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I. INTRODUCTION

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is E. Cary Cook. My business address is 1850 ParkWay Place, Suite

800, Marietta, Georgia 30067.

PLEASE OUTLINE YOUR FORMAL EDUCATION.
I received a Bachelor of Business Administration degree from Georgia Southern

University in 1970. Iam a Certified Public Accountant in the State of Georgia.

WHAT IS YOUR PRESENT POSITION?
I am a Senior Project Manager of GDS Associates, Inc. (“GDS Associates™), an

engineering and consulting firm.

TO WHAT PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS DO YOU BELONG?
I am a member of the Georgia Society of Certified Public Accountants, the
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, and the Society of

Depreciation Professionals.

WHAT ARE YOUR DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES WITH GDS
ASSOCIATES?

My duties and responsibilities include the analysis of wholesale production and
transmission formula rate filings, depreciation analysis, tax and accounting
analysis, litigation support, and regulatory advisory services. I have also provided
consulting services related to affiliate transaction audits and regulatory reporting

assistance.
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PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.

Prior to joining GDS Associates in 1986, 1 was employed by Southern
Engineering Company from 1982 through 1986 and Ebasco Business Consulting
Company from 1978 to 1982. ‘Prior to joining Ebasco Business Consulting
Company, I was employed by Southern Company Services as an Economic
Analyst in the Electric Rates Department. During my years with these companies,
I provided wholesale and retail electric rate consulting services, with primary
focus related to electric utility cost of service and revenue requirements. I have
analyzed and prepared wholesale and retail jurisdictional cost of service studies
for many electric utility clients, including investor owned utilities, generation and
transmission cooperatives, municipal utility systems, industrial utility service
customers (e.g., steel mills), and state public service commissions. I have
analyzed numerous cost-of-service and formulary rate studies filed by electric
utilities with the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (“FERC”) and various
state regulatory commissions. vI have attached a copy of my current ‘resume as

Exhibit ECC-1 for further reference to my professional experience.

HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE THE CORPORATION
COMMISSION OF OKLAHOMA?

Yes. I have testified on behalf of the Attorney General in Application of Public
Service Company of Oklahoma (“PSO”), for an Adjustment in its Rates and
Charges and the Electric Service Rules, Regulations and Conditions for Service

for Electric Service in the State of Oklahoma, Cause No. PUD 201500208,
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HAVE YOU PREVIOUSLY TESTIFIED BEFORE OTHER
REGULATORY COMMISSIONS?

Yes. I have testified before the Georgia Public Service Commission (GPSC) in
Docket No. 3840-U and in Docket No. 29849-U. I have also testified before the
Texas Public Utilities Commission in Docket No. 22355 (revenue requirements);
and three times before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska, in Docket No. U-
96-37 (1997 Test Year Revenue Requirement Calculation),' in Docket No. U-96-
37 (1998 Test Year Revenue Requirement Calculation), and in Docket No. U-01-
108 (2000 revenue requirements calculation). I have also filed testimony in
FERC proceedings including Docket Nos. ER84-379, (Florida Power & Light
Company); Docket No. ER85-477-000 (Southwestern Public Service Company);
Docket Nos. ER85-720, (Connecticut Light & Power Company); Docket No.
EL91-28-000 (Carolina Power & Light Company); Docket Nos. OA96-204,
(Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company and Toledo Edison Company); Docket
Nos. EL02-25-001, EL02-76-001 and EL03-33-000 (Public Service Cbmpany of
Colorado); Docket No. ER03-971-000 (Public Service Company of Colorado);
and Docket No. ER05-719-002 (Entergy Services, Inc.). I have also testified
before the FERC on behalf of Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, Inc. and
certain other wholesale customers in Docket Nos. EL05-19-002 and ER05-168-
001 (Southwestern Puglic Service Company). I have filed testimony on behallf\ of
wholesale transmission customers in a complaint proceeding in Entergy Services,
FERC Docket No. EL11-64, and on behalf of Arkansas Electric Cooperative

Corporation, Mississippi Delta Energy Agency, Clarksdale Public Utilities
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Commission, Public Service Commission of Yazoo City and South Mississippi
Electric Power Association in a complaint proceediné, FERC Docket Nos. EL12-
110 and ER12-1895. I have also filed tesﬁmony on behalf of Arkansas Electric
Cooperative Corporation,. South Mississippi Electric Power Association, the
Mississippi Delta Energy Agency, the Clarksdale Public Utﬂities Commission and

the Public Service Commission of Yazoo City in FERC Docket No. ER12-1428.

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU FILING TESTIMONY IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

I am filing testimony on behalf of the Oklahoma Attorney General (“AG”).

II. PURPOSE OF ASSIGNMENT

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR ASSIGNMENT IN THIS
PROCEEDING?

The purpose of my assignment in this proceeding is to analyze and respond to
OGE’s proposals to (1) include for the first time a dismantlemeﬁt expense
component in the determination of its production plant depreciation rates and
expense; (2) include a 25-year life span for its wind power turbines; and (3)
include a holding company depreciation expense of $10.4 million in OG&E’s

depreciation expense.
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ARE YOU SPONSORING ANY EXHIBITS TO ACCOMPANY YOUR
RESPONSIVE TESTIMONY?

Yes. I am sponsoring Exhibits ECC-1 thrdugh ECC-4. All of my exhibits and
workpapers, except those documents previously prepared by OG&E, were

prepared by me or under my supervision.

WHAT TESTIMONY DID YOU REVIEW IN PREPARATION OF YOUR
ANALYSIS?

During the course of my analysis, I reviewed the testimony of OG&E’s
depreciation witness John J. Spanos, including pages contained in his Direct
Exhibit JJS-1, and his sponsored depreciation study included in Direct Exhibit
JJS-2, used as the basis to support the Company’s proposed depreciation rates and
annual depreciation expense, wind power facilities’ 25-year life span, and holding
company depreciation expense. 1 also reviewed the testimony of Donald R.
Rowlett, who addressed the first-time inclusion of a dismantlement component by

OG&E in the development of production plant depreciation rates and expense.

WHAT MATERIALS DID YOU REVIEW IN PREPARATION FOR

SUBMITTING YOUR TESTIMONY AND EXHIBITS?

I reviewed the following materials in preparation of this testimony:

e OG&E’s responses: to the data requests of the AG and other parties to this
proceeding;

e Testimony and exhibits of depreciation witnesses filed in prior OG&E rate

proceedings; and,
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e Engineering and trade group materials supporting extended lives of wind

power facilities.

III.  EXPLANATION OF DEPRECIATION

Q. EXPLAIN THE CONCEPT OF DEPRECIATION AND THE BASIS FOR
USING DEPRECIATION.

A. Depreciation is the process used for recovering the cost of electric plant in service.
There are various definitions of depreciation. Based upon the FERC Uniform
System of Accounts, Part 101, Definitions, item 12:

Depreciation as applied to depreciable electric plant means the loss in

- service value not restored by current maintenance, incurred in
connection with the consumption or prospective retirement of
electric plant in the course of service from causes which are known
to be in current operation and against which the utility is not
protected by insurance. Among the causes to be given consideration
are wear and tear, decay, action of the elements, inadequacy,
obsolescence, changes in the art, changes in demand and
requirements of public authorities.

Another recognized definition of depreciation as stated by the American Institute of
Certified Public Accountants is:

Depreciation accounting is a system of accounting which aims to
distribute the cost or other basic value of tangible capital assets, less
salvage (if any), over the estimated useful life of the unit (which may
be a group of assets) in a systematic and rational manner. It is a
process of allocation, not of valuation.

Depreciation of electric plant is based upon selected lives. The recovery period
depends upon the type of property analyzed. The selection of the number of years
for the recovery period is not a pure science, and different recovery periods may be

determined based upon the individual property analyzed. Electric property is
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recovered ratably and systematically over the number of years determined for cost

recovery.

EXPLAIN HOW DEPRECIATION RATES ARE DEVELOPED.

Depreciation rates are developed based upon the utilization of gross plant,
accumulated depreciation as of a given date, net salvage rates, and a determined
period for cost recovery based upon the application of the appropriate survivor
curve. - The net salvage rate is determined based upon the net of gross salvage and
cost of removal. Detailed studies of a company’s salvage experience and historical
Vintége data are completed to determine the net salvage component and the selected

curve type that will be used to develop the specific account’s depreciation rate.

IS OG&E PROPOSING NEW DEPRECIATION RATES IN THE
PRESENT PROCEEDING?

Yes. OG&E is 'proposing to increase its Test Year Ended June 30, 2015 current
depreciation expense of $284,963,367 to the proposed depreciation expense of
$314,602,372 based upon the Company’s proposed depreciation rates. This
proposed change in depreciation rates results in a total electric system increase of

$29,639,005 (Exhibit ECC-2, Page 2, line 72).

ARE THERE PARTICULAR AREAS REGARDING OG&E’S PROPOSED
NEW DEPRECIATION RATES THAT ARE THE FOCUS OF YOUR
TESTIMONY?

Yes. I will direct my focus to the increase in depreciation expense based upon the

following OG&E proposals in this case: (1) the first-time inclusion of a fossil
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dismantlement expense component in OG&E’s depreciation rates; (2) a 25-year
life span for OG&E’s wind turbines; and (3) $10.4 million of holding company

depreciation expense.

IV.  ANALYSIS OF DISMANTLEMENT AND NET SALVAGE

EXPLAIN WHAT DISMANTLEMENT MEANS IN THE CONTEXT OF
ELECTRIC UTILITY DEPRECIATION ANALYSIS.

Dismantlement is the physical removal and disposal of a generating plant’s
equipment. Dismantlement may also include restoring the land surrounding the
facilities back to a “brownfield state,” which is a term used to describe land

previously used for industrial purposes that is to be upgraded.

EXPLAIN WHAT NET SALVAGE IS WITH RESPECT TO THE
DETERMINATION OF DEPRECIATION RATES.

Net salvage represents the net cost or income based upon the amount of salvage
value associated with the removal of property, offset by the amount rof cost of
removal at the time of removal of the property. If the amount of salvage realized
is greater than the cost of removal, then the net salvage is positive. If the cost of
removal is greater than the salvage proceeds, then the net salvage value is
negative. In the determination of depreciation rates, the negative or positive
salvage percentages (ﬁet salvage‘ multiplied by thé original cost of installed
property) contribute to the determination of either a higher or lower depreciation

rate.
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bID OG&E PROVIDE INFORMATIO.N SHOWING ITS PROPOSED |
WEIGHTED NET SALVAGE RATES BASED UPON THE WEIGHTING
OF BOTH TERMINAL AND INTERIM RETIREMENTS?

Yes. First of all, I note that terminal net salaage is the netting of the end-of-life
cost to remove plant equipment, adjusted by any salvage received frorﬁ the sale or
disposal of equipment at the plallt site. OG&E used both terminal net salvage and
interim net salvage (net salvage associated with retirement of propeﬁy be‘eween
the in-service date and end-of-life) to determine the weighted average net salvage
percelatages shewn in column 6 on Page 3 of Exhibit ECC-2. This informati.on
was provided in Mr. Spanos’s sponsored Workpapers Spreadsheet Weighted Net

Salvage Table 2.

DID OG&E UTILIZE THESE WEIGHTED NET SALVAGE RATES IN
THE DETERMINATON OF ITS PROPOSED DEPRECIATION RATES?

Yes. As shown in OG&E’s response to AG 1-3_Att Summary Schedule (Exhibit
ECC-2, Pages 4 through 8), OG&E applied the Negative Salvage Rates shown in
column 3 to the Original Cost shown in column 4 to develop the salvage cost used
in the determination of the depreciation rates shown in column 8. These are the
rates utilized to develep the pro forma depreciation expense shown in ECC-2,

Pages 1 and 2.
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BASED UPON OG&E’S PROPOSAL TO INCLUDE | A
DISMANTLEMENT EXPENSE COMPONENT IN ITS DEPRECIATION
RATES, WHAT IS THE PROPOSED AMOUNT OF DISMANTLEMENT
EXPENSE?

OG&E witness Rowlett notes that OG&E is proposing to increase its total electric
system present depreciation rates and expense by $18.3 million (total system) for
recovery of dismantlement costs, as noted on page 12, line 16 of his testimony
(Exhibit ECC-2, Page 9). On an OG&E retail jurisdictional basis, the amount of
the increase is $15.6 million (Exhibit ECC-2, Page 10, lines 30 and 31). Mr.
Rowlett provided the following statement:

The Company's proposal to begin recovering dismantlement costs,

which I discuss in greater detail below, makes up approximately
$15.6 million of the increase in depreciation expense.

(Exhibit ECC-2, Page 11, Lines 1 and 2.)

WHAT OTHER INFORMATION DID OG&E PROVIDE TO CONFIRM
THAT IT WAS INCREASING ITS DEPRECIATION RATES AND
EXPENSE TO RECOVER A DISMANTLEMENT COMPONENT?

As shown on Page 9 of Exhibit ECC-2, lines 9 through 18 of Mr. Rowlett’s Direct
Testimony included the following question and answer.

Q. Are there any changes to OG&E's depreciation rate
schedules that you would like to address?

A. Yes. OG&E is requesting a change in depreciation expense
to account for the increased level of plant requested in this case as
well as new depreciation rates. These changes increase total
Company depreciation expense by approximately $29.6 million.
Those changes are fully discussed by OG&E witness Spanos.
However, 1 would like to discuss two issues related to
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depreciation: (i) dismantlement costs, a concept that is being
introduced in this depreciation study and that represents
approximately $18.3 million of the total Company increase; and
(ii) depreciation rates for future assets, which has no impact on the
revenue requirement in this cause.

WHAT INFORMATION DID OG&E PROVIDE TO SUPPORT THE
INCLUSION OF DISMANTLEMENT (TERMINAL RETIREMENT)
EXPENSE INITS NET SALVAGE?
OG&E provided information included in Mr. Spanos’s responses to data request
AG 5-17 (Exhibit ECC-2, Pages 12 and 13), as well as to AG 1-3 Spanos WP
Weighted Net Salvage Table 2 (Exhibit ECC-2, Page 14). Mr. Spanos’s response
to data request AG 5-17 stated as follows:

5-17 Depreciation: Referring to Mr. Rowlett’s testimony, page

6, provide detailed information supporting the determination of the

dismantlement expense that makes up the $15.6 million of the
increase in depreciation.

Response*: The workpapers set forth in OCC-1-10 and AG Set 1
establishes the weighted net salvage percent calculation to be
applied to-each generating unit. These net salvage components
include an additional dismantlement component that was not
included in the current rates. (Emphasis in original.)

DID MR. SPANOS PREPARE A DISMANTLEMENT STUDY TO
SUPPORT DISMANTLEMENT <COSTS IN THE PROPOSED
DEPRECIATION RATES OF PUBLIC SERVICE COMPANY OF
OKLAHOMA (“PSO”) IN THE MOST RECENT PSO GENERAL RATE
CASE FILING, CAUSE NO. PUD 201500208?

Yes. Mr. Spanos prepared a study of PSO’s generating plant facilities and

provided the study in PSO’s recent 2015 general rate case filing, Cause No. PUD
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201500208, in his Exhibit PSO (JSS-2). He noted on Page 12, lines 11 through
13 of that Exhibit: “The final net salvage or dismantlement component was
determined based on the assets anticipated ‘to be retired at the concurrent date of

final retirement.” (Exhibit ECC-2, Page 15.)

HAS OG&E DEVELOPED ITS DISMANTLEMENT EXPENSE FOR ITS
OWN PRODUCTION PLANT FACILITIES BASED UPON A
COMPREHENSIVE “STUDY” OF ITS GENERATING PLANT
FACILITIES?

No. As noted in OG&E’s response to OIEC data request 3-24, it has not (Exhibit
ECC-2, Page 16):

3-24 [Data] - Please provide all additional bases, evidence,
opinions, assumptions, documents, analyses, etc. that either
describes, explains, supports, and/or justifies the specific life and
salvage parameters proposed for each separate account or
subaccount that has not already been provided.

Response*: Mr. Spanos has provided workpapers and information
used for the depreciation study in the responses to various other
data requests. However, the process of service life and net salvage
estimation depends on informed judgment that incorporates Mr.
Spanos’ thirty years of experience in conducting depreciation
studies. Because the entirety of Mr. Spanos’ experience cannot be
quantified in the response to a broad and vague data request, Mr.
Spanos reserves the right to elaborate on additional considerations
in rebuttal testimony.
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WAS OG&E ASKED TO PROVIDE SUPPORT FOR THE DOLLAR PER
KILOWATT (“$/KW”) UNIT COSTS, MEGAWATTS (“MW?”) AND
TERMINAL RETIREMENTS IT HAS PROPOSED TO USE TO
DEVELOP THE COMPANY’S DISMANTLEMENT EXPENSE?

Yes. The AG asked for detailed supporting information in data request AG 5-14
(Exhibit ECC-2, Page 17), and OG&E provided a revised response to the request
as set forth below. The response to AG 5-14 referred to OCC-1-10_Att (Exhibit
ECC-2, Page 13) and OCC 1-9 (ECC-2, Page 18).

AG 5-14: Depreciation: If not previously provided, please provide
detail information supporting the determination of information
included in columns 3, 4, and 7 of OCC 1-10_Att.

Response*: The MW set forth in column 3 of the attachment to
OCC-1-10 is the Unit Capability in MW provided by the Company
for each unit. The $40/KW set forth in column 4 is the most
commonly supported value utilized for estimating the
decommissioning cost for steam facilities, $10/KW for other
production units, and $5/KW for wind facilities. The amounts are
in the range of $/K'W averages determined by specific units studies
for other utilities. '

The amounts in column 7 are supported in the attachment to OCC-
1-9 which is based on the existing plant in service and the
segregation of interim retirements and final retirements.

OG&E’S responses confirm Mr. Spanos’s selection of an aﬂ)itrary $40/KW for
steam, $10/KW for other production units, and $5/KW for wind facilities based
upon studies of other utilities for estimating the decommissioning
(dismantlement) cost for OG&E’s production units. Mr. Spanos did not conduct

an OG&E-specific analysis.
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DOES MR. SPANOS CITE ANY OTHER SOURCES IN SUPPORT OF HIS
SELECTION OF THE $40/KW CHARGE SHOWN IN OG&E’S
RESPONSE TO OCC 1-10_ATT (EXHIBIT ECC-2, PAGE 13, COLUMN 4)
FOR THE ESTIMATED DECOMMISSIONING COST FOR OG&E’S
STEAM GENERATING PLANTS?

Yes. Included below is OG&E’s response to data request AG 10-4 (Exhibit ECC-
2, Page 19), sponsored by Mr. Spanos, addressing the selection of the $40/KW for
estimated decommissioning expense for steam facilities:

AG 10-4: Referring to OG&E’s response to OIEC-3-4, Net Salvage
for Production Plant, please provide detailed information explaining
and supporting the determination of terminal net salvage estimates
based on common industry costs per KW. The costs per KW are-
included in OG&E’s response to OCC-1-10_Att., Column 4 which
shows $40/KW being used in the determination of total
decommissioning costs (current). If previously provided please
reference the specific data response(s).

Response*: The terminal net salvage calculations are set forth in
response to OCC-1-9. The $40/KW is the most commonly utilized
amount when considering all the industry estimates. This was initially
established in a study presented to the AGA/EEI committee in 1993.
The OCC-1-10 attachment shows no escalation to retirement date was
included in the study.

As shown in Mr. Spanos’s response above, Mr. Spanos notes without any further
detailed explanation that $40/KW is “the most commonly utilized amount when
considering all the industry estimates.” Also, Mr. Spanos included the following
statement in response to AG 10-4 to support his initial selection of the $40/KW
cost: “This was initially established in a study presented to the AGA/EEI

committee in 1993.”
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DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS REGARDING INFORMATION
THAT WAS USED IN A 1993 PRESENTATION TO THE AMERICAN
GAS ASSOCIATION AND THE EDISON ELECTRIC INSTITUTE
(“AGA/EEI”) TO  SUPPORT THE  $40/KW  ESTIMATED
DECOMMISSIONING COST FOR STEAM GENERATING FACILITIES?
Yes. I do not believe that consideration should be given to the $40/KW cost based
upon a 1993 study presented to the AGA/EEI. While I am not proposing a
specific alternative $/KW charge, I believe that utilizing information that was
presented 23 years ago should not be considered as supportive of a $/KW charge

for 2016 and going forward. I believe that a fully developed dismantlément cost

- study of OG&E’s generating units should be completed in order to determine the

$/KW cost for dismantlement of OG&E’s steam, wind power, and other

generating units.

DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS REGARDING OG&E’S USE OF
UNIT CAPABILITY IN MW RATINGS TO DETERMINE TOTAL
DECOMMISSIONING COSTS SHOWN IN OCC 1-10 ATT (ECC-2, Page
13)?

Yes. In OG&E’s revised response to AG data request 5-14 (Exhibit ECC-2, Page
17), Mr. Spanos stated the following: “The MW set forth in column 3 of the
attachment to OCC-1-10 is the Unit Capability in MW provided by the Company

for each unit.”
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DO YOU BELIEVE THAT OG&E SHOULD USE THE UNIT
CAPABILITY IN MW OF ITS STEAM, WIND POWER, AND OTHER
FACILITIES TO MULTIPLY THE COMPANY’S PROPOSED $/KW TO
DEVELOP ITS PROJECTED DECOMMISSIONING EXPENSE SHOWN
ON PAGE 13 OF EXHIBIT ECC-2?

No. OG&E should not be allowed to use the Unit Capability in MW ratings of its
generating plant facilities to develop its decommissioning expense. Using the
company’s Unit Capability in MW simply does not provide the most reliable cost
approach to develop decommissioning expense. A company-specific
dismantlement study provides the most reliable estimater of future

decommissioning cost.

DO YOU BELIEVE THAT OG&E’S DECOMMISSIONING EXPENSES
SHOULD BE DEVELOPED USING STUDIES OF OTHER UTILITIES’
$/KW RATES, MULTIPLIED BY THE UNIT CAPABILITY IN MW
CAPACITY OF EACH OF OG&E’S GENERATING UNITS?

No, I do not. I believe that an in-depth study of OG&E’s generating plant
facilities should be performed by the Company, especially when, for the first
time, a dismantlement component expense of $15.6 million is being proposed to
be recovered from OG&E’s customers. Completing an OG&E-specific study
would use Company-owned facilities, and the Company’s own projected costs
specific to its units to dismantle its own facilities, insteéd of using generic

information from various other utilities.
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I wish to note that after multiple data requests have been submitted to OG&E
asking for support for its dismantlemént expense, the Company has continued to
support its proposed inclusion of dismanﬂelhent cost based upon its application of
industry-wide $/KW and company Unit Capability in MW ratings. In OG&E’s
recent response to AG 17-4 included below, OG&E provided the following
information to support its decision to not develop an OG&E-specific
dismantlement study.

17-4: Depreciation: Referring to Mr. Spanos testimony in PSO
Cause No 201500208, lines 20-23 indicating that PSO developed
its dismantling cost based on studies for other utilities and the cost
estimates of PSO, please explain why this similar process was not
used to determine OG&E’s dismantlement cost.

Response*: The overall process in calculating a weighted net
salvage percent was the same in this case as was presented in the
PSO case. However, PSO had conducted the specific unit studies
for dismantlement costs. There was not enough time prior to
completing this depreciation study to conduct a full dismantlement
study particularly since no specific plans for each unit had been
established.

'OG&E’s response highlights its short-cut methodology to deVelop its

dismantlement depreciation expense. As noted above in OG&E’s response:
There was not enough time prior to completing this depreciation

study to conduct a full dismantlement study particularly since no
specific plans for each unit had been established.

OG&E’s response is surprising with respect to not completing a dismantlement
study. It would appearithat OG&E has had more than enough time to evaluate its
dismantlement plans since its last general rate case filing, and to move forward to
complete a Company-speciﬁcv dismantlement study. OG&E’s use of industry-

wide data, instead of its own Company-specific data, is justification for rejecting
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the Company’s request to include its first ever dismantlement expense in its

revenue requirements and rates.

V. " DISMANTLEMENT RECOMMENDATION

PLEASE DISCUSS YOUR RECOMMENDATION BASED UPON YOUR
ANALYSIS "OF OG&E’S PROPOSAL TO INCLUDE A
DISMANTLEMENT COMPONENT IN ITS PRODUCTION
DEPRECIATION EXPENSE.

Based upon my review of Mr. Spanos’s testimony and depreciation study, and
information provided in OG&E’s responses 1o data requeéts, I recommend that the
Commission reject OG&E’s proposal to recover $18.3 million of total system
dismantlement expense in its production depreciation rates and expense. OG&E’s
proposal has used other utilities’ data in lieu of a detailedv study of its own
facilities to determine dismantlement costs of its production units. Based upon the
Company failing to provide a comprehensive detailed study, OG&E should not be
alléwed to recover $18.3 million of dismantlement expense. In order for OG&E to
recover any dismantlement cost in the future, I recommend that the Company be
required to file for Commission review a detailed, OG&E-specific dismantlement

study.
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VI. WIND POWER SERVICE LIVES

IS OG&E PROPOSING TO INCLUDE WIND POWER DEPRECIATION
EXPENSE IN ITS TOTAL DEPRECIATION EXPENSE RECOVERED
FROM THE COMPANY’S RETAIL RATEPAYERS?

Yes. As shown in OG&E Workpapers AG 1-3 Att (Exhibit ECC-2, Pages 7 and 8)
in Accounts 341, 344, 345 and 346, OG&E is proposing to include $37,397,042
of wind power depreciation expense. The proposed depreciation expense included
in these accounts is associated with the Centennial Wind Farm, OU Spirit Wind

Farm and Crossroads Wind Farm.

WHAT LIFE SPAN IS MR. SPANOS PROPOSING FOR OG&E’S WIND
TURBINES?

On Page II1-6 of Mr. Spanos’s Depreciation Study (Exhibit ECC-3, Page 1), Mr.
Spanos notes: “Life spans for wind turbines were estimated at 25 years”. Based
upon a review of Mr. Spanos’s testimony and exhibits, I was unable to determine
any detailed support for his selection of a 25-year life span. OG&E briefly noted
Mr, Spanos’s 25-year life span proposal in its response to AG 5-4 shown below:

AG 5-4 Depreciation: Provide information supporting the application
of the experienced life spans of similar generating units to develop the
depreciable life span estimates for power generating stations.
Reference Mr. Spanos testimony, page III-6.

Response*: In determining the most appropriate life span of a power
generating unit or facility it is important to understand the type of
unit, the age of the unit, the load expected for the unit, the Company
plans for the unit, how regulation affects the unit’s utilization and the
efficiency of the unit. Once the understanding of each unit is known,
then the probable retirement date is established and compared to other
similar generating units for reasonableness. The general industry
range for steam units is 55 to 65 years and the major OG&E units fall
into that range. The majority of the combustion turbines within the
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industry have a life span of 35 to 45 years which includes OG&E
facilities. There are different ranges for simple cycle as compared to
combined cycle. The wind assets predominantly have a life span of
25 years but the overall range is 20-30 years. OG&E has life
spans of 25 and 26 years. (Emphasis added.)

Q. DO YOU AGREE WITH MR. SPANOS’S ESTIMATED LIFE SPAN OF 25
YEARS FOR WIND TURBINES?

A. No.

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN.
I believe that given modern construction, technology, and maintenance of wind
turbine equipment, the life span of wind turbines is greater than 25 years. This
' recognition of algreater than 25-year life span is addressed in several reports that I

will subsequently address in my testimony.

Q. WHAT INFORMATION ARE YOU AWARE OF THAT WOULD
SUPPORT A LIFE SPAN LONGER THAN 25 YEARS?

A.  Based upon my research of wind power facility information, I have found that it is
common for life spans of wind power facilities to extend beyond 25 years. For
example, in 2007, a wind farm life expectancy evaluation conducted by Burns &
McDonnell’ on the Meridian Way Wind Farm in Cloud County, Kansas estimated
a service life of 30 years or more (Exhibit ECC-3, Page 3). Other commenters,

such as those in Renewables International magazine, have stated that a 25-year

' Burns & McDonnell is a leading design firm in the United States. The company provides engineering,
architecture, construction, environmental and consulting services for the aviation, defense, environmental
and utilities markets. Pertinent here, the company. provides engineering and consulting services on more
than 20 gigawatts of renewable wind capacity. More information on Burns & McDonnell’s experience in
the wind industry is  available here:  http://www.burnsmed.com/services/electric-power-
generation/renewable-energy/wind-energy.
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service life should be viewed as a minimum, since wind facilities can last as long
as 40 years with retrofits and replacement components (ECC-3, Pages 6 through

8). Further, according to an article publishéd in WindPower Monthly in July 2012
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(see Exhibit ECC-3, Pages 9 through 14):

All wind turbines have a number of main infrastructural
components, such as transformers and medium voltage copper
ground cables for electricity transport that can last 50 years or
mote,

Id at 9. A recent environmental assessment study of a proposed wind farm at
Nuttby Mountain, Nova Scotia by CBCL Limited, an engineering firm in Canada
(Exhibit ECC-3, Pages 15 through 18), supported extended lives for wind farm

facilities beyond even 40 years. For example, in Section 2.3.3, titled

“Reclamation and Decommissioning,” the study states:

The design life of a wind farm is typically 20 or more years and
capital improvement and replacement programs may extend safe
and efficient operations well beyond 40 years.

In Section 7.2.3.4, titled: “BOUNDARIES” (id., Page 16), the study states:

The temporal boundaries for both ambient light and noise is the
anticipated life of the Project, i.e., perhaps 40 years or more.

In Section 7.4.1.1, titled “BOUNDARIES” (id., Page 17) the study states:

The spatial area of greatest relevance includes those lands within
500 m of the WTGs [wind turbine generators]; the temporal
boundary would extent over the life of the Project, i.e., perhaps 40
years or more.

And in Section 7.4.3.1, titled “BOUNDARIES” (id., Page 18), the study states:

The temporal boundary is the life of the Project, i.e., perhaps 40
years or more.
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VII. WIND POWER SERVICE LIVES RECOMMENDATION

HAVE YOU QUANTIFIED THE ADJUSTMENT TO REDUCE OG&E’S
DEPRECIATION EXPENSE BASED UPON THE USE OF A 30-YEAR
LIFE FOR ITS WINDPOWER FACILITIES INSTEAD OF THE 25-YEAR
LIFE PROPOSED BY THE COMPANY?

Yes. Based upon the supporting wind power engineeting opinions and wind
industry trade reports I have analyzed, I propose the use of a 30-year life for wind
power generating facilities. Based upon the use of a 30-year life, OG&E’s total
system depreciation expense is reduced by $5,814,181 (Exhibit ECC-3, Pages 19
through 21). Myvproposed adjustment is based upon increasing the average
service lives for wind power facilities by a multiplier of 1.2 (30 years compared to
OG&E’s proposed life span of 25 years); a 20% increase over the Company’s
proposed lives results in a decrease to OG&E’s production function’s depreciation

expense.

VIII. HOLDING COMPANY DEPRECIATION EXPENSE

IS OG&E INCLUDING HOLDING COMPANY DEPRECIATION
EXPENSE IN ITS PROPOSED DEPRECIATION EXPENSE?

Yes. OG&E is proposing to include $10,409,178 of holding company test year
depreciation expense in OG&E’s proposed depreciation expense. This amount is
$3,731,762 above OG&Es Holding Company Test Year Expense of $6,677,416,

as shown in OG&E’s WP H-2-21, lines 71 and 72 (Exhibit ECC-2, Page 2).
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HOW DID OG&E DEVELOP ITS $10.4 MILLION. OF HOLDING
COMPANY DEPRECIATION EXPENSE?

OG&E developed its proposed $10.4 million of holding company depreciation
expense based upon a study of its Holding Company Assets as of December 31,
2009. The study was completed by Gannett Fleming (Exhibit ECC-4, Pages 1
through 4) and included an analysis of the holding company’s "General Plant
property. Specifically, the study included an analysis of General Plant Accounts

301 through 398.

PLEASE CONTINUE.

Using the data as of 2009, OG&E multiplied the total General Plant’s composite
depreciation rate of 9.08% from OG&E’s Depreciation Study (see OG&E’s
response to AG 5-6 included as Exhibit ECC-4, Page 3, Column 8, and Exhibit
ECC-4, Page 4) times the Original Cost as of June 30, 2015 (shown in OG&E
Schedule I I1-1, line 77 (Exhibit ECC-3, Page 5)). OG&E is using this 9.08%
composite General Plant Depreciation Rate to develop 2015 holding company
depreciation expense. The 2015 depreciation expense is thereby determined based
upon a depreciation rate that was developed in 2009, six and one-half (6 %2) years
prior to the 2015 Test Period Ended June 30, 2015. Applying the 9.08% rate to
the Pro Forma Adjusted Plant of $114,638,526 produced a depreciation expense

of $10,409,178, shown on Page 5 of Exhibit ECC-3.
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DO YOU HAVE ANY COMMENTS REGARDING THE 2009 DATA USED
TO DEVELOP THE 2015 PROPOSED HOLDING COMPANY
DEPRECIATION EXPENSE? |

Yes. 1 believe it is questionable whether a 2009 composite general plapt
depreciation rate of 9.08% is a reasonable rate to use in the calculation of holding
company depreciation expense in the June 30, 2015 Test Year. To the best of my
knowledge, OG&E has not completed an updated study using 2015 plant cost and
an analysis of service lives and net salvage. I believe that OG&E should have
developed a detailed study of its most currently available costs in order to support
its General Plant account by account rates, instead of using a 2009 composite
General Plant rate to develop its test year’s General Plant holding company

depreciation expense.

ARE THERE ANY SPECIFIC OBSERVATIONS YOU HAVE MADE
WITH RESPECT TO THE DEPRECIATION RATES PRODUCED IN
THE 2009 DEPRECIATION STUDY?

Yes. I observed that there was $0 net salvage for all of the $107.1 million of

Original Cost Plant Accounts, as shown on Exhibit ECC-3, Pages 2 and 3, column
3. These pages show a $0 net salvage for General Plant property, e.g.
t1'ansp01“[ation‘ equipment (cars, heavy and pickup trucks), computers, printers and
power operated equipment. While OG&E will recover the full cost of its facilities
in its depreciation rates and expense, the Company assumes that there are no
salvage proéeeds when these properties are disposed of, either through a market

sale to a buyer for further use or a sale for scrap value.
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IX. HOLDING COMPANY RECOMMENDATION

PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR PROPOSAL TO ADDRESS OG&E’S
PROPOSED HOLDING COMPANY ‘DEPRECIATION EXPENSE OF
$10,409,178.

I propose that OG&E’S holding company depreciation expense be adjusted to
include a 10% net salvage rate to develop its Account 392 holding company
vehicle depreciation expense, and a 15% net salvage rate to develop the Account
396 power operated equipment depreciation expense. These are the same net
salvage rates used in OG&E’s WP I-3 (Exhibit ECC-4, Page 6) to develop
depreciation expense for the Company’s on-system tranSportétion equipment and
power operated equipment. Based upon the application of the positive 10% and
15% net salvage rates to the detailed Holding Company Account 392 and Account
396 plant cost provided in the earlier-referenced Gannett Flem.ing 2009 study
(Exhibit ECC-4, Pages 2 and 3), OG&E’s total electric holding company
depreciation expense is reduced by $79,750 (Exhibit ECC-4, Pages 7 and 8). I
note that these 2009 detail accounts’ costs were the most currently available to the
Attorney General, Going forward, I also propose that OG&E be required to

perform a detailed depreciation study of its holding company General Plant.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR TESTIMONY?

Yes.
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Exhibit ECC-1

GDS Associates, Inc E. CARY COCK ™™
ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS Senior Project Manager

Georgia Southern University; BBA, Management, 1966-1970

Woodrow Wilson College of Law; JD, 1972-1975
Certified Public Accountant, 1987

American Institute of Certified Public Accountants

Georgia Society of Certified Public Accountants

Society of Depreciation Professionals

Mr. Cook has extensive experience in the electric utility industry. This experience includes preparation
of cost of service studies and revenue requirements analysis; development of depreciation studies,
audits of electric & gas affiliate transactions and wholesale formula rates, preparation of merger studies,
cost of capital analysis and negotiation of wholesale and retail revenue requirements and rates.

Mr. Cook was employed by Ebasco Business Consulting Company from March 1978 through June 1982,
While at Ebasco Mr. Cook served as Project Manager in the utility rates division where he provided cost
of service, revenue requirements and FERC reporting services to investor-owned and municipal electric
utilities. In June 1982 Mr. Cook joined Southern Engineering Company as a Project Manager where he
continued to provide cost of service and revenue requirements assistance to rural electric cooperative
and municipal electric utilities. In February 1986 Mr. Cook joined GDS Associates, Inc. where he has
served as Senior Project Manager. He has provided cost of service, revenue requirements, depreciation
analysis, mergers and acquisitions studies, FERC and state reporting and other ratemaking services to
electric cooperative, municipal, industrial and governmental organizations. Mr. Cook has also provided .
electric rate negotiation services on behalf of electric utilities.

Mr. Cook has prepared testimony and has testified before several regulatory agencies. Mr. Cook has
filed testimony regarding the preparation of utilities’ cost of service, 08&M expenses, depreciation, taxes
other than income taxes, A&G expenses, other revenues, income taxes and rate base on behalf of
various electric utility clients. Mr. Cook has testified before the Georgia Public Service Commission, the
Texas Public Utilities Commission, the Alaska Regulatory Commission, the Oklahoma Commission and
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Mr. Cook served as a symposium member in 2007,
addressing the implementation of Fuel Adjustment Clauses (FAC).

Specific Project Experience Includes:

Prepared 1997 cost of service analyses regarding Cleveland Electric Illuminating Company on behalf of
Cleveland Public Power. '

Reviewed and prepared cost of service analyses regarding 1997 Southern Company open access
transmission filing on behalf of Southeastern Federal Power Customers, Inc.

GDS Associates, Inc. ¢ 1850 Parkway Place e Suite 800 » Marietta, GA 30067
770-425-8100 ¢ Fax 866-611-3791 ¢ cary.cook@gdsassociates.com

Marictta, GA ¢ Austin, TX s Auburn, At < Madison, Wi Manchester, NH ¢ Orlando, FL ¢ Haltowell, ME ¢ www.gdsassociates.com
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Reviewed and analyzed Florida Power & Light Company’s 1997 depreciation filing on behalf of Seminole
Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Prepared 1997 transmission rate cost of service analyses regarding South Carolina Electric & Gas
Company on behalf of Southeastern Federal Power Customers, Inc.

Prepared 1997 cost of service analyses of Western Resources/KCPL merger filing on behalf of Kansas
Electric Power Cooperative.

Prepared 1997 analyses of SEPCo’s depreciation rate study on behalf of Georgia Public Service
Commission.

Provided 1998 cost of service and rate assistance to Georgia Public Service Commission regarding
Georgia Power Company retail rate filing.

Provided 1999 litigation support and analysis on behalf of Niagara Mohawk Power in counterclaim
regarding Baesha Engineering Associates.

Provided 1999 cost of service and rate analysis assistance to Southeastern Federal Power Customers
regarding SEPA/TVA proposed rate increases. Reviewed and provided recommendations regarding
reasonableness of costs.

Prepared 2000 testimony regarding depreciation issue in Reliant HL&P filing on behalf of City of Houston
and others. Provided 2001 testimony on behalf of City of Houston at retail rate proceeding.

Prepared 2000, 2001 and 2002 direct testimony regarding adjustments to Chugach cost of service and
wholesale rates. Testified before the Regulatory Commission of Alaska regarding issues addressed in
testimony. Dockets were ultimately settled resulting in reduced rates to client, Matanuska Electric
Association.

Prepared 2000 testimony regarding recommended revenue requirements and wholesale cost of service
of Pennsylvania Electric Company on behalf of Allegheny Electric Cooperative, Inc.

Reviewed 2005 electric utility affiliate transactions regulations and audited utility affiliate regulations of
Sempra Energy Utilities, San Diego Gas & Electric Company and Southern California Gas Company.
Prepared findings and recommendations to California Public Utility Commission resulting in revisions to
affiliate transactions regulations. '

Prepared 2005 direct and answering testimony on behalf of Golden Spread Electric Cooperative, and
others regarding cost of service issues in FERC Docket No. EL05-19-002. Testified on behalf of client
before the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Analyzed fuel adjustment clause components and
reconciled proposed costs to allowable costs pursuant to FERC Code of Federal Regulations.

