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The undersigned, Mark A. Beclter, being duly sworn, deposes and says lie is the 
Manager, Resource Plaiuiing for American Electric Power Company that he has personal 
knowledge of the matters set forth in the foregoing responses for which he is the 
identified witness and that the iiifoimiation coiitaiiied therein is true and correct to the best 
of his information, luiowledge and belief 

Mark A. Reclter 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA ) 

COUNTY OF TULSA 1 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 

Subscribed and sworn to before me a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Mark A. Reclter, this the /? d a m f  March, 20 13. 

n 

My Comnission Expires: &?27// 



The undersigned, Karl R. Bletzaclter, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is Director, 
Fundamental Analysis €or American Electric Power, that he has personal knowledge of 
the matters set forth in the forgoing responses for which he is the identified witness and 
that the information contained therein is true and correct to the best of his information, 
knowledge, and belief. 

STATE OF OHIO 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 

) 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 
) 

Subscribed and sworn to before me a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Karl R. Rletzacker, this the \ q- day of March 2013. 

I- c 

!+; Notary Fkbiic-State 
My Commission E 

March 7,2016 fjq$s 
9,+ 

My Cornmission Expires: I \ !  



The undersigned, Karl A. McDerrnott, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is the 
Special Consultant with NERA tliat he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in 
the forgoing responses for which he is the identified witness and that the infomation 
contained therein is true and correct to the best of his information, luiowledge, and belief 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 

COUNTY OF CHAWAIGN ) 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said Coimty 
day of March 20 13. 

p 
17 ,4 9 

b, 

My Commission Expires: \-[-3c>. Lir:lG 



The undersigned, Gregory G. Pauley, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is the 
Presicleiit aiid Chief Operating Officer for Keiitucky Power Coiiipaiiy, that he has 
personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the forgoing respoiises for which hc is the 
ideiitified witness and that the information contained therein is true and correct to the best 
of his information, knowledge a id  belief 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTIJCKY ) 
) CASE NO. 2012-00573. 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN ) 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a .otary Public in aiid before said County & aiid Slate, by Gregory G. Pauley, this the /3 day of March 2,O 13. 

My Coiimissioii Expires: l7 
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The undersigned, Scott C. Weaver, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is Managing 
Director Resource Planning and Operation Analysis for American Electric Power, that he 
has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in tlie forgoing responses for which he is 
the identified witness and that the infoimatioii contained therein is ti-ue and correct to the 
best of his information, luiowledge and belief 

--. 

Scott C. Weaver 

STATE OF OHIO ) 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN ) 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Scott C. Weaver, this the P&“ day of March 2013. 

,I 

My Commission Expire /s 



The undersigned, Raiiie I<. Wolmlias, beiiig duly sworii, deposes and says lic is the 
Managing Director Regulatory aiid Fiiiaiice for ICeiitucky Power, that he lias personal 
luiowledge of the matters set forth in the forgoing respoiises for which he is tlie identilied 
witness aiid that the iiiforiiiatioii contaiiied therein is true suicl correct to tlie best of his 
iiifoi-iiiatioii, luiowledge, a id  belief 

v 

R aiiie I<. Wolmhas 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTIJCICY ) 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 1 

Subscribed aid sworii to belore me, a Notary Public in aiid before said Coiunty 
and State, by Ranie I< I Woldias, this the /3%ay of March 2,O 1 3. 

n 

My Coiixiiissioii Expires: 23, &/7 



Refer to p. 9 of tlie Application, citing Case No. 2008-00408. 

a. Explain how KPCo has adopted policies establishing cost-effective energy efficiency 
resources with equal priority as other resource options. 

b. Provide tlie policies establishing cost-effective eiiergy efficieiicy resources with equal 
priority as other resource options. 

c. Explain how tlie proposal to transfer 50% ownership of Mitchell to KPCo places equal 
priority 011 eriergy efficiency resotirces as other resource options. 

WSE 

a. As a matter of practice a id  policy, ICentucky regularly incorporates cost-effective energy 
efficiency resources iii its plaiming. hi doing so, aiid to the extent the eiiergy efficieiicy 
resources are attainable, tlie Company accords tliem equal priority with other resources. 

b. The practice has not been coiimiitted to writing. 

c. As denioiistrated on page 27 of Company witness Weaver's direct testimony, the Coinpaiiy 
included in its analyses the ainouiit of reasonably attainable cost effective energy resources 
that were iiicluded in tlie Company's long-term load forecast aiid suininarized 011 Exhibit 
SCW-1, Table 1-2. 

NESS: Gregory G Pauley 
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Refer to p. 27 of the testiinoiiy of Scott C. Weaver. Explain wlietlier additioiial iiivestiiieiit in 
DSM resources could defer iiivestiiieiit in capacity resources or otlierwise reduce iiivestiiieiit in 
capacity resources over the long teriii. 

a. If so, explain what level of DSM resources would be required to alter the resources iieeded 
over the plaivied horizon, aiid explain wlietlier that level of DSM resources could be 
achieved by KPCo. 

b. If not, explain why DSM resources caimot inaterially alter tlie resources iieeded over the 
plaixied horizon. Provide suppoi-tiiig docuiiieiitatioii for the conclusion. 

NSE 

a. Additioiial DSM could liypotlietically defer iiivestiiieilt in capacity resources once the Big 
Saiidy Uiit  1 Gas Coiiversioii is retired in 2030 if DSM resources of approximately 200 
MW could be obtained. Giveii the current size of KPCo’s siiiiiiner peak demand, as a 
practical matter, it is highly unlikely that this level of DSM reductioii could be obtaiiied by 
rwco. 

b. ida 

TNESS: Scott C Weaver 



Sierra Cln 

It’ Y 

Refer to tlie Company’s response to KPSC 1-8(c). Explain why costs associated with energy 
efficiency prograins are considered sui& costs. Fui-tlier, explain liow STRATEGIST aiialyzes 
cost associated with incremental or iiew energy efiicieiicy resources. 

Energy Efficiency programs are considered sunk costs in tlie Strategist modeling because those 
costs are coninion across all scenarios iiiodeled and analyzed, and therefore, those costs would 
not impact the outcome of the analysis. No incremental energy efficiency was modeled, because 
tlie load forecast already taltes into account the reasonably achievable future energy efficiency 
resources. 

NESS: Mark A Beclter 



Refer to p. 3 of Exhibit SCW-1, and to the Company’s response to I<ILJC 1-17. Explain how tlie 
Company’s load forecast accounts for decliiiiiig load since tlie 2006/2007 time period. 

