Drive, Suite 350
Landover, MD 20785
charlieking@snavely-king.com

echristian@snavely-king.com
Consuftants for OCA

Roger D. Colton

Fisher, Sheehan & Colton
34 Warwick Road

Belmont, MA 02478
roger@fsconline.com
Consultants for OCA

David J. Effron

Berkshire Consuiting Services
12 Pond Path

Northampton, NJ 03862
djeffron@aol.com
Consultants for QCA

DATED: December 12, 2013
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Glenn A. Watkins i3

Technical Associates, Inc.
8030 Stony Point Parkway, Suite 580
Richmond, VA 23235

watkinsg@tai-econ.com
Consultants for OCA

Brian Kalcic, Consultant
Excel Consulting

225 8. Meramec Avenue, Suite 720-T
St. Louis, MO 63105

excel.consulting@sbcglobal.net
Consultants for OSBA

Jeffry Pollock

J. Pollock, Inc.

12655 Olive Blvd, Suite 335
St. Louis, MO 63141

ipollock@jpollockinc.com
Consultants for DI

Reliant Energy Northeast
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