Prepared 2006 direct and closing testimony on behalf of Arkansas Electric Cooperative Corporation in
FERC Docket No. ER05-719-000 and proposed adjustments to wholesale transmission rates. Docket was
ultimately settled.

Reviewed and analyzed Southwestern Public Service Company 2006 projected test year wholesale cost
of service on behalf of Golden Spread Electric Cooperative to determine rate issues. '
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Prepared depreciation and cash working capital testimony on behalf of the City of Houston in Center
Point Energy, PUC Docket No. 32093. Docket resulted in settlement of proposed retail and wholesale
rates.

Analyzed 2003 through 2015 Southern Company annual OATT transmission formula rate filings and
recommended adjustments to wholesale transmission rates.

Analyzed 2003 through 2009 Entergy Services, Inc. OATT annual transmission formula rate
determinations and recommended adjustments to wholesale rate filing.

Analyzed 2003 through 2009 Entergy Arkansas annual transmission formula rate determinations and
recommended adjustments to wholesale rate filing.

Assisted Florida Office of Public Counsel in 2008 and 2009 Biennial Filings regarding oversight of FPL and
PEF nuclear plant construction costs associated with nuclear uprate units and proposed additional
nuclear units. Assisted client in depositions and discovery.

Assisted Holy Cross Electric Association in analysis of PSCo Wholesale Rate Filings, including recent
production formulary rate filings, for the years 2009-2015. Prepared discovery and assisted in the
identification of issues for ultimate settlement.

Testified on behalf of Georgia Public Service Commission Staff in Docket No. 29849-U regarding the
Third through Thirteenth Semi-Annual Reviews of Plant Vogtie 3 & 4 Construction Costs for the years
2010 through 2015.

Testified on behalf of the Oklahoma Attorney General in PSO Docket No. 201500208.
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Exhibit ECC-2

Section - Operating [ncome Statement p age 1
WP H-2.21
OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC GOMPANY
PRO FORMA ADJUSTMENT - OPERATING INCOME
DEPREGIATION EXPENGE
TEST YEAR ENDING 6/30/15
CAUSE NO, PUD 201500273
Line Tost Year Proposed Pro Forma
Na. Account Plant DD&A Expense DD&A Expense Adjustment
per Sch i1 per Sch {-1-1
INTANGIBLE PLANT
A 301 Organization - - -
2 302 Franchise and Consents 101,301 110,088 8,787
3 303 Miscellaneous Intangible Plant 8,187,919 4,025,598 (4,162,323)
4 CWIP - - 350418 358,418
5 TOTAL INTANGIBLE PLANT - $§ 8,289,220 $ 4,495,102 $ (3,784,118)
PRODUCTION PLANT STEAM PRODUCTION
6 310 Land and Land Rights 13,203 27,685 14,392
7 311 Struclures.and improvements 5,736,627 7,313,224 1,576,597
8 312 Boller Plant Equipment 22,635,705 26,366,103 3,730,398
] a3 Englnes and Engine-Driven Generators - - -
10 314 Tuwrbogenerator Units. 7,398,287 15,041,080 7,644,793
11 315 Accessory Electric Equipment 2,072,620 3,316,425 1,242,808
12 316 Miscellaneous Power Plant Equiprient 651,320 1,188,932 - 537,812
13 317 ARO Cost - Steam Production » 42,346 42,346 .
14 TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION $ 38,505,852 $ 53,204,705 $ 14,788,843
OTHER PRODUCTION
18 340 Land and Land Rights - - -
16 341 Structures and Improvements| 2,087,883 1,714,722 (373,161)
17 342 Fuel Holders, Producers and Adcessories 496,024 330,320 {165,704)
18 343 Prime movers 20,108,403 21,090,746 982,343
18 344 Generalors 36,435,517 33,664,740 (2,770,777},
20 345 Aecessory Eledtric Equipment 4,376,703 3,242,657 (1,134,046)
21 346 Miscellaneous Power Plan! Equipment 308,629 231,370 {75,259)
22 347 ARO Cost - Other Produttion - 401,307 401,307
23. . TOTALOTHER PRODUCT!QN 3 63,811,158 3 60,675,862 3 (3,135,297)
24 CWIP - 2,185,082 2,195,082
25 TOTALPRODUCTION PLANT $ 102,317,011 $ 116,165,739 $ 13,848,728
TRANSMISSION PLANT
26 350 {.and and Land Rights 1,661,650 1,490,758 {90,932)
27 351 Clearing Land and Right of Ways - - -
28 352 Structures and Improvements 92,885 104,222 41,327
29 353 Station Equiprment 15,143,815 15,104,082 {38,723)
30 354 Towers and Fixtures 1,848,130 2,242,489 204,389
31 355 Poles and Fixtwres 24,373,845 24,294,896 (78,849)
32 356 Overhead Conductors and Devices 10,816,772 14,380,255 3,564,483
33 357 Underground Conduit ‘ - - -
34 358 Underground Gonductors and Devices 1,404 208 (1,1086)
35 359 ARG Cost - Transmission - §,908 5,809
36 CWIP - 379,107 378,107
37 TOTAL TRANSMISSION PLANT $ 53,857.551 3 58,002,036 3 4,044,485
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Eecﬁon « Dperating Income Statement P age 2
Wip_H-2.21
OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PRO FORMA ADJUSTMENT - OPERATING INCOME
DEPRECIATION EXPENSE
TEST YEAR ENDING 6/30/18
CAUSE NO. PUD 201500273
Line Test Year Proposed Pro Forma
No. Account Plarit DD&A Expense DD&A Expense’ Adjustment
DISTRIBUTION PLANT
8 360 Land and Land. Rights 82,834 75,645 (7,189)
39 381 Struotures and Improvements 121,002 118,161 (2,851)
40 362 Station Equipment 13,582,817 12,827,979 (754,838)
44 363 Storage Battery Equipment - - -
42 364 Pales, Towers, and Filures 13,257,209 16,472,187 3,214,878
43 368 Overhead Condustors and Devices 11,337,713 11,965,807 626,194
44 366 Underground Conduit 4,450,385 4,388,045 {71,340)
45 367 Underground Conductors and Devices 16,771,531 13,802,374 (2,969,157)
46 368 Ling Trensformers. 16,592,799 14,571,418 (2,021,381)
47 369 Services 4,165,819 4,790,481 . 624,662
48 370 Meters 10,065,429 10,964,946 899,517
49 371 Instaliation on Customers' Premises 7,819,489 9,480,499 1,661,010
50 arz Leased Property on Customer's Premises’ « - -
51 373 Street Lighting and Signal Systems 5,807,160 11,643,217 5,836,057
52 owip - 2,627,417 2,627,147
53 TOTAL DISTRIBUTION PLANT $ 104,063,187 $ . 113,727,866 3 9,664,779
GENERAL PUANT
54 asg Land and Land Rights 3814 4,060 235
55 390 Structures and Improvements 5,321,402 3,296,053 , (2,025,349)
66 i Offise Furniture and Equipment 3,636,132 1,378,817 {2,257,315)
87 302 Transportation Equipment 2,894,541 4,860,658 1,866,117
58 393 Stores Equipment 33,981 52,127 18,146
59 394 Tools, Shop and Garage Equipment 406,006 401,455 {4,551)
60 395 Laboratory Equipment 607,392 602,294 (5,098)
61 356 Power Operated Equipment 493,123 443,804 (49,319)
62 397 Communication Equipmerit 2,636,187 2,250,101 (386,086)
63 398 Miscellaneous Equipment 303,820 300,928 (2,892)
64 399 Other Tangible Property - e “
65 CwIP - 636,660 536,660
66 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT $ 16,336,398 3 14,226,847 $ {2,109,652)
67 TOTAL ELECTRIC PLANT IN SERVICE $ 284,963,367 % 306,617,690 % 21,654,322
68 Holding Co. included above $ (6,677,418)
68 Total Plant In Service § 278,285,951 5 306,617,690 % 28,331,739
70 Transportation Activity Depreciation - {2,424,496) (2,424,496)
71 Holding Company Test Year Expense 6,677,416 10,408,178 3,721,762
{for Reclass Adj) (for Pro Forma Adj)
Schedule ! 1-4
72 "TOTAL DDA EXPENSE $ 284,963,367 $ ‘314,602,372 $ 29,638,005
Schedule -1 Sehedule H-2
PURPOSE:

To increase uperating expenses to refiect depreciation éxpense based on proforma tlepréclablé plart balances
and new proposed depreciation rates.
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AG 13
) : Spanos WPs
OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY Weighted Net
. Salvage
TABLE 2, CALCULATION OF WEIGHTED NET SALVAGE PERCENT Table 2
TERMINAL RETIREMENTS INTERIM RETIREMENTS WEIGHTED
RETIREMENTS NET SALVAGE  RETIREMENTS  NET SALVAGE AVERAGE NET
LOCATION (%) (%} . (%) (%) SALVAGE %
{1 @) (3) (0 ()] (6)=(2"(a)+{4)(5}
STEAM FRODUCTION _ .
‘HORSESHOE LAKE 6 90.52 {19) 948 (16) (19)
HORSESHOE LAKE 7 83.493 (30) 16.07 (18) (28)
HORSESHOE LAKE 8 85.29 (40 14.71 (18) (37
MUSTANG 4 100.00 (11) 0.00 (16) (1)
MUSTANG 2 98.00 (23) 2.00 (8 (23)
MUSTANG 3 97.21 (25) 279 (16) (25)
MUSTANG 4 94.81 (28) 5.9 (16) (28)
SEMINOLE GT _ 96.85 . L5 3,15 (16) (12)
SEMINOLE 1 87.58 {25) 1242 (16) (24)
SEMINOLE 2 85.60 (B8 14,40 (16) . (35)
SEMINOLE 3 89,09 (25) 10.91 {18) (25)
MUSKOGEE 4 _8f73 [0)) 1827 (16) (10
MUSKOGEE 5 79.79 (13) 20,21 (16) (14)
MUSKOGEE § 75.40 {6) 24 60 (16) (9)
SOONER 1 80.96 (7) 19.04 (16) (9)
SOONER 2 77.61 (12) 22.39 (16) {(13)
OTHER PRODUCTION
REDBUD 1 42.82 3) 5718 (5) (5)
REDBUD 2 34,46 (6) 66.54 {5) (6)
REDBUD 3 35.24 (6) 64.76 (5) (6)
REDBUD 4 35.75 {6). 64.25 (5 (8)
HORSESHOE LAKE 9 A 80.32 [} 19.68 (5) _(3)
TINKER 91.23 (8). 8.77 {5 8
MCCLAIN GAS 1 40.19 (5 59.81 (5 (6) ;
MCCLAIN GAS 2 37.20 (6) 62.80 (5) {6)
MCCLAIN STEAM 1 31.85 {16) 68.15 {8) 9 |
WIND PRODUCTION .
CENTENNIAL 91.77 0 8.23 (5 ‘ (N
QU SPIRIT 90.73 0 9.27 (5 (1)
CROSSROADS 88.95 0 11.05 (5) (1)
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIYOR CURVES, NET SALYAGE, ORIGINAL COST, BOOK RESERVE AND CALCULATED Att
ANNUAL DEPRECIATION RATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2014 Summary
Bchedufe
NET TOTAL COMPOSITE
SURVIVOR SALVAGE ORIGINAL BOOK FUTURE ANNUAL ACCRUAL REMAINING
ACCOUNT CURVE PERCENT cosT RESERVE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE LIFE
1} (2} 3) 4 {5} &) @ (B)=(7)i(4) @)
INTANGIBLE PLANT
ORGANIZATION NONDEPRECIABLE 80,900.00
FRANCHISES AND CONSENTS 25-5Q o 2,592,570.79 1,493,905 1,008,666 109,494 422 10.0
MISCELLANEOUS INTANGIBLE PLANT - SOFTWA  10-8Q o 63.248,130.27 29,598,260 33649870 3,948,825 6.24 85
TOTAL INTANGIBLE PLANT 65,921,601.06 31,002,165 34,748 536 4,158,319
STEAM PRODUCTION PLANT
LAND
HORSESHOE LAKE & NONDEPRECIABLE 116,198.62
MUSTANG 1 NONDERRECIABLE 101,936.34
SEMINOLE 1 NONDEPRECIABLE 1,239,444.37
MUSKOGEE 3 NONDEPRECIABLE 54,396.00
MUSKOGEE 4 NONDEPRECIABLE 1,825,435.93
SOONER 1 NOMDEPRECIABLE 7.006.282.36
TOTALLAND i 10,344,283.64
RIGHTS OF WAY )
HORSESHOE LAKE 6 100-54  * 0 28,509.08 24,856 3,663 405 142 © 9.0
MUSTANG 1 100-54 * o 27,041.18 27,652 289 289 1.03 10
SEMINOLE 1 100-84  * 0 78,916.24 52,835 26,081 1,633 207 180
MUSKOGEE 4 100-94 0 18,924.31 5298 13,638 483 2.58 279
SOONER 1 100-54 ! 813,703.89 56,925 746,779 24,898 308 300
TOTAL RIGHTS OF WAY 968,004.70 177,564 790,440 27715 286 28.5
STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS
HORSESHOE LAKE 6 100-R1E_|* (19) 11,211,174.99 8,936,191 4,406,107 466,615 443 8.9
HORSESHOE LAKE 7 100-R1.5 |~ (28) 2780,823.84 2,545,547 1,013,908 75144 2.70 13.5
HORSESHOE LAKE 8 100-R1.5_|~ (37) 4,909,560.60 4,318,058 2,407,180 166,966 338 145
MUSTANG 1 100-R1.5_|* (11] 7416,271.48 6,531,580 1,700.481 1,700,462 22.93 - 1.0
MUSTANG 2 100-R1.5_|* (23) 195,298.24 207,944 32,273 10.821 554 3.0
MUSTANG 3 100-R15_|” (25) 1,828,466.84 1,689,747 365,837 122,953 |- 7.585 3.0
MUSTANG 4 100-R1.5 |* (28) 3.270,373.42 3071969 1,114,169 373,357 11.42 3.0
SEMINOLE 1 100-R1.5_|* (24) 18,880,574.80 12,384,985 11,150,928 74177 3.76 15.6
SEMINGLE 2 100-RT.E | | (35) 251548274 1,584.797 1,811,105 116,824 465 | 155 ]
SEMINOLE 3 100-RL.5_ | (25} 7,102.748.69 5.253,703 3.618,733 233,578 3.29 15.5
MUSKOGEE 4 100-R1.5_|* [RES) 44,211,521.49 18,852,812 26,891,877 $98,317 242 269
MUSKOGEE 5 100-R1.5_|* (14) 7,042.386.74 3,571,723 4,456,508 181,285 223 27.8
MUSKOGEE B 100-R1.5_|* () 51,625.591.50 32.936,867 23,335,028 713,600 138 32.7
SOONER 1 100-R15_|* 19) 90.538,993.19 64,302.717 34,294,786 1.204,794 1.33 285
SOONER 2 100-R1.5_|* (13) 12,443 473,66 8,459,021 5,602,104 192,928 155 29.0
TOTAL STR%JCTURES AND IMPROVEM EN'Irs 262.872,771.42 174,723,561 122.201,154° 7,280,942 377 18.8
T
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TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIVOR CURVES, NET SAL\_’AGE, ORIGINAL COST, BOOK RESERVE AND CALCULATED ALt
ANNUAL DEPRECIATION RATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2014 Summary
Schedule
NET TOTAL COMPOSITE
SURVIVOR SALVAGE ORIGINAL BOCK FUTURE ANNUAL ACCRUAL REMAINING
ACCOUNT CURVE PERCENT COST RESERVE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE LIFE
& (2 (3 [ ) ® 7} {B)=(7)(4} @
BOILER PLANT EQUIPMENT _ i |
HORSESHOE LAKE & 85-R0OS |~ (18) 16.714,252.80 | 13870655 6,019,306 586,081 410 8.8
HORSESHOE LAKE 7 85-RO5 ¢ (283 14.425.859.59 12,666,821 5,788,023 431,837 289 134
HORSESHOE LAKE 8 85-R0O.5 _|* {371 16,592,079.98 14,335,897 8,395,253 587,749 3.54 14.3
MUSTANG 1 85-R0.5 |* () 5543,334.04 5477,375 875,726 675,725 12.19 1.0
MUSTANG 2 85-RD.5 | (23} 3,587,629.85 3,697.840 827,444 278,298 7.74 3.0
MUSTANG 3 B85-RO.5 _|* (25} ©6,594,440.65 5,962,648 2,280,403 768,608 11.66 30
MUSTANG 4 85-R06 _|* (28) 16.899,943.24 16,741,430 4,890,497 1,647,828 875 3.0
SEMINOLE 1 ‘85-R0.5_|* (24) 31,309,355.47 21,817445 17.008,158 1,113,684 3.58 153
SEMINOLE 2 85R05 |t (35} 26,377,010.37 18,509,822 17,008,142 1.118.745 424 15,2
SEMINOLE 3 g5-R05 " (25) 48,103,100.68 32,157,938 27,970.038 1,837,608 382 5.2
MUSKQGEE 4 85RO.5 |+ 1) 133,639,978.32 69,378,210 78,862,186 3,062,780 2.29 25.8
MUSKOGEE 5 85-R0.8 [ (14) 123,366,915.14 58,954.161 81.684,122 3,057,785 248 267
MUSKOGEE 8 85-ROS __|* {9) 241,126,821.52 140,815,975 122,012,260 3,883,994 161 314
SOONER 1 85-R0.8 |* -(9) 215.877.477.20 125,357,245 109,949,205 3,984.353 1.85 7.5
SOONER 2 i 85-R05 | {13} 183.267.885.72 91,313,208 81,878,130 2,903,827 188 282
TOTAL BOILIER PLANT EQUIPMENT 1.053,435,554.58 631,046,470 565,359.771 26,048,896 247 217
!
TURBOGENERATOR UNITS |
HORSESHOE LAKE 6 60-R1 M 19 7.851,808.01 5,580,473 3,763,289 443,617 585 8.5
HORSESHOE LAKE 7 60-R1 M {28} 16,203,243.77 14,083,445 6,676,707 524,264 324 127
HORSESHOE LAKES 60-R1 * {37}y 17,870,801.31 -13,855,695 10,627.303 754.047 4.22 14.0
MUSTANG 1 60-R1 ol (11) 5,045,332.09 5,183,122 417,197 417,197 8.27 1.0
MUSTANG 2 80-R1 ¥ 23) 4,630,127.56 4,429,346 1,285,711 429,268 9.27 2.8
MUSTANG 3 B0-R1 “ (25) 8.011.273.41 8,828,320 2437772 828,449 8.20 29
MUSTANG 4 60-R1 u (28) 14,753.734.53 12,653,222 6,231,558 2.114,546 14.33 .28
SEMINOLE GT B0-R1 * (12) 1,588,884.45 1,667,882 111,569 45,538 2.87 . 258
SEMINOLE 1 80-R1 * (24) 25.800,404.18 18,747,769 15,368,732 1,030,169 3.98 14.9
SEMINOLE 2 80-R1 4 (35) 30,298,116.13 18,890,591 22,011,866 1480754 4.89 14.9
SEMINOLE 3 80-R1 . (25) 30,307.045.02 17,497 773 20,386,033 1:346,705 444 15.4
MUSKOGEE 4 80-R1 ol {11) 585,774 533.66 23,162,156 38.747,576 1512076 271 256
MUSKOGEE 5 60-R1 h (14) 50,830,321.41 26,200,454 31,770,072 1219,788 240 26.0
MUSKOGEE 8 80-R1 > @) 78,214,073.97 43,820,305 41,433,036 1395057 1.78 29.7
SQONER 1 80-R1 ol )3 36,738.503.08 25,196,967 14,848,001 555,588 151 .26.7
SOONER 2 80-R1 h {13) 41,163,.301.21 27482311 19,031,719 693.628 188 274
TOTAL TURIEOGENERATOR UN}TS 426.282.605.18 265448471 235,029,241 14791712 347 15.8
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TABLE 1. BUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIVOR CURVES, NET SALVAGE, ORIGINAL COST; BOOK RESERVE AND CALCULATED At
ANNUAL DEPRECIATION RATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2014 Summary
Schadule
NET TOTAL COMPOSITE
SURVIVOR SALVAGE' ORIGINAL BOOK FUTURE ANNUAL ACCRUAL REMAINING
ACCOUNT CURVE PERCENT cosT RESERVE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE _UrE
[0] @2 @ 4): {5} {8 1] [CEGIC {9}
3150 |ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT
HORSESHOE LAKE 6 70-R2.5__|" (19} 2,312.662.30 1,828,204 923,884 104.129 4.50 8.9
HORSESHOE LAKE 7 70-R25  |* 28) 2,057,255.60 1,868.038 965,248 72,829 3.53 13.3
HORSESHOE LAKE 8 70-R28  ° (87 2,556,413.99 1928315 1,573,972 108.949 4.28 144
MUSTANG 1 70-R25 |* {41 1:420,864.30 1,287,576 309,589 308,588 21.79 1.0
MUSTANG 2 70R25 |* (23 500,475.05 531,618 206,966 69,302 11.54 3.0
MUSTANG 3 J0-R25 |° (25} 1,134,098,23 1,074,928 342,897 116,543 10.28 29
MUSTANG 4 70-R2.5  * (28} 1.734,241.93 1499,172 720,658 243,934 14.07 3.8
SEMINOLE 1 7C0R25 i (24} 3,853,227.71 2240476 2,537,526 184,204 4.28 15.8
SEMINOLE 2 70-R25 |* -(35) 2,035,787.93 1,387,807 1.360.507 89,195 4.38 156.3
SEMINOLE 3 70-R28 | (25) 5,142,313.68 3,883,160 2,744,732 178.700 344 15.5
MUSKOGEE 4 70-R2.5 |* (11) 21.997,601.56 13,586,527 10,830,811 426 256 1.84 25.4
MUSKOGEE 5 70-R2.5 | (14} 1,579.335.55 6,953,037 6,247,406 240,249 2487 260
MUSKQGEE 6 70-R25  i* (8} 41,899,913.84 27,213.984 18,456,927 593,067 142 31.1
SOONER 1 70-R2.8 I (9) 23,826.731.67 17,290,856 8,680,282 327,078 1.37 26.5.
SOONER 2 ' ) 7o-R2.5_ " (13} 12,733.338.05 8452513 5,936,159 216,687 1.70 274
TOTAL ACC‘ESSORY ELECTRIC kEQU!PMENT 134,884 .266.18 90,605,208 81,837,340 3.258.508 242 18.0
] .
316.0 [MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUEM_ENT
HORSESHOE LAKE € 45-R0.5 | {19} 1.733,788.76 1,131,907 931,302 108,736 827 88
HORSESHOE LAKE 7 45-R0.5  |* (28} 1,038.113.77 941915 388,151 31,215 3.00 124
HORSESHOE LAKE 8 45-R0.5 [* 137 2,128,869.78 1,826,132 1.080,420 81,800 3.84 123
MUSTANG 1 i 45-R0.5 |~ a1 628,438.18 524,629 170717 170,718 27.25 18
MUSTANG 2 45-R0.5 _|* (23) 28.574.62 11,226 23,821 8,081 28,28 30
MUSTANG 3 45-R0.5 _|* (25} 453,217.60 439427 127,085 45,154 9.96 2.8
MUSTANG 4 45-R0.5  |* (28) 1,283.307.91 1235083 407.551 141,502 11.03 23
SEMINOLE 1 45-R0.5 ¥ (24} 3,768.642.28 2415910 2,257,208 158,778 424 14.1
SEMINOLE 2 ! 45-R0S | (35) 35,168.48 7482 45,383 3345 8.54 136
SEMINOLE 3 i 45-R0.5I* (25) 401.384.18 252,095 -249,635 17,471 4.28 14.5
MUSKOGEE 4 i 45RRE5 " (11 5.261.803.62 2,984,229 2,858,151 120.335 228 23.7
MUSKOGEE 5 ! 45-R0.5  1* (14} 843,110.45 558,231 402,915 17.581 2.09 223
MUSKOGEE & 45-R05 [ (9} 4454,520.43 2,508,506 2,348,921 91,797 2.06 258
SOONER 1 45-R0.6 |* (9) 4.328,583.40 2617,582 2,100,574 83,886 1.94 250
SOONER 2 : 45-R05 v (13} 2,013,055.60 1,159,033 1,115,720 45,791 247 224
POWER SUPPLY SERVICES ! : 45-R0.5 {2) 1.448,197.57 349.832 1,127,330 27,058 1.87 41.7
TOTAL MISCELLANEQUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT 20.851576.71 18,981,218 15,643,004 - 1,167.846 3.88 188
TOTAL STET%M PRODUCTION PLANT 1,918,838,072.43 1,180,563,494 1,000.866,350° 52,565,519 2.74 18.0
OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT
3400 [LAND
REDBUD 1 NONDEPRECIABLE 326,889.80
MCCLAIN GAS 1 NONDEPRECIABLE 489,856.10
TOTAL LANI|J 816,745.70
|
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TABLE 1, SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIVOR CURVES, NET SALVAGE, ORIGINAL COST, BOOK RESERVE AND CALCULATED At
ANNUAL DEPRECIATION RATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2014 Surmmary
Schedule
NET TOTAL COMPOSITE
SURVIVOR SALVAGE ORIGINAL BOOK FUTURE ANNUAL ACCRUAL REMAINING
ACCOUNT CURVE PERGENT COST RESERYE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE LIEE.
m 7] @ @ 5] 6] 9] BT @)
3410 [STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS
REDBUD 1 4584 |* (5) 32,409,893.55 11,181,874 22,848 204 720,084 | . 222 317
REDBUD 2 4554 |" (6) 82,391.69 8487 78.848 2312 2.81 341
REDBUD 3 4554 | (8) 768,179.98 7813 75058 2,200 281 34.1
REDBUD 4 4584 |° (6), 103.476.21 13,148 96,537 2,828 2.73 34.1
HORSESHOE LAKE 8 AND 10 4534 I (3) 987,208.14 430,842 585,982 28,473 288 208
TINKER 4584 | (8) 972,163.95 873,812 176,125 16,011 1.65 110
MCCLAN GAS 1 4554 |~ (6) 5791,481.26 1,683,819 4,455,151 145,593 | | 251 306
WCCLAIN GAS 2 4584 | (6} 958,632.02 358,180 659,030 22.804 | | 236 1 28.9
MCCLAIN STEAM 1 4584 | (9) 528,863.87 192.150 384,312 13,158 249 28.2
CENTENNIAL WIND FARM 4533 | 1) 2,332,086.50 712,342 1,643,065 97.395 4.18 6.8
OU SPIRIT WIND FARM 4583 |* ) 5,200,833.16 1,093,680 4,168,251 209,852 4.03 19,3
CROSSROADS WIND FARM 4583 | 1 11,586,653,31 1433255 10,209,265 447,377 3.86 228
TOTAL STR%JCTURES AND IN1PETOVEMEN1|'S 61.041,663.74 18,049,502 45,379,828 1,708,067 2.80 26.6
342.0 [FUEL HOLDERS, PRODUCERS AND ACGESSORIES )
REDBUD 1 55-R4_ | &) 11,504,843.22 4211845 8,288 030 267,592 225 31.0
REDBUD 2 55-R4__|" 8) 690,650.06 246,827 485,262 15,868 227 . 31.0
REDBUD 3 55.R4 |* (€) 691,291.31 246,876 485,893 15,689 227 1.0
REDBUD 4 55-R4__ | 6 688,211.21 247,539 481,965 15,563 2.26 31.0
TINKER 65-R4__|* @) 167,149.95 104,016 78508, 5962 417 1.4
MCCLAIN GAS 1 55.R4_|* 6) 74688755 88,248 173,455 5609 227 303
MCCLAIN GAS 2 B5R4 _|* (&) 162,705.56 63,673 108,795 3543 | | 2.18 30.7
TOTAL FUE}L HOLDERS, PRODUCERS AND ACCESSORIES 14,561,538.96 5,209,022 10,089,806 330,832 227 30.5
o
3430 [PRIME MOVERS -
REDBUD 1 35R2_[* (5) 86,059.676.78 21,374,840 68,987,621 2673538 341 258
REDBUD 2 . 3B/R2_|* (5) 65,404.633.08 13,442,833 55.981,478 2174732 332 257
REDBUD 3 BR2_° (6} 65,549.317.40 18,063,792 51.418.484 1,974,020 3.01 26.0
REDBUD 4 BR2 | (6) 60.410,045.65 14,670,842 49,363,808 1,912,689 347 258
HORSESHOE LAKE 8 AND 10 35R2 | 3) §417,003.15 1,861,263 3,718,250 205,745 380 18.1
TINKER 3/R2__ (8) 3,510,881.03 3294691 ‘928,845 88,457 228 10.5
MCCLAIN GAS 1 3ER2 | (6) 65,049,598.14 7.766.380 61,186,194 2523719 3.88 242
MCCLAIN GAS 2 3BR2 " (6) 66.969,030.47 13223312 59,883,860 2462819 357 24.3
MCCLAIN STEAM 1 3BR2 | (@) 31,891,451.73 10.822.794 23,938,888 1,057,384 C 332 226
TOTAL PRIME MOVERS 452,751437.30 104,520,747 375407,626 15.073.093 333 24.9
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TABLE 1, SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIVOR CURVES, NET SALVAGE, ORIGINAL COST, BOOK RESERVE AND CALCULATED Att
ANNUAL DEPRECIATION RATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2014 Stmrary
Schedule
NET TOTAL COMPOBITE
SURVIVOR SALVAGE. ORIGINAL BOOK FUTURE ANNUAL ACCRUAL REMAINING
ACCQOUNT CURVE PERCENT cosT RESERVE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE . LIFE
- ¢ (2) @) 4 {5) ] [6] -(By={7 (4} (9)
LTSA
343.1 5-YEAR .
REDBUD 1 5-8Q [¥] 2,128.243.69 228,688 | - 1,900,556 422,346 19.84 4.5
REDBUD 2 5-3Q Q ,895,119.60 164,263 1,730,857 . 384,835 20.30. ' 4.5
REDBUD 3 5-8Q 3] ;908,402.28 231,144 1,677,258 372,724 9.53 4.5
REDBUD 4 5-3Q 0 2,141,158.66 220,448 920,710 426,824 9.93 4.5
CCLAIN GAS 1 5-8Q Q 8,442,766.86 3,828,520 4.614.247 1,728,487 . 2047 2.7
CCLAIN GAS 2 5-8Q 9 7,981,328.82. 3.587.215 4,394,115 1623,610 20.34 271,
CCLAIN STEAM 1 5-5Q g 8,824.01 8624 D. [i] - -
343.2 20-YEAR . - [
REDBUD 1 20-8Q e 1,480,677.83 840,547 650,131 68,435 . 459 9.5
REDBUD 2 20-5Q 2] 1490,677.83 780,635 710.043 74,741 5.01 9.5
REDBUD 3 20-8Q. 5] 480,677.83 813,380 677.298 71,295 4.78 9.5
. REDBUD 4 20-8Q Q AS0,677.83 805,755 884,323 72,097 . 4.84 9.5
TOTAL LTSA; ] . 30,469.356.31 11,508,220 18,860:138 5,245.194
TOTAL ACCIOUNT 343 483,220,793.61 116,028,967 | | . 394,367,784 20,318.287 420 _184
3440 |GENERATORE .
REDBUD 1 45-R2.5  |* {5} 717.738.32 56,945 695,681 22,087 308 31.5
REDBUD 3 45R25 | {6) 23,198.65 20981 | 22492 703 .303 ) 32.0
REDBUD 4 45-R25 | 6} 23,034,589 2,118 22298 . . 897 3.03 32.0
HORSESHOE LAKE 8 AND 10 45-R2,5 _1* (3} 34,372.147.40 11:223,803 24,179,509 1,239,847 -361 9:5
TINKER 45-R25 |* (8) 3.314,013.04 2,313,143 1,265,991 117,104 353 10.8
CENTENNIAL WIND FARM 40-R3 __|* {1) 187.481.332.12 €1,075978 128,290,269 7.800,983 4.16 164
OU SPIRIT WIND FARM 40-R3 " {1} 245,143,282.08 49,131,117 198,463,598 10,276,697 418 19.3
CROSSROADS WIND FARM 40-R3 _ |* &) 358,760,960.19 48,350,852 315,007,818 14,208.271 385 222
TOTAL GENlERATORS ] 830.845,707.39 172.186.154 667,948,456 33,666,399 4051 | 19.8
3450 |ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT
REDBUD 1 45-R25 [* (3) 12,802,721.56 4988.778 8,548,579 288,185 2.24 28.7
REDBUD 2 45-R25 _|* (6) 9,282,942.54 3,531,922 8,307,897 212,152 2.29 29.7
| REDBUD 3 45-R26 | 8} 9,119,140.00 3518,577 8,149,711 207,287 227 1. 207
REDBUD 4 L__45-R25 |* (8) 9.353,445.36 3,548,956 5,364,696 205325 1 | 220 31.0
HORSESHOE LAKE 9 AND 10 45-R25 I* (3F 4,298,290.11 1736116 2,681,123 139,241 324 | 18.3
TINKER 45-R2.5 |* (8} 3.023,750.52 2591418 | [ 674,233 84,679 2.14 104
MCCLAIN GAS 1 45-R2.5 |* (8} 3,634.808.08 1,186,684 2.560.001 93,412 264 274
MCCLAIN GAS 2 45R2.5 |~ (8} 3477,788.00 1210088 2,476,360 90,662 261 27.3
MCCLAIN STEAM 1 45R25 I* (9) 221782098 809,178 1,608,252 59,318 267 271
CENTENNIAL WIND FARM 35-R3 M 1 911,783.38 241,070 679,831 41,041 450 . 16.8
OU SPIRIT WIND FARM 35-R3 _|” (1} 788,993.43 28,338 768,484 39,486 500 19.5
CROSSROADS WIND FARM 35R3  |* (13 44,050.761.82 5864347 38,826,922 1,781,015 4.04 21.8
TOTAL ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT 102.852.045.60 28,0584.536 77,856,189 3221813 313 24.1
348.0 [MISCELLANEOUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT] ]
REDBUD 1 40-R2._|* (8} 2,010.341.97 612,573 1498,286 53,390 2.66 28:1
REDBUD 2 40-R2 > (6} 15,295.20 1,833 14,580 483 3.16 0.2
REDBUD 3 AQ-R2 M (6} 4,236.28 152 .4,338 142 3.35 30.5
REDBUD 4 40-R2 ¥ 8} 4236.27 158 4,332 142 335 388
HORSESHOE LAKE 9 AND 10 40-R2 i (3} 941,452 30 413,037 556,669 30,179 3.21 18.4
TINKER 40-R2 __|° {8) 8,684.46 6,849 2,509 240 277 10.5
MCCLAIN GAS 1 40-R2 M (6 4.078113.35 1329.063 2993737 118484 | | 280 253
CENTENNIAL WIND FARM 35R25 1Y I43) 417.174.39 . 71147 350,189 21,470 515 18:3
OU SPIRIT WIND FARM 3s-R25 |* [&h) 83464.93 9,270 75,030 3.958 4.74 . 180
CROSSROADS WIND FARM 35R25 I* 1 58.088.08 8,810 49,758 2,308 3.97 21.8
TOTAL MISC{ZELU\NEOUS POWER PLANT TQUI’MEQT 7.521,087.23 2,452,792 5,548,429 230,776 3.03 24.0
TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT I I : 4.501,049,562,23 342,951,973 1,201,001,572 59,475,974 3.96 20,2
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What is the Company requesting in this case?

OG&E is requesting a $5.5 million increase from the average 5 year spend for

distribution and transmission vegetation management. In addition, the Company is
proposing a vegetation management tracker which will account for variances above or
below the level recovered in base rates. The tracker balance will accumulate and will be

tefunded or recovered as detemlined in the next general rate case,

C. Depreciation

Are there any changes to OG&E's depreciation rate schedules that you would like

to address?

Yes. OG&E is requesting a. change in depreciation expense to accoimt for the increased
level of plant requested in this case as well as new depreciation rates. These changes
increase total Company depreciation expense: by approximately $29.6 million. Those
changes are fully discussed by OG&E witness Spanos. However, I would like to discuss
two issues related to depreciation: (i) dismantlement costs, a concept that is being
introduced in this depreci ation study and that represents approximately $18.3 million of
the total Company increase; and (ii) depreciation rates for future assets, which has no

impact on the revenue requirement. in this cause.

‘Why is OG&E proposing to begin recovering the cost of dismantling its generation

stations at this time?

Some of OG&E's generation units are réaching an age where retirement dates are
foreseeable. In OG&E's recent integrated resource plan ("IRP") submittals, the
Company has included estimated uni t retirement dates. It is appropliate to reflect those
tetirement dates in the new depreciation study and begin collecting a portion of
dismantlement costs through depreciation rates over the remaining life of the units. The
Company has developed an estimate of the cost of dismantling its electric generation

units and is proposing systematic recovery ofthose costs.

Direct Testimony of Donald R. Rowlett Page 120f27
Cause No. PUD 201500273
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on holding the line on costs have helped, there is still a revenue shortfall which must be

addressed at this time.

Can you elaborate on the growth in OG&E's. electric system?

Since its last rate case, OG&E 's service territory has continued to grow and its system
has continued to need ongoing investment. OG&E has invested over $2.2 billion in
utility infrastructure, $1.6 billion of which is not currently being recovered from
Oklahoma customers through rates or existing riders. The Company added a significant
amount of infrastructure to its system since the last rate case, including approximately
700 miles of transmission line, approximately 3,500 miles of distribution line (including
2,400 miles of underground), more than 11,000 transfolmers and twelve substations. The
return required to support the new investment accounts for approximately $30.6 million

of the Company's requested increase.

Has the Company taken other steps to meet increasing growth?

As a pmi of meeting that increasing demand, OG&E terminated several wholesale
contracts to free up generation to serve the needs of our retail customers. The largest of
those wholesale contracts was in place for more than 50 years. That low cost generating
capacity was previously paid for by the wholesale customers and will now need to be
allocated to retail customers, Those contracts were temlinated in 2015 which provided an
immediate benefit to OG&E customers by, in effect, adding over 300 MW of power to
the system at a fraction of the cost of purchasing or building a new power plant. The
total cost associated with moving existing generation from the wholesale to retail

jurisdiction is approximately $16.5 million.

Please elaborate on the changes in operating expenses since the 2010 test year.

Operating expenses, which include both depreciation expense and other operating
expenses, have increased $90 million over this pefiod. Approximately $60.2 million of
this increase is due to an increase in depreciation expense. The increéase in utility plant
has contributed approﬁmately $44.6 million to increased depreciation expense. The

Company's proposal to begin recovering dismantlement costs, which idiscuss in greater

Direct Testimony of Donald R. Rowlett Page 5 of 27
CanseNo. PUD 201500273




detail below, makes up approximately $15.6 million of the increase m depreciation

expense.
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With a few exceptions, the Company has beén able to manage its Other Operating
and Maintenance expenses at. approximately the levels experienced in 2010. Other
operating and maintenance expenses have increased about- $29.7 million over the pro
Jonna test year, primarily because of additional vegetation management costs of $11.2
million and rising labor costs of approximately $10.9 million. These increases in
depreciation expense, other operating expenses and income tax expense of $9.5 million
have also been partially offset by base rate revenue growth c;f approximately $54.0
million. Chart 1below visually depicts the various ¢components discussed above.