The Conipany’s load forecast methodology utilizes factors that affect load- both growth and 
decline. Tlie iiietliodology is based on statistical models of tlie relatioiisliips between load, 
weather, econoiiiic activity, deiiiograpliics and appliance saturations and efficiencies. The model 
parameters are based on historical data. The Company uses the economic data vendor Moody’s 
Analytics to obtain historical data, including that froin 2006 forward, and forecast ecoiioiiiic 
information. Tliese models account for tlie load trends tlvough economic drivers sucli as coal 
productioii, population, income and economic output. 

The Company’s historical and forecast sales by FERC revenue class, is shown in tlie Company’s 
response to SC 1-34, Attacluneiit 3. Tliese weather adjusted historical sales identify tlie cliaiige 
in load for each class since 2001. Tlie response also identifies tlie Company’s expectations by 
revenue class going forward. 

Tlie Coiiipany’s response to ICITJC 1-17 identified tlie fact that the Conipany load endured the 
impact of recent U.S. recession fairly well. However, the decline in the coal iniiiing sector in 
recent years lias had aii impact on load. Coal production dropped slimply between 2007 and 
20 1 1 according to data fioiii tlie Energy Itiforination Administration (EIA). For Eastern 
Kentucky, February coal production dropped by 15.9% between that time period. 

TNIESS: Scott C Weaver 
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Refer to the Coinpaiiy’s response to KPSC 1-8, aiid to the Coiiipany’s response to Sierra Club 1- 
36. Coiifirin whether the Company expects to coiitiiiue iiiipleiiieiitiiig the energy efficieiicy 
prograins described in the Company’s respoiise to ISPSC 1 -8(a) through 203 1. 

The Coiiipany expects to coiitiiiue offering energy efficieiicy prograiiis through 203 1 aiid 
beyond. The prograins could be those outlined iii respoiise to KPSC 1-8 or new offerings. 

NESS: Raiiie I<. Woldias 
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Refer to p. 7 of Exhibit SCW-1. 

a. Identify and explain the bases for the prqjected year to year iiicrease iii both active aiid 
passive deiiiand response savings on page 7 of Exhibit SCW-I. 

b. Explain how the Coiiipaiiy intends to achieve the projected iiicrease in both active and 
passive demand respoiise savings each year. 

For the purposes of Exhibit SCW- 1 ,"passive deiiiaiid respoiise" refers to demand reductions that 
result from the iiiipleiiieiitatioii of eiiergy efficiency programs. "Active demaiid response'' is 
what is more coimoiily referred to as "demand respoiise". 

a. The Coiiipaiiy intends to continue to invest in eiiergy efficiency at the approximate level that 
is curreiitly approved by the I<eiitucky Public Service Coininissioii. These investments may 
result in iiicremental eiiergy aiid demand saviiigs each year. The Coiiipany also projects 
addiiig demand response capabilities during the forecast period. 

b. In addition to the coiitiiiuatioii of eiiergy efficieiicy programs, the Coiiipaiiy is also 
consideriiig deiiiand response options and expects to offer programs subject to Comnissioii 
review aiid appropriate cost recovery. 

WITNE§§: Scott C Weaver 
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Refer to p. 7 of Exhibit SCW-1. 

a. For passive deinaiid response programs inipleiiiented each year within the past five years, 
provide the budget, energy savings, capacity savings and results of cost-effectiveness 
screeiiiiigs for each program. 

b. For passive deiiiaiid respoiise programs plaivied for iiiipleineiitatioii each year tlirough 203 1 , 
provide the budget, energy savings, capacity savings and results of cost-effectiveiiess 
screenings for each program, with the total program savings matching the projected passive 
deiiiaiid respoiise savings for each year on page 7 of Exhibit SCW-1. 

For the purposes of Exhibit SCW- 1 , "passive demand response" refers to demand reductions that 
result from the iinpleiiientation of energy efficieiicy programs. 

a. Please see SC 2-7 Attachment 1 and 2. 

b. Program costs are not budgeted past the programs currently approved by the Coiimission. It 
is assumed, for the sake of forecasting, that energy aiid capacity savings that are 
coininemurate with current prograiiis can be expected into the future. 

WITNESS: Rariie I< Wohnlias 



Program 
Target Energy Efficiency 
High Efficiency Heat Pump - Mobile Home 
Mobile Home New Construction 

KPSC Case No 2012-00578 
Sierra Club's Supplemental Set of Data Requests 

Dated March 8, 2013 
KENTIJCKY POWER COMPANY Item No 7 
DSMlEE PROGRAMS 2008-2012 Attachment 1 

COST/SAVINGS Page 1 of 1 

Year Expense Energy Savings - kWI-l Capacity Savings - ItW 
106 2008 $256,242 

2008 $60,650 124,011 27 
2008 $111,900 188,758 37 

293,256 

Modified Energy Fitness 2008 $359,131 530,736 558 
131 Target Energy Efficiency 2009 $273,480 

High Efficiency Heat Pump - Mobile Home 2009 $71,900 142,048 21 0 
Mobile Home New Construction 2009 $104,700 192,229 282 
Modified Energy Fitness 2009 $302,864 430,530 447 
High Efficiency Heat Pump 2009 $138,450 229,846 360 
Community Outreach Compact Fluorescent Lamp 2009 $34,119 67,032 96 

- 
320,260 

Energy Education for Students 
Target Energy Efficiency 
High Efficiency Heat Pump - Mobile Home 
Mobile Home New Construction 
Modified Energy Fitness 
High Efficiency Heat Pump 
Community Outreach Compact Fluorescent Lamp 
Energy Education for Students 
Residential HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up 
Residential Load Management 
Residential Efficient Products 
Commercial HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up 
Commercial Load Management 
Commercial High Efficiency Heat Pump/Air Conditioner 

$1 7,184 14,117 
$347,248 455,844 

2009 
2010 
2010 $1 04,800 
2010 $127,200 
2010 $418,693 
2010 $340,200 
2010 $57,134 
2010 $30,760 
2010 $2,850 
2010 $0 
2010 $0 
2010 $125 
2010 $0 
2010 0 