Chart I:Visual Depiction of Rate Increase Drivers

Exhibit ECC-2

Page 11 of 19

{$ millions}

$9.5 N
%87 l IncomeTaxes i\-“

Other .
Operating Revenue
$60.2 Expenses Growth

$92.8

‘ 554.0)
Depreciation ’
Expense

Proposed
Increase in

Winlessle
QGenertlon

$30.6

RS

Retum
Requirement for
Plant
Investment

Revenue
Requirmemt

11 Q. What efforts has the Company undertaken to mitigate increases in operating costs?

12 A. OG&E's has worked very hard to keep operating costs down and the costs the Company

13 can control have been relatively flat since 2010. While serving record numbers of

Direct Testimony of Donald R. Rowlett
Cause No. PUD 201500273

Page 6 of 27
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Attorney General
Data Request AG-5
Cause No. PUD 201500273

5-17 Depreciation; Referring to Mr. Rowlett’s testimony, page 6, provide detailed
information supporting the determination of the dismantlement expense that makes
up the $15.6 million of the increase in depreciation,

Response*: The workpapers set forth in QCC-1-10 and AG Set 1 establish the weighted net
salvage percent calculation to be applied to each generating unit. These net salvage
components include an additional dismariflement component that was not included in the
current rates.

Response provided by: Johnh Spanos
Response provided on: February 24, 2016
Contact & Phone No: Sheri Richard 405-553-3747

*By respondiiig to these Data Requests, OG&E is not indicating that the provided information is relevant or material
and OG&E is not waiving any objection as to relevance or matetiality or confidentiality of the information or
documents provided ot the admissibility of such information or documents in this or in any other proceeding.




ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED DECOMMISSIONING
RETIREMENT COSTS
UNIY YEAR MW _{shw)
(1 @ [&] %]
STEAM
HORSESHOE LAKE § 2023 171 $ 40.00
HORSESHOE LAKE 7 2028 237 3. 40,00
HORSESHOE LAKE 8, 2025 380 3 40,00
MUSTANG 1 7 2015 54 $ 40.00
MUSTANG 2 * 2017 s $ 40.00
MUSTANG 3 * a0r 13 S 40,00
MUSTANG 4 * 207 251 $' 40,00
SEMINOLE GT 2017 17 4 10.00
SEMINOLE 1 2030 464 $ 40.00
SEMINOLE 2 2030 494 3 46.00
SEMINOLE 3. 2030 502 §° 40,00
MUSKOGEE 4 2042 477 $ 40.00
MUSKOGEE § 2043 517 $ 40.00
MUSKOGEE & 2048 502 3 A0.00
SOONER 1 2044 522 5 40.00
\ SOONER 2 2045 524 $ 40,00
TOTAL STEAM 5,265
OTHER o )
REDBUD 4 2049 163 3 10.00
REDBUD 2 2048 163 § 10.00
REDBUD 3 2019 163 $ 10,00
REDBUD 4 2049 163 3 10,00
HORSESHOE LAKE 9 AND 10 2038 92 3 10.00
TINKER 2025 82 $ 10,00
MCCLAIN BAS 1 2046 170. $ 10.00
MOCLAIN GAS 2 2046 170 $ 1000
MCCLAIN STEAM'1 2046 180 $ 10.00
TOTAL OTHER 1346
WiND )
QU SPIRIT 2034 104 s £.00
‘CROSSROADS 2037 228 ] 5.00
CENTENNIAL 2031 120 $ 5.00
TOTAL WIND A49

OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

DECOMMISSIONING COSTS RELATED TO STEAM GENERATING UNITS

0cC 1-10_Att
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TOTAL TOTAL .
DECOMMISSIONING  DEGOMMISSIONING ESTIMATED TERMINAL
GOSTS | CO$TS JERMINAL NET
. {CURRENT §) (FUTURE §) RETIREMENTS SALVAGE (%)
[GRERL] [C] @) (8)=(6M7)
6,840,000 6,840,000, (36,076,258) {19)
9,080,000 9,080,000 (30,641,148} (30)
15,200,000 15,200,000 (37,678.829) {10y
2,160,000 2,460,000 {20,080.185) (11)
2,000,000 2,000,000 {8.870,613) {23
4,620,000 4,520,000 (18,296,275) (25)
10,040,000 10,040,000 (35,972,398) (28)
170,000 170,600 (1,548,1896) 1)
18,660,000 18,560,000 (73,468,143) (26):
18,760,000 18,760,000 (52,441,956} 38)
20,080,000 20,080,000 (81,123,404) @5
19,080,000 14,080,000 (210,778,581) {9)
20,660,000 20,680,000 (154,603,510) (13}
120,080,000 20,080,000° (314,646,006) 6)
20,880,000 20,880,000 (301,285,890} )
20,860,000 20,860,000 {(171,892,062) {12}
210,080,000 210,090,000 1,545,400,164)
1,630,000 4,630,000 (64,087,679} 3)
1,630,000 4,630,000° {27,208,483) (8)
1,630,000 1,630,000 (27.795,588) 6)
1,630,600 1,630,000 (26,534,299) (8)
920,000 920,000 (36,861,881) )
820,000 820,000 {10,396,803) ®)
1,700,001 1,700,000 (35,018,583) (5)
1,700,000 1,700,000 (30,337.513) )]
1,800,000 1,800,000 {11,034,981) (16)
13,460,800 43,460,000 {269,355,000)
505,000 505,000 (227.930,430) 0
1,140,000 1,140,000 (369.538,980) 1
600,000 600,000 (175.417.481) [}
2,245,000 2,245,000 {772,888,880)

+ ESTIMATES FOR RETIREMENT YEAR AND MW USED IN ENVIRONIENTAL STUDY DIFFER FROM THOSE SHOWN HERE,




AG 13
) ) Spanes WPs
OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY Waighted Net
Sialvage
TABLE 2. CALCULATION OF WEIGHTED NET SALVAGE PERCENT Table 2
TERMINAL RETIREMENTS INTERIM RETIREMENTS WEIGHTED
RETIREMENTS NET SALVAGE  RETIREMENTS  NET SALVAGE AVERAGE NET
LOGCATION (%) (%) %) ) (%) SALVAGE %
N (2) 3) ) (] {B)=(2)*(3)*{4)"{B)
STEAM PRODUCTION
HORSESHOE LAKE 6 90.52 (19) 848 16} (19
HORSESHOE LAKE 7 83.93 (30} 16.07 {16) (28)
HORSESHOE LAKE 8 85.29 {40) 14.74 (18) (37)
MUSTANG 1 100.00 (11) 0.00 (18) (ah
MUSTANG 2 98,00 (23) 2.00 {16) (23)
MUSTANG 3 97.21 (25) 2.79 (16) {25)
MUSTANG 4 94.81 (28) 519 (186) (28)
SEMINOLE GT 96,85 (i1 3.15. {16) {12)
SEMINOLE 1 87.58 S 12.42 (16) (24)
SEMINOLE 2 85.60 (38) 14.40 (16) (35)
SEMINOLE 3 89,09 (25) 10.91 {18) (25)
MUSKOGEE 4 81,73 ) 18.27 (16) (11)
MUSKOGEE 5 70.79 (13)_ 20.21 (18) (4
MUSKOGEE 6 75.40 6) 24.80 {18) Q)
SOONER 1 80.96 7 19.04 (16) (9)
SOONER 2 77.61 {12) 22.39 (16) 13)
OTHER PRODUCTION j
REDBUD 1 42.82 3) 57.18 . {5) (5)
REDBUD 2 34.46 (6) 65.54 ] (5) (6)
REDBUD 3 35.24 (6) 64.76 (5) (6)
REDBUD 4 35.75 (6 64.95 j (5) {6)
HORSESHOE LAKE 9 A 8032 2) 99.68 (5) (3)
TINKER 91.23 (8) 8.77 (5) (8)
MCCLAIN GAS 1 40.19 (5) 59.81 (5) (6)
MCCLAIN GAS 2 37.20 (6) 62.80 (5) (6]
MCCLAIN STEAM 1 31.85 (16) 68.15 (5) (9)
WIND PRODUCTION
CENTENNIAL 91,77 0 8.23 (5) (1)
OU SPIRIT 90,73 0 927 {5) )
CROSSROADS B88.95 0 11.05 {5) (&)
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1 Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW YOU ESTIMATED NET SALVAGE

2 PERCENTAGES.
3 A I estimated the net salvage percenlages by incorporating the historical data for the
4 period 1985 through 2014, and I considered estimates for other electric companies.

5 Q. WERE THE NET SALVAGE PERCENTAGES FOR GENERATING
6 FACILITIES BASED ON THE SAMIE ANALYSES?

7 A, Yes, for the interim analyses. The net salvage percentages for generating facilities

8 were based on two components, the interim net salvage percenlage and the final net
9 salvage percentage. The interim nel salvage percentage is dete‘rminad based on the
10 historical indications from the period 2003-2014 of the cost of removal and gross
11 salvage amounly as a percentage of the associated plant retired. The final nel sdlvage
12 or dismantlement component was determined based on the assets anticipated 1o be .
13 retived at’the concwrent date of final retirement. |

4 Q. HAVE YOU INCLUDED A DISMANTLEMENT COMPONENT INTO THE

15 OVERALL RECOVERY OF GENERATING FACILITIES?
16 A Yes, A dismantlement component has been included to the net salvage percentage for
17 ~ steam and other production facilities.

18 Q. CAN YOU EXPLAIN IIOW THE DISMANTLEMENT COMPONENT IS

19 INCLUDED IN THE DEPRECIATION STUDY?

20 A Yes. The dismantlement component is part of the overall nel salvage for each

21 focation within the production assets. Based on studies for other utilities and the cost

22 estimates of PSO, it was deterntined that the dismantiement or decommissioning costs

23 for steam and other production facilities is best caloulated by dividing the
DIRECT TESTIMONY ‘ CAUSE NO. PUD 201500208

12 JOHN 1, SPANOS
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Oklahoma Industrial Energy Consumers
Data Request OIEC-3
Cause No. PUD 201500273

3-24 [Data] — Please provide all additional bases, evidence, opinions, assumptions,
documents, analyses, ete. that either describes, explains, supports, and/or justifies
the specific life and salvage parameters proposed for each separate account or
subaccount that has not already been provided.

Response®™:  Mr. Spanos has provided workpapers and information used for the depreciation
study in the responses to varions other data requests. However, the process of service life
and net salvage estimation depends on informed judgment that incorporates Mr. Spanos’
thirty years of experience in conducting depreciation studies, Because the entirety of Mt.
Spanos’ experience cannot be quantified in the response to a broad and vague data
request, Mr. Spanos reserves the right to elaborate on additional considerations in rebuttal

testimony.
Response provided by: John Spanos
Response provided on: February 12, 2016
Contact & Phone No: Sheri Richard 405-553-3747

*By responding to these Data Requests, OG&E is not indicating that the provided information is relevant or material
and OG&E is not waiving any objection as to relevance or materiality or confidentiality of the information or
doctiments provided or the admissibility of such information or documents in this or in any other proceeding,
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Attorney General
Data Request AG-5
Cause No. PUD 201500273

5-14 Depreciation: If not previously provided, please provide detail information
supporting the determination of information included in columns 3, 4, and 7 of OCC
I-10_Att.

Response*:  The MW set forth in column 3 of the attachment to OCC-1-10 is the Unit
Capability in MW provided by the Company for each unit. The $40/KW set forth in
column 4 is the most commonly supported value utilized for estimating the
decommissioning cost for steam facilities, $10/KW for other production units, and
$5/KW for wind facilities. The amounts are in the range of $/KW averages determined
by specific units studies for other utilities.

The amounts in column 7 are supported in the attachment to OCC-1-9 which is based on
the existing plant in service and the segregation of interim retirements and final

retirements.
Response provided by: John Spanos
Response provided on: March 14,2016
Contact & Phone No: Sheri Richard 405-553-3747

*By responding to these Data Requests, OG&E is not indicating that the provided information is relevant or material
and OG&E is not waiving any objection as to relevance or materiality or confidentiality of the information or
documents provided or the admissibility of such information or documents in this or in any other proceeding.
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Oklahoma Corporation Commission
Data Request DJC-1
Cause No. PUD 2015002 73

1-9 Refen ing to Table 1 of the depreciation study at p, VIII-2, please provide a detailed
description of how the projected teiminal and 1nterim relirements were calculated
it columngs 2 and 3 mspectwely.

Response*:  The terminal and Intetim vetirements in Table 1, Columns 2 and 3, are calculated
based on the interim survivor curve, life span date and sm"vwmg, age dls&ibutton for each
genel atmo unit as of Decembel 31, 2014

The survxvmg age distribution of each generating unit is utilized with the interim survivor
curve to project ietirements each year up to the life span date. These retirements of the
December 31, 2014 balance are’ totaled to represent the projected interim retirements that
are estunated to occur. The remaining assets will be retired on a terminal basis, The
suinmation of these two amounts equal the December 31, 2014 balance for each unit,

Response provided by: John Spanos
Response provided on: February 1.2016
Contact & Phone No: Sheri Richard 405-553-3747

*By wspondm ¢ to these Data Requests, OG&E is not mdlcatmg that the provided information is relevant of material
and OG&E is not waiving any objection 4 (o relevance or materiality or conﬁdemmhty of the information or
documents provided or the admissibility of such infortmation or documents in this or jn any other proceeding.




Exhibit ECC-2
Page 19 of 19

Attorney General
Data Request AG-10
Cause No. PUD 201500273

10-4 Referring to OG&E’s response to OIEC-3-4, Net Salvage for Production Plant,
please provide detailed information explaining and supporting the determination of
terminal net salvage estimates based on common industry costs per KW, The costs
per KW are included in OG&E’s response to OCC-1-10_Aft., Column 4 which
shotws $40/KKW being tised in the delermination of total decommissioning costs
(curreint), If previously provided please reference the specific data response(s).

Response*:  The terminal net salvage calculations are set forth in response to OCC-1-9. The
$40/KW is the most commonly utilized amount. when considering all the industry
estimates. This was initially established in a study presented to the AGA/EEI committee
in 1993, The OCC-1-10 attachment shows no escalation to retirement date was included

in the study.
Response provided by: Johu Spanos
Response provided on: March 2, 2016
Contact & Phone No: Sheri Richard  405-553-3747

*By responding to these Data Requests, OG&E is not indicating that the provided information is relevant or material
and OG&E. is not waiving any objection as to relevance lor materiality ot Lonﬁdentiahty of the ‘information or
documents provided or the admissibility of such information or documents in this or in any other proceeding.
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reflect interim retirements that oceur prior to the ultimate retirement of the major unit,
An interim survivor curve was estimated for each plant‘account, inasmuch as the rate of
interim retirements differs from account to account. The interim survivor curves
estimated for steam and other production plant wére based on. the retirement. rate
method of life analysis which incorporated experienced aged retirements for the period.
1997 through 2014,

The depreciable life span estimates for power generating stations were the result
of considering experienced life spans of similar generating units, the age of surviving
units, general operating characteristics of the units, major refurbishing, and discussions
with management personnel ¢oncerning the probable. jong-term outlook for the units,
and the estimate of the operating partner, if applicable. These life spans represent the
expected depreciable life of each facility under theit current configuration. Future
capital expenditures can extend a facility's depreciable life, however, such changes to
depreciable life would not be prudent until the capital expenditures are actually put into
plant in service,

The life span estimate for the coal-fired and gas-fired, base-lvad units is 55 to 66
years, which is within the typical range of life spans for such units, The 55 to 65-year
life span estimate applies to almost all the steam unite. Life spans of 35 to 46 years
were estimated for the combustion turbines. These life span estimates are typical for
‘combustion turbines which are used primarily as peaking .uhits, Life spans for wind

turbines were estimated at 25 years,

v . ' T OK Gus & Elect
& Gannett Fleming WG December 31, 2014
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SERVICES  INSIGHTS &NEWS ~ CAREERS Q) =

Home | Wind Farm Lite Bzpiclancy Rvalyalin

Wind Farm Life
Expectancy Evaluation
Client: Empire Dislrict Electic Go.

Completion Date! 2007
Location: Cloud County, Kan,

Summary

Burnis & McDonnell provided a wind farm life
expectancy evaluation on the Meridian Way Wind Farm
in Cloud County, Kan, Horizon Wind Energy, the
developer and operator of the project, will use Vestas
Vg0 3<MW turbines to generate abotut 100 MW of energy
on this farm. Empire District Electric. Co. will take
delivery of power from the wind farm and needed an
estimate of its useful project life for purposes of financial
due diligence and proper accounting, The evaluation
included due diligence on the turbines and an evaluation
of the life expectancy of other wind farim components.

Services

« Wind turbine due diligenice
« Wind farm life expectancy evaluation

Background

http://www.burnsmed.com/projects/wind-farm-life-expectancy-evaluation 3/10/2016




wina Farm Lite Expectancy Evaluation | Projects | Burns & McDonnell Page Lakibit ECCi
Page 3 of 21

Empire District Electric Co. is based in Joplin, Mo., and
was Jookingteupgsandireposidfobionf ensrgsrsourts in =
the renewable market, It is working with Horizon Wind
Energy to develop a wind farm in Cloud County, Kan.
Empire District Electric has signed a purchase powet
agreement for all the energy produced at the Meridian
Way Wind Farm, and Horizon Wind Energy will be
responsible for project developmentand on going,
operations. ‘

Enpire District Electric retained Burns & McDonnell to
evaluate the life expectancy of the project because its
purchase powet agreement is for 20 years and the
estimated life expectancy of the project will determine
the accounting treatment of the agreement,

The Burns & McDonnell scope of work included a life
expectancy assessment of wind farm assets:

» Access roads

« Flectrical gathering system
+ Wind turbine foundations .
» Wind turbines (Vestas V90 3 MW) ‘

The Burns & McDonnell project scope did not include
evaluating the wind resource of the project site, nor did
it include an evaluation of the array design of the wind
project. Specific design/engineering aspects pertinentto
the wind resottree and production capabilities of the
wind farnt were not included. The focus of the project
was solely o1 assessing the life expectancy of the assets
being deployed in the wind farm,

With the turbine types deployed by Horizon Wind
Energy and Burns & McDonnell's understanding of the
other wind farm assets, Burns & McDonnell estimated
that the wind farm project would have a service life of 30
years or more.

Features
« 100 MW wind farin

» Vegtas Voo 3-MW wind turbines
« Evaluation of life expectancy

http://www.burnsmed.com/projects/wind-farni-life-expectancy-evaluation 3/10/2016
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SERVICES  INBIGHTS'& NEWS  CAREERS. Q =

You May Also Like!

Related Projects

West End Substatiort

Education City Student Housing Complex.

LCDR Otis Vincent Tolbert Joint Inteffigence Operations Centay
Central Plant Masler Blan Implementation

GRU Energy Center South

Packaged Hybrid CHF Plant

Sauthwest Minnesota Wind Transmission Line Upgrade
Transmission and Substation EPC Projects

115V to 12.5/7.2-kV Substation

Related Services

Electric Power Geheration

Electrical Transmission & Distibution
Sustaidability

Wind Transmission

Related Insighis
Enerqgy Storage: Reviewing Techhologies in Play.as Industry Evolves

Gontrol System Upgrades: Challenges Attributable to DCS Vendor
Hardware Differences !