226,299 
22 1,335 
551,073 
762,091 
133,036 
20,698 
1,019 

0 
0 

225 
0 
0 

29 
169 
312 
345 
669 
1,062 
123 
39 
7 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Commercial Incentive 2010 0 0 0 
Tarqet Enerw Efficiencv 201 1 $280,994 263.978 147 
High Efficiency Heat Pump - Mobile Home 
Mobile Home New Consfruction 
Modified Energy Fitness 
High Efficiency Heat Pump 
Community Outreach Compact Fluorescent 1 
Energy Education for Students 
Residential HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up 
Residential Load Management 
Residential Efficient Products 
Commercial HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up 
Commercial Load Management 

.amp 

201 1 $94,832 276,093 
201 1 $92,285 138,956 
2011 
2011 
201 1 
201 1 
201 1 
2011 
201 1 
201 1 
2011 

$444,508 
$309,286 
$593 15 
$23,995 

$100,224 
$1 03,498 
$314,155 
$27,093 
$1 4,3 15 

446,511 
596,255 
626,392 
195,6 10 
270,795 

0 
2,231,328 

76,302 
0 

175 
43 
320 
425 
266 
57 
177 
$0 

1,484 
60 
0 

Commercial High Efficiency Heat Pump/Air Conditioner 201 1 $23,516 14,938 8 
Commercial Incentive 201 1 $252,314 2 1,083 80 
Target Energy Efficiency 2012 $264,660 297,500 108 
High Efficiency Heat Pump - Mobile Home 
Mobile Home New Construction 
Modified Energy Fitness 
High Efficiency Heat Pump 
Community Outreach Compact Fluorescent Lamp 
Energy Education for Students 
Residential HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up 
Residential Load Management 
Residential Efficient Products 
Commercial HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up 
Commercial Load Management 
Commercial High Efficiency Heat Pump/Air Conditioner 
Commercial Incentive 

2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
20 12 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 
2012 

$1 02,600 
$85,500 

$432,225 
$264,600 
$55,433 
$28,228 

$1 13,437 
$214,393 
$355,006 
$30,576 
$32,364 
$31,410 

$1,092,272 

343,103 
155,055 
472,2 18 
520,296 
694,270 
202,694 
173,435 

0 
2,570,970 

38,944 
0 

1 1,464 
542,952 

187 
17 

320 
372 
306 
76 
176 
0 

756 
34 
0 
12 

767 



Program 
Commercial High Efficiency HP/AC 
Commercial High Efficiency HP/AC 
Commercial High Efficiency HPlAC 
Commercial High Efficiency HPlAC 
Commercial High Efficiency HPlAC 
Commercial High Efficiency HP/AC 
Commercial High Efficiency HP/AC 
Commercial High Efficiency HP/AC 
Commercial Incentive (CI) 
Commercial Incentive (CI) 
Commercial Incentive (CI) 
Commercial Incentive (CI) 
Commercial Incentive (CI) 
Commercial Incentive (CI) 
Commercial Incentive (CI) 
Commercial Incentive (CI) 
Community Outreach (COCFL) 
Community Outreach (COCFL.) 
Community Outreach (COCFL) 
Community Outreach (COCFL) 
Community Outreach (COCFL) 
Community Outreach (COCFL) 
Community Outreach (COCFL) 
Community Outreach (COCFL) 
Energy Education for Students (EEFS) 
Energy Education for Students (EEFS) 
Energy Education for Students (EEFS) 
Energy Education for Students (EEFS) 
Energy Education for Students (EEFS) 
Energy Education for Students (EEFS) 
Energy Education for Students (EEFS) 
Energy Education for Students (EEFS) 
High Efficiency Heat Pump (HEHP) 
High Efficiency Heat Pump (HEHP) 
High Efficiency Heat Pump (HEHP) 
High Efficiency Heat Pump (HEHP) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (commercial) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (commercial) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (commercial) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (commercial) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (commercial) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (commercial) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (commercial) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (commercial) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (residential) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (residential) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (residential) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (residential) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (residential) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (residential) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (residential) 
HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up (residential) 
Mobile Home Heat Pump (MHHP) 
Mobile Home Heat Pump (MHHP) 

KPSC Case No. 2012-00578 
Sierra Club's Supplemental Set of Data Requests 

Dated March 8,2013 
Item No 7 

Attachment 2 
Page 1 of 2 

KENTUCKY POWER COMPANY 

EVALUATIONS 
DSM/EE PROGRAMS 2008-2012 

Test 
PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
P CT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 
PACT 
TRC 

Data Source 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 

original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 

original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
Evaluation 2009 
Evaluation 2009 
Evaluation 2009 
Evaluation 2009 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 20 1 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 2009 
Evaluation 2009 
Evaluation 2009 
Evaluation 2009 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 20 1 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 

original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
Evaluation 201 2 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 

original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 

Economic Test 
0 71 
0 72 
0 36 
3 01 
1 02 
1 24 
0 39 
168 
0 56 
0 59 
0 29 
15 52 
2 39 
3 41 
0 71 

2 37 
3 13 
0 44 
nla 
3 47 
4 17 
0 52 
nla 
1 49 

0 41 
nla 
1 79 
2 04 
0 44 
nla 

2 27 
1 74 
0 65 
2 21 
0 64 
0 64 
0 28 
3 57 
117 
151 
0 35 
7 97 

0 64 
0 31 
2 44 
1 00 
115 
0 29 
6 07 
6 02 
9 79 

a 50 

I a5 

o 78 



Program 
Mobile Home Heat Pump (MHHP) 
Mobile Home Heat Pump (MHHP) 
Mobile Home Heat Pump (MHHP) 
Mobile Home Heat Pump (MHHP) 
Mobile Home Heat Pump (MHHP) 
Mobile Home Heat Pump (MHHP) 
Mobile Home New Construction (MHNC) 
Mobile Home New Construction (MHNC) 
Mobile Home New Construction (MHNC) 
Mobile Home New Construction (MHNC) 
Mobile Home New Construction (MHNC) 
Mobile Home New Construction (MHNC) 
Mobile Home New Construction (MHNC) 
Mobile Home New Construction (MHNC) 
Modified Energy Fitness (MEF) 
Modified Energy Fitness (MEF) 
Modified Energy Fitness (MEF) 
Modified Energy Fitness (MEF) 
Modified Energy Fitness (MEF) 
Modified Energy Fitness (MEF) 
Modified Energy Fitness (MEF) 
Modified Energy Fitness (MEF) 
Residential Efficient Products (REP) 
Residential Efficient Products (REP) 
Residential Efficient Products (REP) 
Residential Efficient Products (REP) 
Residential Efficient Products (REP) 
Residential Efficient Products (REP) 
Residential Efficient Products (REP) 
Residential Efficient Products (REP) 
Targeted Energy Efficiency (TEE) 
Targeted Energy Efficiency (TEE) 
Targeted Energy Efficiency (TEE) 
Targeted Energy Efficiency (TEE) 
Targeted Energy Efficiency (TEE) 
Targeted Energy Efficiency (TEE) 
Targeted Energy Efficiency (TEE) 
Targeted Energy Efficiency (TEE) 

KPSC Case No. 2012-00578 
Sierra Club's Supplemental Set of Data Requests 

Dated March 8, 2013 
Item No 7 

Attachment 2 
Page 2 of 2 

KENTUCKY POWER COMPANY 

EVALUATIONS 
DSMIEE PROGRAMS 2008-2012 

Test 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

PACT 
TRC 
RIM 
PCT 

Data Source 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 I 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 I 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 
Evaluation 2012 

original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
original filing 2010 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 2008 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 
Evaluation 201 1 

Economic Test 
3 45 
9 07 
3 72 
5 23 
0 74 
8 00 
3 75 
3 66 
2 59 
3 46 
1 67 
2 25 
0 53 
3 66 
3 37 
3 37 
143 
nla 

0 90 
115 
0 46 
nla 
3 50 
1 98 
0 44 
5 12 
9 18 
1 48 
0 47 
2 08 
1 99 
1 99 
0 78 
nla 
1 59 
159 
0 58 
nla 



Refer to p. 3 of Exhibit SCW- 1. 

a. Provide tlie Company's retail sales for each year from tlie last five years. 

b. Coiifirin whether tlie Iiiteriial Load values provided 011 page 3 of Exhibit SCW-1 axe the 
Company's retail sales plarmed for each year through 203 1. If not, provide tlie Company's 
retail sales planned for each year through 203 1. 

a. Please refer to tlie response to Sierra Clrtb's 1-34 part d, attaclment 3. Total Ultimate GWh 
shown iii tlie response is actual, weather iioriiialized retail sales. 

b. The internal load provided 011 page 3 of Exhibit SCW-1 is the Company's retail and 
wholesale sales and losses. For retail sales plaiiiied for each year tlvough 203 1, please see 
the respoiise to Sierra Club's first set of data requests, question number 34 part d, attachment 
3. Total Ultimate GWh shown in the response is weather norinalized retail sales. 

W ~ ~ ~ E ~ ~ :  Raiiie K Wolmhas 



Sierra 
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Refer to p. 7 oCExliibit SCW-1, and to Attaclmeiil 1 to the Company's response to KPSC 1-8. 
Explain how tlie current energy efficiency program savings provided iii Attaclmeiit 1 to the 
Company's response to ICPSC 1-8 are incorporated into the curreiit PJM-approved interruptible 
demand response peak reductions provided 011 page 7 of Exhibit SC W- 1. 

a. If the savings fioin Attachment 1 to the Coinpany's respoiise to KSPC 1-8 are not 
incorporated into the current active aiid passive demand response activities provided 011 page 
7 of Exhibit SCW-1, explain why they are not incorporated into the current active aiid 
passive deiiiaiid response activities. 

Current energy efficiency and demand response prograins are not included iii the "(Curreiit) 
PJM-approved Interruptible Deinaiid Response" coluiiiii of Exhibit SCW-1. 

a. ICPCo currently does not have any PJM-coiiipliant interruptible contracts. Iiiipacts from 
current and prospective energy efficiency aiid deiiiarid response programs are included as 
reductions to load iii tlie forecast (energy efficiency) and as designated resources in 
Strategist (demand response). 

NESS: Raiiie K Wolulhas 



Rcfer to p. 27 of tlie testimony of Scott C. Weaver. Provide a detailed descriptio11 of each active 
demand respoiise program iinpleiiieiited by tlie Conipaiiy, iiicludiiig tlie prices offered, the 
technology used aiid the customers targeted for each prograiii. 

In aiisweriiig this data request, the Coinpaiiy defiiies active deinaiid respoiise in tlie fashion 
described in its respoiise to SC 2-6. 

ICeiitucly curreiitly offers a demand respoiise tariff. Please see SC 2-10 Attaclmieiit 1. The 
program targets iiidustrial custoiners that caii interrupt at least 1 MW. Tlie method of 
interruptioii (teclmology) is determined by tlie pai-ticipaiit. 

Tlie Coiiipaiiy inipleiiieiited a Pilot Load Manageineiit prograin in 20 1 1. This prograiii utilized 
two-way cellular teclmology via a gateway meter for custoiiier utility billiiig aiid customized 
customer load profiles for operatioii of HVAC aiid water lieating equipment. Tlie Coinpaiiy has 
conipleted tliis Pilot program effective Deceiiiber 3 1, 20 12 eiidiiig with fifty thee  resideiitial 
customers. 

Tlie actual prograiii expeiises are iiicluded in tlie table below. There was iio capacity savings or 
cost-effectiveness screening for the Pilot Load Maiiageiiieiit program. 

There are no additional deinaiid respoiise program currently plaiuied. 

w $: Raiiie I< Wolmlias 
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AVhILABf U T Y  OF SERVICE. 

AviiilabJe For service to custoiners yho coiitinct For service uiider oiic o f  the Coinparty's iatcii uptibtc service options. llie Company 
1-cserves the right to limit llic total contiact capacity for all customers senfed under this Tariffto 60,000 k\K 

faoutls wf llew ctrstoiiias locating wirlijii the Company's service area or load espaiisioiis by esisliiig ctistimers niay be offred 
inteiriiptible seivicc tls part of an econoiiiic rlevelopnient iilcentive. Such interruptible scrvice sha l l  not bc cotirited ~ o ~ a r d  [he 
jiii>italioii on total interruptible power con[cact capacity, ns specified above, and will 1101' result in clialige co \he liniiintion on totnl 
i nk i  ruptible power conhact capocity. 

CONDITIONS OF SERVICE. 

Tile C t i n i p a i ~ ~  will offer eligible customers die option to rcccive sei vice fro111 a ineiiu of iiiterroptiblc poWr optiaiis piirsiiaiit to n 
coiltract agreed to by the COnlp<W)' and the Cilstoi1lei'. 