Applying Totex to Electric and Gas Transmission and Distribution Assete
Natural Gas Opportunity in the Northeast

Capitalizing on the Value of the Grid: Becorning the Next Generation (NxG).
Utility

Powering Through

Technical Q&A: Substation Change-Ouls

Retiprocating Englne Plants: Five Reasons They're Gaihirig Populérity‘
Adjusting to EPA's Clean Power Plan

Empowering Stability for a Changing Market

http://www.burnsmed.com/projects/wind-farm-life-expectancy-evaluation 3/10/2016
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Refated NewsSERVICES  INSIGHTS &NEWS  OAREERS Q =

Fortnightly Magazine: Regarding Big Transmission |
Firm'Names Two New Officers in Houston

Stephen Kang prothoted to vice president in Buris & McDonnell California
Démn Famakinwa Named Practice Manager for T&b in Atlanta

Atlanta Business Ghronidle: Whan working In the catporate world cauges
culture shock

District Energy: Rethinking Efficlency at UT Austin

Warren County Power Station named Project of the Year at Power ’
Gengration Week 2015 |

Burna & MoDorinell Receives Top Industry: Recognition for Clierit !
Satisfaction for Sixtlt Yearin a Row

Power Engineeting: Dominion Virginia Power's Warren County. Power
Station Takes Top Honors at Projects of tiie Year Awards

Powet Engineering: What Is an Integrated Factory Acceptance Test for
NERG CIP Compliance?

e Py B . ‘ 5
e Sl m § v o

St B Dt B . e .
A R R Comytany Blog | Corilaél Us | Celendar
Accessibllity | Prvacy Stalement

2015 © 2018 Bumns & MeDonnsll. All Rights Reservet!
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Wind turbinds nead hot give up.the ghost after 20 years, If praperly serviced, thay can remain in

‘operation twice as long, A guest post by Markus Claudius Romnberg,

Ask people froni the wirid seclor how long a turbing can run, aivl you will get
a clear answer: 20 years, Why? The only reason is that the sarvice life Is e
same as the teim of the pennit. Yet, turbiines ate not broken after 20 years,
and that term does not represent the it of what is technically possible,
Hydropower plants bullt In 1922 are stll running, We keep them running
hecause we know them well, take care of them, and revamp them
accaslonally, Wind farms can afsa be rur like cotiventional power plants,
They can stay In operation for at least 25 years and even reach the ripe old
age of 40 wilh retrofits and replacemeént componelts;

If you waiit to keep a wind turbine rinniig smoothly, you just have to
answer one question: what Is the greatest cause of damage td the inachine?
Thi answer Is Hie turbine’s ditection towards the wind. Proper orfentation
can he optimized with on-site Ineasurements,

Unfortuniately, a lot of wind fams operatots forgo Uis option by slgning full-
service malhtenance contracts, These contracts essentially take away the
operator’s options to do a better job, In retirh, operators fecelve a service
that Is always worse than what they could do themsebves. Jn full-
maintenance contracts, manufacturers essentially optimize themselves, If a

Markus Claudius Rothbery
hahdlizs widd farhs In
Gernmany for Swiss energy
pravider Repawer, He came to
the wind sectar from
conventional power plant
technology,

privats

techniclan ts nearby, servicing work Is perfotmed ~ tegardless of whether the wind Is blowing o Tt

Manufacturers don't fuakte gaod on thelr word

OF course, manufacturers always promise 10 Sérvite their turhines optimally. We know from our own vilnd

farms that this Is not the case, Three-dimensional ultrasound measureients have detected deviations af up to
several degrees batween a turbine’s ofientation and the direction of the wind, The demage caused to tutbines

A thelr “youth” frofn Improper orientation reduces théir overall service life. The sarne holds true for impropar

‘hitp://www.renewablesinternational net/wind-turbines-for-40-years/ 150/435/85411/
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plkch. Gur inspections have revealed that the pitch of blades an a single turbine can differ by two degrees. The ;

result Is an fribalance that can damage the machine,

All pplimization requires additional expetises and should therefare ba dong whii the turblnes are not
generaling a ot of Blectricity. It addition, retrafits are a good Idea.af.the Jatest when the wind turbliies hiava
bean written down, Turbine owners should talcutale the retums from modern control technology anil a new
generator f the retrofit can Increase efficiency by a few parcentage polits,

Additionat cost-saviigs can comie from lang-term operation of the wind farms when the payments fo proper Ly
owners are changed. If an agreetent can he reached, T can extend the lease iminediately arid pay upfont.
Instead of streteliing the lease across 20 years and losing monay from Inlerest and inflation, I can pay upfront
and ask for a discount of a few percentage points.

OF zousse, te Upfrant payment Increases Lha upfront investment. Bul our-experierice with banks shows that
long-term pantnerships are alko desired in project Ainaricing. By payiisg-the 1ease upfront, we reduce the
number of question marks for the bank dowiri to ones fiture whid contlitong,

Banks fike It when the fulure cash flow to the wind fatm does not have to be shared but 18 Instead dvaltable In
full to repay the principal. Often though, banks express theh thahks with belter conditions despite the longer
loan temis,

Is this witlcle
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Reaconumendsd Mtinles
Cozt of renewables rermains stable In Getmany
Last year, the surcharge to cover the cost of feed-in Fariffs for renewables in Germany rose tremendously but
was expected fo taper off dixl... more
Gerpnah power lrading examined
Today, we take & Jook at the recent data on power trading and power lings, One thing Js st missing: the
exact caparity of interconnections, In.., more
"4t Revolulion” now onfirie for free
The film entitled "The fourth revolutian” Is now available for streaming, The movie s baged on the late
tHenmann Scheet's last... more
Nuclear and renewables: past, present, and future.
Bornard Chabot Is back today with an overview of Instafled capacity and powér preduction data. The puclear
renaissance has falfed to materia... more
European solar thiimal market botfoms ouk

EurObserv'CRhas released & bilingual repott I English and Frencly; which fincs that the solar heat and
concentrated solar powar sectors may.., more

o poestad By plisty

2 Comments oft "Wind turbines for 40 years? ®

Lo Jantes Wimbsrley - 15.02.2015, 2047 Uy (Report comrment)

Village coaps should probably rejact the suggestion that they coulld tlo & belter job of malmtaiting thelr few

turbines than a manufacturer or spedialist contractor, Instead they should iry to address the printipal-agent

problent by designiing service contracts with Incentives for performance. 1 recall that GE offers profit-
sharing contracts for upgrades to control systems on its twn tutrbines,

2o todd Millions - £1,000045, 22027

Jhr (Report comment)

That blade aut pitch flgure-2* seems-'stimulating'.You need ultiagound too detect JE2A michrophone shaulid
sufflee.] had & crossbar bolt pinch & sinall section on a hanglider sall orice yeafs-ago -1 did notlce ft on
preflight but thought it minar and left it.Once(only)-magining that levered by hundreds,causes
uncomfortable clenching. Ome other fam of setup and malntenefice may B of Iritrest-1n 2005, nue usefil

-4

3

Réad tie backigrotnd for Hils chart series |

© Read the Jatest fnstallment: ;
i To keep tp with this series regulatly, :
¢ follow our author Cralg Morsis on Twitter
 (@PPchef) :
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idiots began to whilté that the titbines installed at & demo wind Fam at Gull Lake Saskatchewan;shut
dowm at low temptures,and so were unreliable, Thase turblies hiad ports I the gear box for block heatisrs
for Just this eventuality-but the hlock beaters were nol Installed.If this {5 a readon other hstalations in other
areas are shutting down at a the of peak deniand and often peak output,insyring that a palt of $50 bar-
heaters are installed In hopefully pre existing ports and plugged i nay have =a compelling payback,

Wille a coniant
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23 July 2002 by Eize oo Voles |, Be the frs! to aomment

Wind turbines are still often developed for a 20-year design life. However, a
number of recent initiatives indicate a gradual shift to a 25-year and even
longer operating period, And with turbines in the 4.5-7.5MW class becoming
more common, it is hard o imagine these giants being knocked down after
operating only for two decades.

The single largest benefit for owners and operators from lifetime extension is driving
down the lifecycle-based costs of energy (CoE). A wider overall benefit to societies as
a whole is enhancing the sustainability of fenewable products and projects.

Wind-farm sustainability

Al wind turbines have a number of main infrastructural components, such as
transformers and medium-voltage copper ground cables for electricity transport, that
can last 50 years or more. The same applies to other durable components inside wind
turbines, provided they are not exposed to lifetime-shortening factors, such as
continuous vibration, major temperature fluctuations, silt air and humidity.

In addition, the latest 3-7.5MW onshore turbines are increasingly put on concrete or
concrete-steel hybrid fowers, These structures can again last 50 years or more due to
onhly minor material fatigue-related impact oh design life compared to steel sactions
performing similar tasks. The same design life range can be expected for concrete
foundations,

hilp/ivwiw windpowermanthly.com/articlar1142336/extending-lurbine-ifelime-brings-down-cos 1/8
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!

These components represent a big share of total capital investment. Spreading their
payback over a longer period contributes towards lowering CoE, while extending the
active use phase of the available infrastructure improves sustainability.

For offshore applications, a wind turbine represents only about 35% of total capital
investment, This relatively low proportion is dué to the high installation cost of heavy
and expensive support and top structures and long electricity-distribution and
transport cables to shore.

Mixed results

Initiatives to extend turbine lifetime are not new but have in the past produced mixed
results. In the mid-1990s, former US wind-turbine supplier Zond displayed a scale
model of its then-new 750kW Z-750 model at Germany’s Hanover international
incdustry fair. Among its distirict features was a huge integrated drive train and a
doubly fed induction generator -— a wind techriology novelty, The company claimed it
to be the world’s only turbine with a GL-certificate for a 30-year design life.
Unfortunately, soon after its introduction on to the market; the Z-760 developed
significant problems with key components such as gearboxes and generators. These
required a complete redesign.

However, there are examples of kilowatt-clags turbine models built from the late
19708 until the early 1990s that have successfully operated over 20 years without
requiring substantial replacement of main components.

The early wind industry days were characterised by substantial knowledge gaps,

hitphwwin windpowermonthly.com/article/d 147336/sxtending-lurbine-lifelima-brings-down-coe 208
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limited know-how and insufficient track-record experience, At the same time, constant
market pressures to rapidly increase turbines' rated capac:ty made it difficult for
dasigners to gain larger-series experience needed to develop more reliable turbines
while adding to technical and operational risk as well as costs.

Owners and developers, meanwhile, often opted to remave older turbines well before
they had reached their technical lifespan, replacing these with larger, more powerful
new models,

Utility turbines

With the emergence of utility-grade 1.6-2MW and above turbines from the mid-1990s
onwards, pressure to upscale has eased somewhalt, and these power ratings are in
fact widely expected to stay. Such megawatt-scale turbines are now being offered in a
wide variety of makes and models. Generally, performance has been rather good, but
there have been exceptions, Qver the recent few years, dearboxes have attracted
particular eriticism, often being blamed as the single main cause of turbine failure.

Sevaral turbine serles, including the Vestas 2MW, Nordex 2.5MW, GE 1.5MW,
Gamesa PMW and Enercon 1.5-2MW have now been on the market for a decade or
longer, typically in maltiple versions. The Siemens 2 3MW turbine entered the market
in 2002, and three new, larger rotor diameters have been introduced since —- from the
initial 82.4 metre to 93 metre, 101 metre and 108 metre.

This strategy is now common across the industry. It aims to boost yield perforn'\ahce
while driving down CoE and extending turbine platform life. Manufacturing large
numbers of similar turbines encourages production efficiencies and standardisation of
components while lowering manufacturing and procurement costs.

Another major leap forward can be made in terms of long-term turbine upkeep.
including the offering of mid-life upgrades, Enercan offers a long-term service
package, which guarantees the owner or operator 97% technical availability in return
for an annual fee that is in proportion to and a reflection of generated energy yield. An
integral part of this contract is that Enercon can implement hardware and/or softwdre
upgrades if these are considerad beneficial for enhanced performance or availability.
This in fact represents a mutual benefit for both supplier and customer.

Repowering

hllp://'www.windmwermonmw.com/arucle/ﬁ42335/ex1ending—{urbi‘naLMellmebrings-dmwcoe
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In-several main wind markets large-scale repowering of sites occupied by ten- to 20-
yaat~oid kilowatl-size turbines with larger modern equivalents was expected to
becorne a main trend, One recent Dutch example involved replacing three 225kW and
250KW turbines with two 2.3MW turbines, increasing annual energy production by a
factor of eight. A potential problem is that plans for repowering are in practice often
hampered by permitting constraints, such as installation height restr ictlons and/or
limited grid capacity.

Growing business

Spanish manufacturer Gamesa set up a specialist business unit in 2010 offering
dedicated, large-coriiponent reconditioning and lifetime extension services. "One of
our learning examples is the nuclear industry, where the lifetime extension concept
has been common practice for decades," Christian Jourdain, marketing manager for
the service business, said at the recent European Wind Energy Association
conference in Denmark. "These projects typically commence with & technology
condition scan after around 15 years of operation, serving as the basis for a
production improvement plan of the additional years."

The large-component reconditioning unit focuses on maximising wind turbine

performance while reducing turbine downtime and operation-and-maintenance costs.

When a large component — such as a gearbox, generator or blade - fails |
prematurely, the first action is always disassembly and diagnosis of the root cause, )
with a detailed report sent to the client.

Gamesa’s clients then have a choice between “standard” and "premium" repair. The
standard optiott includes the use of state-of-the-art remanufactured components
whose specifications are technically identical to those of original componerits. |
Afterwards, the turbine returns to operation and can be expected to continue

operating with unchanged "new" component useful life expectancy and similar

statistical failure chances.

In the premium option, Gamesa technicians apply root-cause analysis to
enhancements necessary to bring specific turbine components:to the fatest
technological level. "Each component is further subjectad to full-load bench testing up |
to the operational limits,” Jourdain explained. "Because the enhancements ‘
significantly reduce a component's failure rate, this inturn has substantial positive |
impact upon future failure rates based on statistical oceurrence. After component

htlp:lfwww,windpc:wermo‘nmly.comlarﬁclem142335/exlending~turbine~lnfeﬂme—brlngsodownncpe ' a6
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reconditioning incorporating design enhancements, ‘new useful life'this time in fact
jumps over the former ‘theoretical useful life’ curvature, thus extending both time in
service and remaining useful life."

Extending the operational lifetime of main components has been the first step of the
turbine life extension programme initiated by Gamesa three years ago. Jourdain
streases that Gamesa has its own gearbox, generator and blade-manufacturing
divisions, each with its own design teams and in-depth expertise.

Third-party suppiier&

To furlher reduce turbing downtime in the event of a major failure, Gamesa keeps
significant stock of large components including third-party supplier parts. Included on
the comprehensive list are reconditioned gearboxes, generators and various blade
types for other manufacturers’ wind turbines.

Modern turbines usually recover theit cumulative energy inputs within 3-8 months of
electricity generation. This is called the energy payback period. An interlinked,
lifecycle-based energy ou'tpu'tminput ratio — or sustainability performance number - is
known as the "harvest factor".

A 20-yaar tuthine lifetime with a six-month energy payback period results in a harvest
factor of 20 x 12/ 6 = 40. Finally, expanding turbine operation to 25-30 years
substantially cantributes to harvest factors, provided upkeep costs and turbine
performance femain in line with predetermined industry expectations. Combined with
improved material and infrastructure utilisation, overall lifecycle enhancement benefits
will further drive down CoF. This is a clear win-win situation that fits seamlessly into
the key expanding role modern wind power can — and does already — offer the
world.

hitpidtwwyr.wi ndpowermommy.com/'art'iclem142335/6><tending~lurbin&lireﬂmeQbrings-downcoé . 516
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Tt is proposed that both culverts will be terporarily lengthened to increase site acoessibility fot the
trangpottation of heavy equipment through the site, The length of the culvetts will be extended to allow
the large crine to place one track on the existing road bed and ong track on top of the culvert extension,
This praposed extension includes the placement of & 3,000 mm wide x 1,200 o high, precast conctete,
open bottom, box culvett over the stream. The box will be set back 1.5 m away from the center of the
stream and will be placed on a clear stone base, which shall be construcied outside of the tributary
channel and banks. Sediment.contro) fencing will be erected at both the up-stream and down-stream ends
of the culvert, Sediment control berms will be placed on either gide ol the tributary baoks to prevent any
sediment, or gravel materials from entering into the watercouses, The extension to Culyert A will be
placed downstream of the existing structute whilg for Culvert B, the extension will be upstrcam (see
details on Figure 2.4). By using an open bottom culvert design, no instream work will be required, and it
is intended that these temporary culvert extensions will be removed once the turbines have been erected.

2.3.2 Operation and Maintenance K

Operation and maintenance ¢an be divided into two distinct categories. Operations is the day-to-day
observation, guiddance and control of the facility. This involves ensuring the facility and the operation
thereof conplies with various contracts and obligations to which the proponent is bound, including any
environmental asscssment relcase decision and {he attached conditions. The proponent intends to have at
Jeast one full-time desighated individual on site (based in Truro or closer) to assistin the guidance of
theso activilics together with the proponent’s larger off-site wind encrgy team. This ‘front-line’
individual will be accessible to the community and to otherrelevant intmstcd partics,

Maintenance of the wind farm will be done by trained techniclans staffed by the wind turbine supplict at
least for the duration of the warranty and service contract between the proponent and thie supplier. This
may involye two or three full time positions based on or near the site as well as involvement from
rogionally based personnel, The maintenance role keeps the wind turbines fully serviced and attends (o
any wartanly matier, i.¢., the replacement of defiective parts if necessarys The proponent’s operations
team essentially oversees this work as the owner of the wind farm,

'The wind turbines will be operational on a continual basis except under circumstances of mechanical
breakdown, extreme weather conditions or maintenance activities. Each turbine will be subject to
periodic maintenance and inspection, Regular maintenance will involve oil changes, and any waste
products, e.g., the waste oil, will be disposed of in aceordance with municipal and provincial waste
managérhent regulations.

TFinally, the operations team will engage other suppliers under the guidance of its engineeting team, to
maintain and service what are commonly referred to as the ‘balance of plant® components. These include
the cable collection system, substation, interconnection, ete. The servicing requirements are not as
frequent for these more static components and accordingly the specialized appropriate servie personnel
will be called in as needed.

2.3.3 Reclamation and Decommissioning
The degign life of a wind farm is typically 20 or more ycars and capital improvement and replacement
progiams may extend safe and effictent operations well beyond 40 years.. Decommissioning and/or

CBGL Limited Land Use and Environment Division Project Description 15
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Mountain Road. The commutiitics of Nuttby and Earltown are 2.5 and 6 ki respectively from the wind
farm, The sole sources of anthropogenic noise in the area are residential and comumetcial vehicles, and

ginée tralfic volumes are low, the background noise levels, i.e., wind, vegetation moved by wind, tratfic
and animal sounds, ¢.g., birds and frogs, are generally low.

A significant cnvironmental effect on the rural ambicncs of the study area would resultif a substantive
increase in light and noisc levels attributable to the Project was demonstrated to disrupt ifthe way of life
of local residents. '

7.2.3.4 BOUNDARIES

The geographical area of interest with respect to both the lighting that will be installed-on the turbifies and
the noisc {hat they will generate is twolold:

{) the arca within which wildlife, including birds, may be impacted; and

ii) the neatest communitics, 1.6., Nuttby and Harltown.

The tempotal boundatics fot both ambient light and nofse is the anticipated life of the Project, 1.&:,
pethaps 40 years o more. o

7.2.3.5 PATHWAY ANALYSIS

Lighting -

The intent of the lighting that will be installed is to ensure aviation safety. As such, the flashing light will
be angled in accordance with TC requirements. The lighting of necessity will be visible for some
considerable distance including (rom the communities of Nuttby and Eatltown. The lighting will be ted,
synchronized and intermittent. It should not pose discomfort to those living in proximity {¢.it, nor to the
residents of the communities o (Nutiby and Earltown. The Proponent is also séeking 1he 1host effeetive
means to meet both the fequirements of TC and to minimize thie impact of the required lighting on
wildlife, including birds. '

Noise

All phases of the proposed project will gcnefale noise, 1.e,, construction, project operation and
decommissioning, During the construction and decommissioning phases, fhe anticipated noise will be
that generated by typical construction activity including the transportation of materials, site works
including the building of access roads, turbine pads, ete. The noise will be caused by the operation of
heavy equipment such as back hoes, bulldozers, flatbed trailess, cranes, dump trucks, ready mix tricks
and smaller vehicles used to transport workets to and from the site.

Typical dBA levels in a rural environment nre 38 —46 dBA, in a subugban environment 48 52 dBA and
in an urban residential arca 58 - 62 dBA. The neatest oceupied residence is approximatély 600 m distant

from a turbine site. Construction poise will be heatd at this distance and may be heard at. 1 km, but is

unlikely at this distance to be an ongoing nulsance. Yuch noise may, however; temporarily distupt the
activitios of fauna and bitds at or in the vicinity of the construction activates on the Project site.

As indicated above, nois¢ in a typical rural area can be expected to be in.the victnity of 38 46 dBA. It
has been found to be easicr in practise to caleulate the potential sound emissions from wind fating than (0

CBOL Limited Land Use and Environment Divislon Analysis 89
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7.4 Social Economic Issues

7.41 Land Use ,

Iand use in the immediate vicinity of the turbines is restricted 1o logging, forestry management, the
harvesting of small arcas of bluebetries and some hunting, Since the Project will introduce a new use into
{he mix of uses on Nuttby Mountain, land use has been identificd as a socip-economic issue o be evaluated.