IJpoii receipt of a rcquest iioiii the Customer Tor infcn uptible seivice, the Coinpany will p!oVit[e lhc Customer \villi a wrilte1l orer 
coiitaiiiiiig tlie ,ales and related terriis and conditions of setsice under which sucll servici: will be provided by thc Cunipauy. L f  (tic 
pariies reach an agreement besed tipon the d e r  provided to the Custor~ier by the Compea,y, such writtei? colitmcl will  be ~'l!ecI rviU1 h e  
Comiiiissiori. The contract sltnll provide fiill disclosure of all intes, terms ~ n d  condilioiis oFservice uncler (his 'riicifl, and any arid a l l  
;igrt.?til~eiits rclnted tlieielo, sthject lo Ihc designation ofthe terms and conditions ofthe contract as confitieiilial. ;is set fiiirli hercin 

The Custniilei- slinll piavide reasoilable evideiice to Llie CoiiiImiy that the Cusbmer's electric service cat) lie inh-ruptecl in  accoi.rlaiice 
\vilh [he provisiiins oftlie \\rritcm agreeinelit inclucfirig, but not limited to, the specific steps to be t a l m  nntl equipmei~( to be ctircailed 
iipoii a rcqiicsl: for  interruption. 

'Thc Coslorner slinll coiltract for calmcity sul'?icicnt to meet noriiial inasiiiiuin interiuptible powcr i~cqiiireinriits, hut i n  iio cveiil: wi\J 
1110 intcrrtiptibll: ainouiit contracted for be less h 7  1,000 KSV at any delivery point. 

RATE. (Tat iff Code .32 1) 

Cllarges !'or scivicc under this Tariff will be set forth in the ~vrit len agreement be t - \~w i I  tl~c Comp;u>p and Llic Ctistoirier arid will 
ref7cct 11 tiilTeimce ,f?orn tlia finn service rates otherwise nvailable to the Ciistoiner. 

PULL ADJUSTRIENT CLAUSE 

Bills cotn~~uied according to the ~ C C S  set forlli herein will be increased or decreased by EL Fuel Adjusliiicnt Factor per K\W calculatctl 
in coiiipliance with the Fuel Ad,jusliiieiit Clause conlained in Sheet Nos.. 5-1 and 5-2 of Iliis ~ariffScheciufe. 

SYSTEM SALES CLAUSE. 

l3ilIs compnteccl according to tlie intees set rororlh heicin will be increased o r  deci-cased by R S)Neln Sales F:icl.or per JC\YI-I cnlciilntetl 
in ctimpliaiicc w i h  tho Systcni Sales Clnuse contajiiecl hi Sheet Nos. 19- I and 19-2 ofthis Tai i f l  Schedule. 

(Coiit'cl oil ShecCNo. 12-2) 

JEFF 53. DEROUEN 
- - E S & W L - - -  

TARIFF BRANCH 

Di\T13 OF ISSUE J ~ l \ t  16.2010 DATE EFFECTIVE 

TITLE 
REGULATORY SERVICES 
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P S C. ELCL'7 IlIC NO 9 

CAPACITY CITARGL. 

13ills computctl accoiding to the rntc set forfli heiein a i l 1  1x3 inc~cssecl by R Capacily Charge hcmr  per ICWf-I c:nlculalecl in 
coriiplialicc wilh lhc Capficily ChargeTaiiff contained in Shcet No. 29-1 oflliis Tariff Scliedulc. 

DELAYED PAYMENT CHARGE. 

811 teiiiis a n c l  contlitians of ruiy witten contractlmder this Tariff shall IIB piotected from disclosure as coiilidcntial, prolirictag 
inicle secixls, if either [fie Custoiuer or die Con,pany requests a Coiiiinission deterinination ofconlirlantialilpy pursuant to 
SO7 KARj:001, Section 7 and the reqlicst is glanted. 

(Coiil'd on SiicelNo. 12-3) 

PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

__I____---. 

DATE EF:FECTlVB 

NAME 

IWR 501  1 SECTION 9 (1) lssiiccl bv aiilhoi it\* ot  an Older oft l io Public Seivice Con 
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Refer to p. 7 of Exhibit SCW-1. 

a. For active demand response prograins implemented each year within the past five years, 
provide the budget, capacity savings and results of cost-effectiveiiess screeiiiiigs for each 
prograin. 

For active deinaiid response prograins plaimed for implementation each year tlu-ougli 203 1 , 
provide the budget, capacity savings aiid results of cost-effectiveiiess screeiiiiigs for each 
program, with the total program savings matching the prqjected savings for each year on page 7 
of Exhibit SCW-1. 

a. Please see response to SC 2-10. 

SS: Raiiie I< Wohnhas 
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UES 

Refer to p. 7 of Exhibit SCW-1. Provide tlie cost recovery rates that tlie Coiiipaiiy expects will be 
required tlxougli 203 1 to iiripleinent the programs that will achieve the savings on page 7 of 
Exhibit SCW- 1. 

SPONSE 

Tlie Company has not developed any forecasted cost recovery rates tlxough 203 1. 

HTNESS: Rank I< Wolmlias 



Sierra Club s u  

er Y 

Refer to p. 7 of Exhibit SCW-1, and to the Coiiipaiiy's response to Sierra Club 1-34(f). Explain 
how tlie iiiipacts of both active aiid passive demand response prqjected 011 page 7 of Exhibit 
SCW-1 are explicitly accounted for iii tlie Coiiipaiiy's analysis to replace Rig Saiidy capacity. 

The impacts of passive DSM were accounted for in KPCO's load forecast used in the Coinpaiiy's 
analysis to replace Big Saiidy capacity. Tlie iiiipacts of tlie active deiiiaiid response were 
accounted for in the Peak Adjustment iiiputs in Strategist. 

SS: Scott C Weaver 



er 

Refer to p. 7 of Exhibit SCW-1, and to the Company's response to Sierra Club 1-39(a). 

a. List any and all active and/or passive denialid response potential studies considered by the 
Coiiipany in determiiiing both the projected active and passive demand response savings 011 
page 7 of Exhibit SCW-1. 

b. Explain why KPCo chose the 2009 EPRl potential study as the basis for its active and 
passive demaiid respoiise projections. 

a. EPRI's 2009 "Assessinelit of Achievable Potential from Energy Efficiency and Deniand 
Response Programs in the U.S." 

b. The Company believes the publicly available EPRI study provided a cost-effective way to 
determine a realistic level of energy efficieiicy and demand response capability in its service 
territory. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 



1111 c 

Refer to the Company’s respoiise to Sierra Cluib 1-39(d). Describe how the Comnpaiiy used tlie 
2009 EPRI potential study to determine both tlie active and passive demand response savings 
projected on page 7 of Exhibit SCW-1. Provide all supporting docuineiitatioii and workpapers in 
electronic foriiiat with foriiiulas intact. 

The Company used the 2020 levels of efficiency achievement (realistically achievable relative to 
AEO 2008) for its residential and coinmercial sectors. See Sierra Club 2-15 Attaclunent 1.xls on 
tlie enclosed CD for the requested documelitation. 

NESS: Scott C Weaver 
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Refer to the Company’s response to Sierra Club 1-39(h). 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Provide a list of all the iiidustrial customers that have opted out of the Coiiipany’s energy 
efficiency prograiiis over the past five years. 

Provide your best estiinate of tlie iiuinber of iiidustrial customers (and their energy and 
capacity demands) that the Company proj ects will opt out of its eiiergy efficiency prograiiis 
in each year tluough 203 1. 

Identify all deinaiid side inanageiiient prograiiis that KPCo has offered to its iiidustrial 
custoiners over the past five years. 

Identify all deiiiaiid side iiianageineiit programs that IQCo plans to offer to its industrial 
custoiners in each year through 203 1. 

Identify all deiiiaiid side iiiaiiagemeiit programs iiidividual ICPCo industrial customers have 
iinpleinented in lieu of pai-ticipating in KPCo’s deiiiaiid side iiiariageineiit programs over the 
past five years. 

Identify all deinaiid side iiiaiiageineiit programs that IWCo expects its iiidividual iiidustrial 
custoiiiers to irnpleiiieiit in lieu of participating iii KPCo’s demand side maiiageineiit 
prograins in each year though 203 1. 

a. No iiidustrial custoiners have opted out of tlie Coiiipaiiy’s eiiergy efficiency prograins withiii 
the last five years. 

b. Because the coiiipany does not cui-reiitly offer eiiergy efficiency programs to iiidustrial 
customers it caiuiot prepare tlie requested estimate. 

c. No demaiid side inaiiageiiieiit programs were offered to industrial custoiiiers over the last 
five years. 



d. There are 110 demand side management programs currently planned for industrial customers. 
The Company's current Coiiiiiiercial Iiiceiitive prograin could be modified to include 
industrial customers if the industrial customers would participate. 

e. The Company does not have the requested iiiforiiiatioii on energy efficiency programs or 
iiieasiires sponsored by industrial customers. 

f. See response Part e. 

NESS: Raiiie I< Wolmlias 
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UES 

Refer to the Company’s respoiise to ICPSC 1-5. Explain whether the Coiiipaiiy conducted a 
benefit-cost test to support tlie stateiiieiit that the transfer of SO percent of the Mitchell facility is 
tlie iiiost cost-effective ineaiis for tlie Coiiipaiiy to coiiiply with known aiid emerging 
eiiviroimieiital requirements. 

a. If yes, provide all docuinentatioii aiid workpapers in electronic format with forinulas intact. 

b. If no, explain how tlie Compaiiy determined tliat the proposal is the iiiost cost-effective 
means. 

The Strategist aiialyses provided iii this filing serves as a proxy for a benefit-cost test to support 
the statement that the traiisfer of SO percent of the Mitchell facility is the iiiost cost-effective 
iiieaiis for the Coiiipaiiy to comply with luiowii aiid emerging eiiviroimieiital requirements. As 
indicated in tlie direct testiiiioiiy of Mr. Weaver, the purpose of these aiialyses was to offer tlie 
relative long-term, life-cycle ecoiioiiiics of various, plausible Rig Saiidy uiiit disposition options 
--under varying coimiodity pricing scenarios-- to determine which of tliose alternatives would 
offer tlie lowest reasoilable cost. 

a. See respoiise to ICPSC 1-1 for docuiiientation of tliese aiialyses. 

NESS: Scott C Weaver 



er Y 

For each of AEP's operatiiig coiiipaiiies, provide: 

a. Docuineiitatioii of the iiiost receiit active aiid passive demand respoiise program plaii 
approved or under iiivesligatioii by the relevaiit state PTJC; 

b. Eiiergy and capacity savings fi-oiii both active aiid passive deinaiid respoiise prograiiis 
iiiipleriieiited over the past five years, aiid plaiuied through 203 1. 

c. The iiiost receiit DSM poteiitial study carried out by or for the coiiipaiiy. 

d. Retail sales froiii tlie past five years aiid plaiuied through 203 1. 

NSE 

The Coinpany objects to this request as seeltiiig iiiforinatioii that is neither relevaiit nor 
reasoiiably calculated to lead to tlie discovery of adinissible evidence. The oiily "AEP Operatiiig 
Coiiipaiiy" that is party to this proceeding is Kentucky Power. The other AEP Operatiiig 
Coinpaiiies are iiot utilities subject to the Coiimissioii's jurisdiction. The operatiiig 
characteristics of other AEP Operatiiig Coiiipaiiies, as well as tlie deinograpliics of their 
customers, are different thaii that of Kentucky Power aiid its customer. Filially, the request is 
overly broad aiid burdeiisoiiie. 

NESS: Gregory G Pauley 



er Y 

Explaiii wlietlier KPCo consider renewable resources as part of tlie alteriiative resource options 
analysis. 

a. If iio, explain why the Coinpany did riot coiisider reiiewable resources an alternative 
resource wlien determining how to replace Rig Sandy capacity. 

b. If yes, explaiii how reiiewables were coilsidered and provide all suppoi-tiiig docwiieiitatioii. 

SE 

No. 

a. KPCo did iiot consider renewable resources as part of the analysis. Renewable resources 
caii iiot provide tlie capacity aiid energy iieeded to replace Big Sandy 2. 

b. N/A 

WITNESS: Rmie I< Woluilias 
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JEST 

In the period between 201 1 and 2024, explain whether KPCo forced STRATEGIST to meet any 
demand shoi-tfall with marltet purchases. 

Yes. In Option #4b ICPCQ's capacity needs for the period between 201 1 and 2024 were iiiet with 
marltet purchases. 



Y 

Explain whether STRATEGIST was allowed to select tlie optimal resource plan from a variety of 
options. State whether the variety of options included: 

a. coiistructioii of natural-gas fired generation 

b. construction of coal fired generation 

c. purchase of existing natural gas fired generation 

d. a purchase-power agreement for energy and capacity 

e. energy efficiency 

f. demand response 

g. renewable generating resources. 