A significant effect on land use would result if current land uses in-the arca were itreversibly changed as a
conseguenice of the development, opcration and decommissioning of the Project,

7.4.1.1 BOUNDARIES .
The spatial arca of preatest relevance ineludes those lands within 500 m of the WI'Gs; the temporal
boundary would extent ovet the life of the Project, i.e., perhaps 40 years ore more. '

7.4.1.2 PATHWAY ANALYSIS

As has been stated the primary land use activity in the immediate vicinity of the proposed wind farm is
logging and the associated commercidl management of private woodlots. This activity will continue as
will the harvesting of areas of blucberries to the extent that such occurs in the vicinity of the proposed,
WTGs. Other activates that use the Jands in the vicinity of the turbines include hunting and the use of
various trails for snowmobiling and ATV use. Apart from working with the landowners to ensure both
the safety of all who usc the lands in the atea. including those who access and service the turbines, and
also the integrity of the WTGs, permission to access the lands for hunting and other purposes resides with
the land owners,

7.4.1.3 MITIGATIVE MEASURES ,
Apart from minimizing the footprint of the proposed works, no specific mitigative measures are proposed
{o protect existing land use in the area. '

7.4.1.4 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
Therd are no other known works that would act cumulatively with the proposed Project to impact land use
in the area; 1o cumulative impacts are anticipated. '

7.4.1.5 RESIDUAL EFFECTS
Based on the above analysis, the Project is hiot anticipated to have a significant residual ¢fleet on land use
on Nuttby Mountain; the impact is predicted to be negligible.

7.4.2 .Employment and the Economy ‘ _

The Project area is remote and unless they travel into Truro, most in the arca find employment in farming
and/or forestry. There-are few other sources of local work, The creation of jobs and the Qpportmlity to
{ind work, be it ofa short term nature ot longet, in the local arca may be of interest. Employment and the
econonty has thetefore been identified as a socio-¢conomio factor to be evaluated.

A significant elfcct on employment: and the economy would result if a substantive change in cither

‘employment or the economy could be attributed to the Project.

CBCL Limited Land Use and Environment Division Analysis 102
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dbk 7-3: Number of Sites. of Value Ydentified by the MEK Study

Type of Use Nuniber of. Aieas/‘i‘z!(’s Number of Speuev ;
Food/Sustenance | ' 251 ' 30 *
Medicinal/Ceremonial 25 e 8
Tools/Arl ' f 33 ‘ 13 ‘

The miajotity of the plant species douunented as a result of the work undei takcn for 111(, MEK study can
be clagsified as cominon, The apcucb ate commonly found throughout Nova Scotia; and the harvesting of
these resources by the Mi’kmag in the study arca is undertaken to a lesser degree than elsewhere. None of
the speciés 1dcnuﬁed in the MEK shidy ate legislated ¢ spu.iw at risk.

With respect to species fished or hunted for food, the p1mc1plc qu,lcs were trout, smelt, deer; rabbu and
pdllndgc Salmon is no longer ﬁshed and tlie moose is no longer bunded in this area.

A significant effect on the aboriginal use of fand woiild'result if their access to land.or teSOUrces was
substantially inhibited or the resources themselves adversely impacted.

7.4.3.1 BOUNDARIES , |
The boundaries of Project impacts on aboriginal use of land and resources reflect the area considered in ‘
{he MEK Study togethér with those ateas considered with respect to the evaluation of habitats and !
ecological features. The Mi*ktiag bave indicated that they do fish and collect plants on and in the

vicinity of Nutiby Mountain. Thetemporal bowndary is the life of the Project, i.c., pethaps 40 years or

more,

7.4.3.2 PATHWAY ANALYSIS
"The potential pathways to link the Project to the aboriginal use of land and resources parallel those
identified for the evaluation of habitats and ecological [catutes.

7.4.3.3 MITIGATIVE MEASURES

The mitigative measures proposed for the different phascs of the Project including the preparation of a
compichensive EMP and those identificd to protect specific VECs will serve to protect the resources of
value 1o Tirst Natiohs peoples, The plants, for example, that are identified as important resources in the
context of traditional Mi’kmag use are widely available throtghout the Province. Fish populations will be
protected by the proposed mitigative measutes that will be undertaken to ensuse the maintenance of water
quality.

7.4.3.4 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
There are 1o other known wotks within the boundary of this assessment that would act cumulauvuly with
the Project to impact the aboriginal use of ladd and resources; no cumulative effccts are anticipated.

7.4.3.5 RESIDUAL EFFECTS

Based o the implementation of the recommended mitigative measutes, the negligible residual effects on ,
physical and biophysical VECs, the proposed Project is anticipated {o have a nogligible tesidual effcet on “'
the aboriginal use of land and r¢sources.

CBGL Limited Land Use and Efvironment Divislon Analysis 106




OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC: COMPANY

AG Wind Pawr
TABLE f. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIVOR CURVES, NET SALVAGE, ORIGINAL COST, BOOK RESERVE AND CALCULATED | Adjustment
ANNUAL DEPRECIATION RATES AS COF DECEMBER 31, 2014
: TOTAL . COMPOSITE
ORIGINAL BOCOK FUTURE ANNUAL ACCRUAL REMAINING OG&E OGaE Col.7 minus
ACCCUNT COST RESERVE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE LIFE Proposed Proposed Column 11
™ @ 5] @ 4] B @ oy (1 (12)
3410 STRUCTURES AND. IMPROVEMENTS )
REDBUD 1 32,409,693.50 11,181,974 22,848,204 720,084 222 HT
REDBUD 2 82,391.69 8487 " 78,848 2312 281 34.1
REDBUD 3 78,179.98 7.813 75,058 | 2,200 281 341
REDBUD 4 103,476.21 13,148 98,537 2.828 273 341
HORSESHOE LAKE 9-AND 10 987,208.14 430,842 585,982 28,473 288 208
TINKER 972,163.35 873,812 178,125 16,011 1.65 11.¢ AG
MCCLAIN GAS 1 5,791,48128 1,683,818 4,455,151 145,583 2.5 3086 Proposed
MCCLAIN GAS 2 959,632.02 358,180 659,030 22,804 2.38 28.9 CG&E QGBE Col. 7 minus
MCCLAIN STEAM 1 528,863.87 182,150 384,312 13,158 248 29.2  Proposed Proposed Column 11
CENTENNIAL WIND FARM 2,332,086.80 712,342 1,843,065 81,018 3.47 26:3 183 97,385 {46,376}
QU SPIRIT WIND FARM 5,209,833.16 1,093,680 4,168,281 474,550 | 3.35 235 19.% 209,852 (35,302}
CROSSRCADS WIND FARM 14,586,653.31 1,493,285 10,209,265 373,146 322 274 228 . KAT3TT (74,231}
TOTAL STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS 61,041,663.74 18,049,502 45,37,828 1,582,158 2.5% 287 754,624 {125,809}
3420 FUEL HOLDERS, PRODUCERS AND ACCESSCRIES . i
REDBUD 1 11,804,643.22 4,211,845 8,288,030 267,592 225 3a
REDBUDR 2 890,650.06 246,827 485,262 15,668 227 3.0
REDBUD 3 691,281.31 246,878 485,383 15,689 227 310
REDBUD 4 688,211.21 247,538 481,965 15,563 2.26- 31.0
TINKER 167,148.85 104,018 78,508 6,962 417 .9
MCCLAIN GAS 1 24686765 88,246 173.455 5,509~ 227 0.2
MCCLAIN GAS 2 - 162.705.56 63,673 108.795. 3,348 . 218 0.7
TOTAL FUEL HOLDERS, PRODUGERS AND ACCESSCORIE 14,551,538.¢8 5,208,022 10,082,968 330,632 227 05
3430 PRIME MOVERS .
REDBUD1 86,059.676.78 21,374,840 68,987,821 2,673,538 311 5.8
REDBUD 2 65,494,633.05 13,442,833 55,981,478 2,174,732 332 257
REDBUD 3 65,549,317.40 18,068,792 51,418,484 1,974,020 301 26.0
REDBUD 4 i 60,410,045.55 14,670,342 49,363,806 1,912,669 kR4 258
HORSESHOE LAKE 9 AND 10 5,417,003.15 1,861.265 3,718,250 205,745 3.80. 181
TINKER 3,910,687.03 3,294,691 §28,845 88,457 226 10.5
MCCLAIN GAST 65,049,588, 14 7,766,380 61,186,194 2,523,718 388 242
MCCLAIN GAS 2 68,969,030.47 13,223,312 59,883,860 2,462,819 3,57 243
MCCLAINSTEAM 1 31,891.451.73 10,822,794 23.938.888 1,857,394 3.32 228
TOTAL PRIME MOVERS 457 751,437.30 104,520,747 375,407,626 18,073.083 3.3% 243

1230 61 °Fed

£-D0HE NAIXA



3440

348.0

TABLE 4.. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SU

OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC CONPANY

RVIVOR CURVES, NET SALVA

GE; ORIGINAL.COST, BOOK RESERVE AND CALCU LATER
ANNUAL DEPRECIATION RATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2014

‘ CRIGINAL BOOK FUTURE
ACCOUNT cosT RESERVE ACCRUALS
i) “ [&] (5}
GENERATORS .
REDBUD 1 717.739.32 56,945 696,881
REDBUD 3 23,198.85 2,099 22,482
REDBUD 4 2303456 2,119 22,298
HORSESHOE LAKE 9 AND 10 34372147 40 11,223,803 24179502
TINKER 331401304 2313143 1,285,991
CENTENNIAL WIND FARM 187,491,332.12 51,075,976 128,290,269
OU SPIRIT WIND EARM 245,143,282.08 48,131,117 148,463,598
CROSSROADS WIND FARM 350.750,860.19 45,350,952 315,007,618
TCTAL GENERATORS §30,845,707.39 772,158,154 §67, 548,456
ACCESSORY ELECTRIC EQUIPMENT s
REDBUD * 12,892,721.58 4988778 8,548,57%
REDBUD 2 $.282,942. 54 3,531,922 5,307,987
REDBUD3 ‘ §.119.140.00 3.516,577 5,148,717
REDBUD 4 $,353,445.38 3,549,956 6,364,696
HORSESHOE LAKE $AND 10 4.298,290. 11 1.738,116 2,691,123
TINKER 2,023,750.52 2551418 674,233
MCCLAIN GAS 1 3,534,608,08 1,166,684 2,560,001
MCCLAIN GAS 2 3.477.788.00 1,210,095 2476360
MCCLAIN STEAM 1 2.217,820.99 808,173 1,608,252
CENTENNIAL WIND FARM 911,783.39 241,070 679,851
QU SPIRIT WIND FARM 768,993.43 28,309 768,484
CROSSROADS WIND FARM v 44,050.761.62 5.664.34T 38,826,922
TOTAL ACCESSORY ELECTRIG EQUIPMENT T02.952,045.60 26,054,536 7,656,189

TOTAL
ANNUAL ACCRUAL
AMOUNT RATE
(g} @7
22,097 308
703 3.03
897 3.03
1,239,847 3.61
117,104 353
6,518,814 3.48
23,569,240 3.50
11,824,510 3.28
28,293,113 3.41
288,185 224
212,152 220
207,257 227
205,325 220
139,241 324
64,579 244
83,412 2.84
90,662 2,61
59,318 2,87,
34,128 3.74
32,841 418
1,484,210, 3.37
2.911,450 2.83

AG Wind Powr
Adjustment

COMPOSITE
REMAINING
LIFE
&

315
320
32.0
19.5
10.8
19.7
232
26.5
238

287
287
297
e
19.3
104
274
273
27
18.2
23.4
2682
287

CG&E
Proposed
{10}

GCAE
Proposed.
164
183
22.20

OGRE
Proposad
168
135
21.80

OG&E
Proposed

a1}

OG3E
Proposed
7,800,983
10,276,897
44,208,271
32,285,851

OG&E

Proposed
41,041
39,486

1.781.015
1,861,542

Col. 7 minus
Column 11
{12}

AG
Proposed
Col. 7 minus
Column 11
4,282,169
1,707,457
-2.383.661
-5,373,288

AG
Praoposed
Col.7 minus
Column 1t
-6,913
-B,645-
-296.805:
~310,363

730 07 98ed
g-00d Hauxd
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OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY

AG Wind Powr
TABLE 1. SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIVOR CURVES; NET SALVAGE, QRIGINAL COST, BOOK RESERVE AND CALCULATED - Adjustment
ANNUAL BEPRECIATION RATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2014
TOTAL COMPOSTTE
QRIGINAL BOOK FUTURE ANNUAL ACCRUAL REMAINING
ACCOUNT COST . RESERVE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE LIFE
1 4 &) {8} [&] @S {8
3460 MISCELLANEQUS POWER PLANT EQUIPMENT

REDBUD 9 2,010,341.57 812,573 1,498,286 £3.3%0 2,66 281
REDBUD 2. 15,285.20 1,833 14,580 483 3.16 302
REDBUD 3 4,236.28 182 4,338 142 3.35 305
REDBUD 4 . 4,236.27 158 4,332 142 335 30.5
HORSESHOE LAKE ¢ ANG 10, 941,452.30 413,037 556,659 30,178 3.2t 18.4
TINKER 8,664.48 6,849 2,508 240 277 0.5
MCCLAIN GAS 1 4.078.113.38 1,328,083 2.883737 118,464 2.80 253
CENTENNAL WIND FARM 417,174.3¢ TL14T 356,129 17,904 4.29 14.6
OU. SPIRIT WIND FARM 83,464.93 8.27¢ 75,020 3281 3.94 228
CROSSROADS WIND FARM 58,083.08 8.91¢ 49,759 1,920 3.30 259
TOTAL MISCELLANEQUS POWER PLANT EQUIFMENT 7,621,087.23 2,452,782 5,548,429 228,754 2.97 243
TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION PLANT 1,501,049,582.23 342,351,973 1,201,001,572 §3,651,793 357 224

AG PROPOSED ADJUSTMENT

QGEE OGEE
Proposed = Proposed
e} ()
OG&E QGEE
Proposed Proposed
18.30 - 21,470
12.00 3,958
21.50 2398
27,736
TOT ADJUST

Col. 7 minus.
Column 11
(2

AG
Froposed
Col. 7 minus
Column 31
{3,566}
(667)
{388}
-4,622

-5,814,181

1zJo 1z 93ed
€00 NaIYxH
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OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
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OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY ~ HOLDING COMPAMY ASSETS
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIVOR CURVES, NET SALVAGE, ORIGIMAL COST, BOOK RESERVE AND CALCULATRD:
ANNUAL DESRECIATION RATES &5 OF DECEMBER 31, 2008,

MET CALCULATED COMPOSITE
SURVIVOR  SALVAGE ORIGINAL BOLK FUTURE AMNUAL ACCRUAL REMANING
SCCOUINHT CURVE PERCENT CUET RESERVE ACERUALS AMOUNT RATE s
ifz @ [©3 s & 51 [ {E(TR {Sm(EHE)
303.2¢ PSCELLANECUS INTANGIBLE PLANT - SCFTWARE
Acorued 4681278545 48,512,788 ¢ o - -
Amorized 5-5Q. o 2T ITHATERZ 14,057 880 15,321,088 8,160,804 22.50 24
TOTAL SUFTWARE T3,891,864,7¢ STET0,753 16,321,095 8,350,504
OFFIEE FURNTURE AND EQUIFMENT R
331.10 COMPUTERS AlNC PRINTERS R
Accred 58Q o 1,548218.76 1548218 a 3 - -
Amortizss £l ¢ $7.380,879.18 £731,139 3.659.54 2721170 15.65 2z
TOTAL COMPUTERS AMD PRINTERS 19,338,587.91 19578358 4,652,541 721,170
WAZ SECURITY
Ameciized 3EQ ¢ 19.500.20 2477 17323 5774 2918 30
39140 PAUMACHINES .
Fyiorized 580 ¢ 4,842.00 2.085 2,787 7e8 1827 35
39150 COPERS
= Accrsed 38Q ¢ 13196245 13952 g Coe - -
by Amartizad 2 9 7892238 52,352 24570 24670 3154 1.4
= TOTAL COPIERS 208 5430 184,304 24570 4,570
33180 TABLES, CUBICLES AND STANDS
Accrued: 1530 o 483,872.70 482,338 1,538 181 0.04 8.5
Amottzst 168Q b 67.174.38 20,730 48,424 A4TS 867 104
TOTAL TABLES, CUBICLES AND STAMDS 531,047.08 483,085 47,982 4560
381,90 MISCELLAMEQUS )
Acermad 15-5Q 0 345,963,408 345,963 g ¢ - -~
. Amortizad 1550 g 238092.45 120,570 118,523 11:339 474 0E
TOTAL MISCELLANEQUS £85,055.85 456,555 418,523 11,338 )
TUTAL OFFICE ARE FURNITURE EQUIPMENT 20,888,517 84 TEIT342 3,870,575 (2,783,301
TRAKSPORTATION EQUIPHENT § .
39201 STANDARDCARS 7505 o 368,238.15 73800 283,738 41,217 14T ag
29202 PICKUP TRUCKS: 16-R2 o 171220758 827,434 834714 120,754 7.58 58
38204 LIGHT TRUCKS R3S o 588,364,568 286,037 302,331 36,770 8.25 3.2
38205 HEAVY TRUCKS W-R4 B 205125228 334,496 1,718,758 227643 1119 75
39208 TRAILERS 18-R25 ] 848 588,75 126,021 523,548 38,318 5.20. 137
39291 ELECTRIC VEHICLES 10-81.5 b 31.717.28 1,717 6 ¢ - -
35288  MOTOR HOME 184 e 112,568 80 4,321 18,178 7543 8:70 24

TOUTAL TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT . £,504,045.38 1,778,732 2 T2I283 481,28%

g jo 7 93eqd
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CKLAHCTMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY - HOLOING COMPANY ASSETS
SUMMARYT OF ESTWATED SURVIVOR CURVES, HET SALYAGE, ORIGIMAL COST, BOOK RESERYE ANU CALCULATED
ANNUAL DEPRECIATION RATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2008

NET CALCULATER ' cowmposte
SURVIVOR  SALVAGE ORSTIRE BOOR FUTURE ANMUAL ACCRUAL REMAINING
ACCDUNT, CURVE PERCENT soer BESZRVE ACCRUALE AMGURT RATE UFE
[eH] @25 [ “ =4 6} e} @BF(He (8)={6N(8)
39300 STORES EQUIPKENT )
Accrued 2530 3 25,208.24 7535 21574 1,138 3.89 1.9
35500 LASCRATORY EQUIPMENT
Actrued. 20-5Q T 15,868.00 733 8,38% 728 48% 11.5
38500 POWER CRERATED EQUIPMENT 20-K2 3 1,377,341.46 AZBTF5T 256,581 58,724 442 16.3
COMMBMICATION EQUIPRENT
39716 TELEPHONE
Acrusd 1380 8 38343221 723,393 154,548 103,081 1188 1.5
387208 RADIO SYSTEMS
Accruad . 10-5Q a 2,742,455.48 2725416 17,038 10222 037 17
30740 WIRELESS NETWORKS
Amortized 08¢ o 797,159.68 97,388 §99:791 32,328 10.33 3s
30750 MISCELLANEOUS ) .
ot Accroed 10-8% o 412,712.94 414713 o g - -
T Arnortizad 10-5Q |+ S73,238.80 150,084 523088 56086 833 $3
i TOTAL MISCELLANEDUS EQUIPMENT 1,067,952.74 584,767 523,158 E5,058
TOTAL COMMUNITATION EQUIPMENT 5514,607.11 4118413 1,384,532 281,831
335.00  MISCELLANEOQUS EQUIRNENT )
Accrusd 2650 2 13,358.28 13388 ¥ L3 - -
Amortizag 20-52 o . B125408 1072 22,182 1,788 13% 173
TOTAL MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT TEBBLIT 51ATY 26,182 188
TQTAL PLANT ' 10709333347 TE7IVAM 31,518,293 3721442 ?ﬁﬁ

=00 NqIyxy
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Pro Forma Holding Company Depreciation Expense and Depreciable Plant

Fotal Electric Plant- Holding Company

Pro Forma Adjustment- Non-Utility Activitles
Pro Forma Adjusted Bleciric Plant

Approved Cumulative Deprectation Raté

Formia Holding Company Depreciation Expense

143,155,002.00 A
(28,516,47600) 1t

114,638,526.00 €

9,08%

10,409,178.16 &

Seo Schedule C2 Tab line 69 for Total Holding Compahy Blectric Plant.