Strategist was allowed to select from simple-cycle coinbustion turbines, (two) unique Big Sandy- 
sited combined-cycle units, and an uiisited generic combined-cycle unit. Construction of iiew 
coal fired generation was not considered due to the uncertainty around tlie cost and operating 
feasibility of a iiew commercial scale coal uiiit equipped with carbon capture and sequestration 
equipment necessary to meet New Source Perforniance Standards. Due to the inability of 
incremental or 'new' DWEE sources iiieetiiig KPCo's significant capacity and energy 
requirements if the 1,078 MW Big Sandy Units 1 and 2 were to be retired, additional energy 
efficiency and detiiand response activity, over-and-above the reasonably achievable future levels 
already incorporated into tlie Company's load forecast were not considered. Likewise, renewable 
generation, largely as a function of its iiiteriiiittent capability, was also not considered €or tlie 
same reason. Finally, the purchase of existing natural gas fired geiieratioii and a purchase power 
agreement were not inodeled because of the uiduiown cost and operating cliaracteristics of such a 
facilities, or contracts. In addition, the 'new-build' arid '(PJM) marltet purchase' options that were 
modeled served as reasonable proxies for siicli inarltet (asset) purchases. 

SS: Mark A Beclter 



weer Y 

Explain whether the STRATEGIST niodel was constrained iii any way such that the iiiodel does 
iiot add additional capacity resources beyond what KPCo has pre-determined in any given year. 

N§E 

KPCo has not pre-determined the amount of capacity in any given year that must be added. 
Instead, the iiiodel required that the prescribed PJM capacity margin be niet in all years. If the 
resource added to iiieet that iiiiiiiiiiiiin requirement was larger than the ainouiit of capacity 
iieeded to meet the ininiiiiuin requirement, then additional capacity could have been added. 

SS: Mark A Reclter 
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UEST 

With regard to Witness McDermott testimony, page 11 , line 6, please explain whetlier Ohio 
Power Coiiipaiiy is selling the SO% share of the Mitcliell generating station at less than the value 
of its output in the PJM inarltet. 

a. If the answer is yes, please explain why, and please explain why this would iiialce seiise to 
Ohio Power Coinpariy and its customers. 

b. If the aiiswer is 110, please explain why the Company's purcliase of SO% of the Mitchell 
station is preferable to purchasing power fi-om other sources, iiicluding the PJM markets. 

The curreiit output of Mitchell is being sold into the PJM inarltet at the prevailiiig energy prices. 
A long-teriii valuation based 011 forecasted fttture cash flows has not been completed. 

a. The sale at iiet book value does not advantage or disadvantage Ohio Power Company in 
terins of it recording a gain or a loss. The state of Ohio lias moved to fiill retail competition. 

b. The Mitcliell transfer reiiiaiiis the most economic option for Kentucky Power. Please refer 
to the Company's response to the Company's respoiise to SC 1-2. 

NESS: Raiiie IC Woludias 
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With regard to Witness McDeriiiott testimony, page 11, liiie 9, does the Company’s contract to 
buy 50% of the Mitchell generating station iiiclude any risk premiums? If so, please describe 
them qualitatively, aiid present them qualitatively. Please include all docuineiitatioii and 
worlpapers in electronic format with formulas intact. 

The transfer of SO% of Mitchell Plant is proposed to be at tlie net book value recorded as of tlie 
date of transfer and thus excludes any risk premiums. 

NESS: Gregory G Pauley 
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Refer to p. 11 of the testimony of Karl A. McDeriiiott. Identify all of the beiiclunarks that 
Witness Weaver employs that would be used by potential bidders in a large base load RFP. 

Dr. McDerinott discusses those beiicluiiarks in his direct testimony (Page 11, lilies 5-16). The 
specific factors can be found in Mr. Weaver’s testimony. 

ITNESS: Scott C Weaver 



Refer to p. 11 of the testimony of 1Gir-l A. McDermott. Explaiii how tlie proposal to traiisfer SO 
percent of the Mitchell facility at iiet book value is tlie lower bouiid of the necessary bid prices 
that would potentially have been submitted as part of an RFP. 

Dr. McDeriiiott did iiot testify that the transfer at iiet book value would be the lower bound of 
poteiitial RFP bid prices. Tlie testiinoiiy referenced in the questioii refers to the benclmiasltiiig 
process the Coiiipaiiy used to proxy potential competitively procured power aiid energy. It is Dr. 
McDeriiiott’s testimony that these beiicluiiarlts are liltely tlie lower bouiid of bid prices due to 
factors cited in his testiiiiony (Page 11, lilies 8-9, aiid Page 12 lilies 1-4). 

NESS: Gregory G Pauley 
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BJEST 

Refer to Exhibit SCW-1, page 9, Table 1-3. For the 'Existing and Plaimed Capacity" values in 
20 12, 20 13, aiid 20 14, please list all the geiieratioii resources that are iiicluded. Please specify by 
plant name and unit number, by capacity, by tecliiiology type aiid by fuel type. 

NSE 

Plant  Name Wnit 2012-20314 Teclanalogy Fuel 
Nu rn b e r m e  TY P e 

Big Sandy I 275 Coal-fired Steam Cnai 
Big Sandy 2 SO0 Coal-fired Steam Coal 
R n c k p o ri " I 197 Coal-fired Steam Cnail 
Ro CGIDOTS" 2 195 Coal-fired Steam Coal 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 
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EST 

With regard to the Company's respoiise to KPSC 1-37, did Witiiess McDerinott or Witness 
Weaver analyze tlie option of buying power from tlie Riverside Generating assets? If iiot, why 
iiot? If yes, what was the conclnsion of the analysis? Please provide all docuiiieiitatioii a id  
workpapers in electronic forinat with foriiiulas intact. 

Neither Dr. McDerinott iior Mr. Weaver specifically analyzed this option per tlie reasons 
discussed in tlie Coiiipany's respoiise to SC 1-8. 

~ ~ ~ N E S ~ :  Gregory G Pauley 
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With regard to the Company’s respoiise to KPSC 1-39(b), is it true that offers in respoiise to an 
RFP would approach a projected PJM price under the coiiditioiis when the PJM energy aiid 
capacity iiiarltets are “long” 011 energy and capacity? 

While it is uncertain as to what price for capacity aiid energy inay be offered in respoiise to an 
RFP solicitatioii, the response to KPCS 1 -39(b) merely indicated that the forecasted (PJM) 
market price of capacity aiid energy established by tlie Fuiidainental Analysis group served as a 
reasonable proxy for such prices. 