‘See WP B-3-2 Tab for the calculation of the Pro-Forma Adjustment.

Agrees to Schedule C2 Tab for Pro Forma Adjusted Blectric Plant.
The depreclation rate of 9.08% tised above fs thedepreciation rate per the

2009 Depreciation Study. Thee is not a new propicsed tate for the Holding

Company in the 2014 Depreciation Study,
See zPlso,V Attachment- LHH ing (,((]) epr} Stidy), tor turther details : i

regarding the Average Depreclation Rate,

Agrees to Pro Forma Holding Company Depreciation Expoetise per Schedule 1+
1-1 tab. '




Exhibit ECC-4

SCHEDULE 1«11

OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIGC COMPARY
ROFOSEp_ OEPRECIATION EXPENSE
TEST YEAR ENDING $/30115
CAUSE WO, PLUD 201500273

Hota: Many alos sre coraposil since mulbiple Ftek can edlsl vithln edsh FERC account.

Pro Fodma Plant per Seh, 8-3
Reanve fully Dey o ‘ Tab

8,017,401,108
(114.831,149).

Total
Shaul equal Transiifssion sdj.
Chinck figure

9,600 569,954
013,455,570
s -

Fagatof

Pro Forma Adjustment ProForma
Ling Ad]uslnd Add baek f“ or Mo Nljuﬂad Proposed
sslon LG 2efabla Anisl Proposat]
NO, Actount Plant, Plcml I Sprvice WE B 342 Pism In Service P‘nnl { Sorvioe Rale DO&A fixsensn
INTANGIBLE PLANT .
1 301 Organizhlion 80,500 . 80,900 . - -
2 302 Franehes and Conserds 2,608,727 - N 2,500,727 "A22% 110,688
3 30y Misoattannous nlsngibie Plant 84,512,761 B - 64,612,769 6.24% 4,026,596
4 Plait - Completed by Dévnather 2018 75094 - - 5758010, 6.24% . 369,448
] TOTAL INTANGIBLE PLANT i3 7062780 T§ - 3 80500 § 73,881,385 § 405,302,
PRODUGTION PLANY
SYEAM FRODUGTION
[ 310 Lared and Lond Rights 11,312,286 . - 10,4944 204 868,004 2at%h 27,685
1 3 Stuclures and Inprovénonts 264,016,313 B - 269,015,112 217% 7.313,224
4 312 Boiker Plant Equipment $067,453,56 - B 1,087,463,581 247% 26,566,103
g 314 Tuhogenomilor Units 433460617 . - 493,460,597 347% 185,041,080
10 g Avoesshry Blecliio Equipment 147,001,049 - “ 137,001,041 2.42% 3,315,425
1" 318 iscelineous Power Mlait Equigment 30,642,685 - B 30,642,585 3.88% 1,108,932
12 87 ARQ Cosl - Slesm Produstion 2902107, . - . 2882107 1.42% 43,346
13 TOTAL STEAM PRODUCTION § 1046807420, § 3 0244784 _§_ 1836523127 & 63284705
OTIER PRODUCTION
14 340 Lond and Lang fights {447,260 - *4,147.268 - 2.86% -
15 A1 Stctures o Improvements 84,031,439 - 2,794,065 4 240,054 280% 14722
14 342 FuetHolders, Producers sod Atcnssories 14.282.081 - 330,523 14,551,648 220% 330,320
2 M) Prime movers 679,207,701 - 77,047,092 502,160,600 1200 21,000,746
26 W4 Gentrstors . 031,228,149 . “« 831,228,149 406% 83,664,740
27 346 Accessory Etvctro Equipmant 109,080,702 B 5,481,438 103,560,204 ERE) 3,242,857
30 346 Hiseotiansaus Power Plant Equipniont 0,541,234 . 905,281 1,635973 A.03% 21370
33 347 ARD Codl- Other Production 43,620,335 - B 43,620,336 noeY% 401367
K] 14 Acqdisition Adjustmeal - Redbud 148,901,889 - T wo. . 1AB,3D16YY . .
35 TOTAL OTHER PRODUCTION $ . 1B0p.040.488_ § . $ B7,7008687 . §  1.71207.821 § 600,576,862
36 Plant - Donipleted by Dacember 2016 55,431,360 - - 55,431,468 a.06% 2,445,002
37 TOTAL PRODUGTION PLANT 5380233277 . § . 6 9BD4GUO1  §  B,704,200.315 $ .. )i6185739
TRANSMISSION PLANT )
b} 360 Lo arel Land Rights 113.464,935 - 3,543421 110,426,514 1.35% 1,440,758
- 34 5% Slruttures snd Improvemants 6,240,852 . - 6,240,852 1.67% 104, 222
£ii] 353 Sialian Equipinent 679,479,747 - 2,666,214 677,313,523 223% 15,104,002
a1 354 Towersand Fidures 40,024,032 130,164,441 160,178,623 1.40% 2,242,494
A2 366 Pules and Fides 154,443,004 563,411,079 837,755,043 2.80% 24,294,808
A3 358 Overhend Conduclors end Dovices 560,151,790 - . 560,161,790 2.54% 14,360,255
44 358, Undorgroumd Condustors ned Devices 110,494 - - 110,494 0.27% 208
45, 459 AR Cost - 1tm\<mtsslon 585,097 - - 505,057 thts 5,808
A 14 - Edmord Subsiath 3,341,804 - B 3,341,804 -
47 Plart - Compmnd hy December 2016 15,537,187 - - 15537187 244% ar94u7
a8 TOTAL TRANSIMISSION PLANT F 157038502 % BI34G5570° % 5000395 8 2,377,840,797 $ 58,002,030
DISTRIHUTION PLANT
Ay 60 {and o0d Lang Rights ' 12,238,057 - 7,793,954 4,944,106 1.53% 76,645
50 ad1 Slrycties and Improvemants 6,909,394 - - 6,000,394 171% 118,181
81 362 Sldlion Eqdpment £93,807,917 . - 53,887,217 2.6% 12,821,979
62 Kit) Poles, Towars, avi Fixlures 569,971,052 - - 564,571,852 2.59% 16,472,187
53 ans Ovorhagd Corducors and Davices 434,429,240 - - 444,828,249 260% 11,985,907
7] 360 Urerground Conduit 109,456,553 - . 199,450,583 2.20% 2,388,048
55 07 Undegroupd Contuclors and Davices 707814084 . - 707,814.088 1.95% 13802374
) 368 {ino Transfomiers 423,567,746 - < 423507,246 4% 14,571,418
57 369 Servces 238,332,408 - - 238,332,408 201% 4,790,489
& 310 Matois 08,174,018 - - 168,174,016 5524 10,964,845
59 371 Instsalion un Gustorpers' Premises 43,468,588 - B 43,468,586 FIR 61% 8,450,409
80 a7z Lensed Property ont Customer's Premises - - - . .
3} 473 Slreed Lighting and Slanat Bystéms V24,772,528 - - 224,172,528 §18% 1,853,217
(7] Blanl- Corapletad by December 2045 85,703 543 - “ 86,703,523 a03% 2,627,417
[ TOTAL DISTRIBUTION PLANT 8 8720645987, 3 o 3 703851 _$ 3712851970 S 113797968
GENERAL PLANT . .
2 350 Lond énd Lad Rights 2087 527 - 2,099,702 147,628 276% 4050
;%] 3ot Struslurés and Improvements 162,367,183 - - 162,457,153 2403% 2,206,053
6a 391 Office Fuimituré and Caofpinant 19,014,137 - . 16,014, 137 8.61% 1.376.817
65 302 Transpsrtation Equipmant 78,524,484 - ” 78524 31 0.19% 4,860,653
&6 393 Slores Lguipmen! 1,303,155 - - 1,308, 155 400% 52,137
87 394 Tools, Shop arrl Garagd Equigment 10,030,465 ~ - 16,036,365 4.00% 401,455
(33 395 Labordlory Equipment 12,045,184 . - 12,045,084 5.00% 602,294
69 399 Power Opéroted Equipment 9,141,703 - . 9,434,764 4.86% 483,804
1] a7 Communication Equipment 22,501,608 - - 22,601,008 10.00% 2.260,101
4] 388 Miselanedus Equipment 6,118,554 - . 5,018,554 5.00% 300,928
12 Plant- Gemplbted by Decernber 2018 16,640,387 . B 15,840,907 A07T% 636,660
73
" TOTAL GENERAL PLANT ] R EET A - $ PIEEN N 3 333,730,528 3 14,296,847
7% TOTAL BLECTRIG PLANT IN SERVICE $ 9502762582  § 813465570 & 114.80,149 10,501,257, 003 § 208,817,690
78 Remove Transportallon Attvily Dopreciation .0.4988 {2,424 A96)
77 Halding Compaty 114,638,526 . - 114,638,520 8.08% 10,408,178
-] Estimater Plant ) [ . - 9.08% - -
W TOTAL HOLDING COMPANY F 114638520 ' § PR . $ 114,539,528 ¥ 10,408,176
80 TOTAL GOMPANY $ __uByaNLue. 8 piadossre (8., tiedaidd. &, 10.416,005.520 5 .B14803377

Page 5 of 8




Exhibit ECC-4

388.1
389.2

390.0

391.0
391.1

392.1
393.6

393.6

393.0

394.0

396.0
396.0

397.0

398.0

Sectiop ] - D lation & il
WP -3
Pl-3
OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATED SURVIVOR GURVES, NET SALVAGE, ORIGINAL COST, BOOK RESERVE AND CALCULATED
ANNUAL DEPRECGIATION RATES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2014
TEST YEAR ENDING 6/30/16
CAUSE NO. PUD 201600273
TOTAL
SURVIVOR NET SALVAGE ORIGINAL BOOK FUTURE ANNUAL AGCRUAL
ACCOUNT CURVE PERCENT CosT RESERVE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE
4] {2} (3 [ (5 (L] 4] (©)=(1114)
GENERAL PLANT
LAND 2,866,064.39
LAND RIGHTS 45-R4 0 147,844.49 82,176 65,668 4,058 274
40-
STRUCTURES AND IMPROVEMENTS ~ R2.5 0 164,117,131.34 85,810,486 98,306,645 3,320,867 203
OFFICE FURNITURE AND EQUIPMENT
OFFICE FURNITURE AND EQUIPME 156-8Q 0 12,773,167.26 3,485,050 9,308,117 851,517 6.67
COMPUTER EQUIPMENT 5-5Q 0 726,800.88 403,920 322,881 145,355 20,00
TOTAL OFFICE AND FURNITURE EQUIPMENT 13,499,968.12 3,868,970 9,630,998 996,872
TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT
9.5- .
CARS AND TRUCKS 525 10 18,189,605.87 9,027,433 7,343,212 1,347,380 741
. 13- :
HEAVY TRUCKS 125 10 £2,763,702,68 23,493,088 23,994,244 3,065,061 579
23- .
TRAILERS S0.5 10 4,712,698.91 1,132,187 3,109,242 165,857 3.62
TOTAL TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT 75,666,007.46 33,652,708 34,446,698 4,568,298
STORES EQUIPMENT 25-8Q 0 740,615.71 391,985 348,631 29,603 4.00
TOOLS, SHOP AND GARAGE EQUIPME 25-8Q 0 9,861,716.62 4,234,400 5,627,317 394,750 4.00
LABORATORY EQUIPMENT . 20-8Q 0 11,618,007.96 5,020,220 6,697,788 581,408 5.00
POWER OPERATED EQUIPMENT 18-1.2 16 9,218,432.91 3,002,848 4,832,820 448,177 4.86
COMMUNICALI'ION EQUIPMENT 10-8Q o] 22,056,606.36 6,665,140 15,491,468 2,206,107 10.00
MISCELLANEOUS EQUIPMENT 20-8Q 0 5,833,192.57 2,285,735 3,547,458 291,909 5.00
TOTAL GENERAL PLANT 316,626,487.93 178,895,388 12,851,038 4,07

124,914,668

COMPOSITE
REMAINING
LIFE
L]

182

29.5

10.9
22

5.4
7.9

18.7

11.8
14.3

11.3
10.8

7.0
12.2

13.9
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QGEE
PUD Cause No, 201500273

Anatysis Of Holdi'ng Company:
Depreciation Expense

NET : ,

Line SALVAGE ORIGINAL NET BOOK FUTURE ANNUAL ACCRUAL REM

No. Account DESCRIFTION % COST SALVAGE RESERVE ACCRUALS AMOUNT RATE LIFE

&3 @2 [<)] “) © (8} {7=(6)/{2) [£:4

T4 [ 392.01_| | STANDARD CARS 10.00% | $359,338] §35,9341 $75,600 $247,804 $27.843| 775%]  8.90
2 | 39203 || PICKUR TRUCKS 10.00% | £1,712,208] s171.2241 $827,494 5713,493 $81,079] 4.74% 8.80
{3 ] 392.04 [ LIGHT TRUCKS 10.60% | $588,365 $58,8361 $286,033] $243.495 $29,695] 5.05% 8.20
[ | 39205 || HEAVY TRUCKS 10.00% | $2,051,252 $205,1251 $334,498 51,511,632 5201,551 3.33%|  1.50

5 | 362.08 | | TRAILERS 10.00% | $649,567 $64.9571 $126,021 $458,58% 533474 515%] 1370 |

6 | 392.11 | | ELECTRIC VEHICLES 10.00% | $31,717 $3,172; $31.717 -$3.471 0.08% 1
7 | 39283 || MOTOR HOME T 40.00% | 512,589 $11,280° 594,421 $6,818' $2,882 256%| 248 |
I | [TOTAL TRANSF. EQUIFMENT | $5,505,045 $550.505! _ $1.775.781 53,178,760 $378.523 6.84% 1

g | 1 | ! i

16 | 396.00 | |POWER OPERATED EQUIPMENT 15.00% li 51,377,341 $206,601 5425.750]| §743,390] 544,285 3.22% 16.80
I I ! ] ]
12| [ [TOTAL GENERAL PEANT | 56,882,387 T757.106]  52.202,531] $3,922,750 $420,808] EAEEE )
RN [ . ‘ l i l | ] I
Mg ] [ [adiustment ! | | I [ | $79,750] | 1

g Jo [, 98ed
#-D0d Nqiuyxyd



OG&E
PUD Cause No. 201500273

Analysis Cf Helding Company
Depreciation Expense

Line et CRIGINAL Net BOOK FUTURE ANNUAL ACCRUAL REM
No. Account DESCRIPTION % COST Salvage RESERVE ACCRUALS AMCUNT RATE LIFE
(1 ) - 3 #) (5) (6} (T=(6Y{2) (8
1 382.81 STANDARD CARS 0.00% $359,333 30 $75.680 $283,738%8 $31,881 8.87% 3.80
2 382.03 PICKLIP TRUCKS 0.00% $1,712,208 30 $327,484 $884.714 $100,538 5.87% 8.80
3 382.04 LIGHT TRUCKS 0.90% '$588,365 30 $286.033 3302,332 $36,870 8.27% 3.20
4 392.05 HEAVY TRUCKS 0.00% $2,051,252 $0 $334,495]  $1,718,757 $228,981 11.16% 7.58
5 382.08 TRAILERS 0.08% $648,567 30 $126,021 $523,546 338,215 £.38% 13.70
& 38211 ELECTRIC VEHICLES 0.00% | 331,7171 30 $31.717 30 | 8.80%
7 38289 - | MOTORHOME 0.00% $412.553 $6 $94.421 $18 178 §7.574 6.73% 2.40
B TOTAL TRANSPORTATION EQUIPMENT 9.00% $5,505,045 $G| $1.775,781 $3,729,264 3$443%,978 8.06%
g 38600 | j #.00% - )
18 POWER OPERATED EQUIPMENT $5.00% $1.377,341 30 . $426.750 $958,591 $56,5883 4.11% 16.88.
11 [ ‘ : _
12 TOTAL GENERAL PLANT $6,832,387 $0] $2.202,531] 54,679,856 $500,558! 7.27%. 9.30

8 Jo g o3eq
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Cause No. PUD 201500273
Responsive Testimony and Exhibits of E. Cary Cook
on Behalf of E. Scott Pruitt, Oklahoma Attorney General

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

On this 21% day of March, 2016, a true and correct copy of the above and foregoing

Responsive Testimony and Exhibits of E. Cary Cook on Behalf of E. Scott Pruitt, Oklahoma

Attorney General, was sent via electronic mail to the following interested patties:

Mr. Brandy L. Wreath ,

Director of the Public Utility Division
OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION
Jim Thorpe Building

2101 North Lincoln Boulevard
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105
b.wreath@occemail.com

Mr, William J. Bullard

Mr. Patrick D. Shore

M. Kimber L. Shoop

Mr, William L. Humes
OKLAHOMA GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
P.O. Box 321 '
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73101
bullarwj@oge.com
shorepd@oge.com
shoopkl@oge.com
humeswl@oge.com
reginfro@oge.com

Mt. Thomas P. Schroedter

Ms. Pat Nixon |

HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK GABEL,
GOLDEN & NELSON, P.C.

320 South Boston Avenue, Suite 200
Tulsa, Oklahoma 74103
tschroedter@hallestill.com
pnixon@hallestill.com

Ms. Deborah R. Thompson

OK ENERGY FIRM, PLLC

P.O. Box 54632

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73154
dthompson@okenergyfirm.com

Ms. Natasha M. Scott

Ms. Judith L. Johnson

Deputy General Counsel

OKLAHOMA CORPORATION COMMISSION
Jim Thorpe Building

2101 North Lincoln Boulevard
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105
n.scott@occemail.com
j.johnson2@occemail.com

Mr. Jack G. Clark, Jr.

CLARK, WoOD & PATTEN, P.C.

3545 Northwest 58" Street, Suite 400
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73112
cclark@cswp-law.com

Mr. Ronald E. Stakem

Ms. Julie Henry

CHEEK & FALCONE, PLLC

6301 Waterford Boulevard, Suite 320
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73118
rstakem(@cheekfalcone.com
jhenry@cheekfalcone.com

Ms. Jennifer H. Castillo

HALL, ESTILL, HARDWICK GABEL,
GOLDEN & NELSON, P.C. '

100 North Broadway Avenue, Suite 2900
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102
jeastillo@hallestill.com




Cause No. PUD 201500273
Responsive Testimony and Exhibits of E. Cary Cook
on Behalf of E. Scoit Pruitt, Oklahoma Attorney General

Ms. Melodie Garneau
Mr. Douglas Holsted

Mr. Rick D. Chamberlain
BEHRENS, WHEELER & CHAMBERLAIN

6 Northeast 63" Street, Suite 400
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73105
rchamberlain@okenergylaw.com

Ms. Cheryl A. Vaught
M. Scot A. Conner
VAUGHT & CONNER, PLLC

1900 Northwest Expressway, Suite 1300

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73118
cav(@vcoke.com
sconner@vcoke.com

Mr. Marc Edwards

M. Jim Roth

Mr. Dominic D. Williams
PHILLIPS MURRAH P.C.

Corporate Tower, 13" Floor

101 North Robinson Avenue
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73102
medwards@phillipsmurrah.com
jaroth@phillipsmurrah.com
ddwilliams@phillipsmurrah.com

Ms. Jacquelyn L. Dill

DiLL LAW FIrRM, P.C.

3133 Northwest 63" Strect
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73116
jdill@dilllawfirm.com

P.O. Box 2432

Oklahoma City, Oklahoma 73101
yankeemel_60@hotmail.com
douglas@coxholstedepa.com

Mr. Jon Laasch
JACOBSON& LLAASCH

212 East Second Street
Edmond, Oklahoma 73034

jonlaasch@yahoo.com

Mr. Lee W. Paden

LAW OFFICE OF LEE W. PADEN, PC
P.O. Box 52072

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74152-0072
Ipaden@ionet.com

Mr. George Wright

Mr. Gregory M. Quinlan
CITIZEN POTAWATOMI NATION
1601 Gordon Cooper Drive
Shawnee, Oklahoma 74801
george, wright@potawatomi.org
gquinlan@potawatomi.org

O\ s

VICTORIA D. KORRECT
Paralegal, Public Utilities Unit
OKLAHOMA ATTORNEY GENERAL
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