Please see the respoiise to KIUC 2-5 for ail explanation of the supply-demand bases by which 
such fuiidaineiital capacity prices were established in the Aurora modeling. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 
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With regard to tlie Coiiipany’s response to Sierra Club 1-44(f), please describe all aiialyses that 
tlie Coiiipaiiy conducted to determine that it iieeds only baseload energy. Please provide all 
docwneiitatioii and workpapers in electronic format with foiiiiulas intact. 

The Company’s response to Sierra Club 1-44(f) did not state that tlie Coinpaiiy only needs 
baseload energy. It stated that baseload energy is at issue for the Company. This stateinent refers 
to tlie need to replace the capacity and energy froin Rig Sandy Unit 2, wliich lias operated as a 
baseload unit. 

NESS: Scott C Weaver 
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ST 

With regard to the Company’s respoiise to Sierra Club l-S(a), please explain the basis for your 
coiitention that “net book value is a standard transfer price used between wholly owned 
affiliates,” and provide all suppoi-tiiig documents, citations, or analyses. 

The use of iiet book value is coiisisteiit with the Coiiipaiiy‘s filings at FERC which iiiclude 
references to other cases where net book value has been approved as the transfer price. See 
references on page 15 of the Company’s filing in FERC Docltet No. EC 13-26-000. In addition, 
net book value is consistent with the cost-based approach used in the Iiitercoimectioii Agreement 
uiider wllich Keiitucky Power has historically purchased capacity aiid energy. 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Wohihas 
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With regard to the Coinpaiiy's response to Sierra Club 1-5(b), did the Coinpaiiy estiiiiate the 
inarltet value of SO% of the Mitchell Generation station based oil its forecast of PJM i-narltet 
prices? If iiot, why iiot? If so, please provide any aiid all results of the analysis, including 
workpapers in electronic format with forinulas intact. 

SPOWSE 

The Company did iiot estiinate a iiiarltet value of 50% of tlie Mitchell Geiieratioii Statioii based 
011 the forecast of PJM market prices. Please see tlie Coiiipaiiy's respoiise to SC 1-2. 

WITNESS: Raiiie K Wolmhas 
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Refer to page 9 of Attacliiiieiit 1 to your respoiise to Sierra Club 1-3. Explain why tlie amount of 
KPCo capacity compared to the PJM Miiiiiiiuiii Reserve Margin drops from plus 40MW in 
2024/25 to negative 212MW in 2025/26. 

While the aiialysis provided by Company witness Weaver in Exhibit SCW-2 assumed a 1.5 year 
service life of tlie natural gas coiivei-ted Big Saiidy Unit 1, the attachment provided in Sierra 
Club 1-3, a presentation given to Staff, tlie Attorney General, mid tlie Kentucky Industrial Utility 
Customers, assuined a 10 year life of the natural gas coiivei-ted Big Saiidy Unit I .  The Coinpaiiy 
believes that, sliould the W P  for Big Saiidy TJiiit 1 show that natural gas conversion is tlie least 
cost option, a natural gas coiiverted Big Saiidy Unit 1 will be able to operate for 15 years. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 
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Refer to page 10 of Attachiieiit 1 to your response to Sierra Club 1-3. Identify and explain each 
of the “multiple criteria” upon wliicli the “Mitchell Plant’s transfers were selected,” and identify 
who made such selection. 

Please see the Company’s response to I<.PSC 2-10. 

E$$: Gregory G Pauley 
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REQTJEST 

Refer to your respoiises to Sierra Club 1-6b & c and 1-7b & c. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

Explain how “all of tlie assets of Ohio Power Coiiipaiiy . . . were qualitatively screened to 
determine the geiieratiiig units to be analyzed” for ICPCo. 

Identify each factor evaluated in such qualitative screening. 

Explain how such qualitative screening led to tlie selectioii of tlie transfer of a SO% interest 
in tlie Mitchell Generating Station as an option for replacing Big Sandy tliiit 2. 

Explain how such qualitative screening led to the exclusion of the Waterford and 
Lawreiiceburg geiieratiiig assets as options for replacing all or soiiie of the capacity and 
energy from tlie retiring Big Sandy TJiiit 2. 

Identify each individual iiivolved iii such qualitative screening. 

Produce any repoi-ts, workpapers, or other docuiiieiits reflecting or regarding the qualitative 
screening. 

NSE 

a, b, c, d and f - See tlie Company‘s response to KPSC 2-10. 

a. See the Company’s response to SC 1-4. 

TNIESS: Gregory G Pauley 
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Refer to page 6 of Attachment I to your response to Sierra Club 1-9b. 

a. Identify tlie basis for tlie “AEP GEN HUB Hub Cap.” projected capacity prices identified 
tlierein. 

b. Explain why the projected “AEP GEN HUB Hub Cap.” capacity price inore than doubles 
from 2014 to 2015 and thereafter. 

c. Identify the basis for tlie “SPP Cap.” projected capacity prices identified therein. 

d. Explain wliy the projected “AEP GEN HUB Hub Cap.” capacity prices are inore tliaii eight 
tiines as high as tlie SPP Cap. projected capacity prices for the years 20 IS, 20 16, and 20 17. 

e. Explaiii why the prqjected “SPP Cap.” capacity prices increase inore than fourteen-fold fioiii 
2017 to 2018 and beyond. 

f. Identify and produce any reports, studies, or other documents supporting the projected 
capacity prices identified therein. 

a. Please refer t,o ICItJC 2-5. 

b. Please refer to KIUC 2-5(d.). 

c. The projected capacity values for SPP are derived from tlie AuroraXMP Energy Market 
Model. Please refer to KTUC 2-5(b.). 

d. For the years 201 5,20 16 and 20 17, SPP’s reserve iiiargiii is in excess of tlie required 13.6% 
rendering capacity values to the default miiiiinuin of $2S/MW-day. The same is not true for 
PJM. 



e. Geiierally, the AuroraXMP Electric Market Model recognized the iiecessity to build 
geiieratioii resources begiimiiig in 20 1 8. The conibiiiatioii of inodest load growth, 
iiicreasiiig wiiid resources aiid deinaiid response iii SPP which were respoiisible for excess 
reserve rnargiiis in the prior years were iiisufficieiit to iiiaiiitaiii the niiiiiiiiuin reserve 
inargiii. 

f. Capacity values for SPP are aii output of the AuroraXMP Energy Market Model aiid no 
exogeiious inodificatioiis are inade by the Coiiipaiiy. SPP's assessinent of its future reserve 
margin can be found at 
http://www.spp.org/publicatioiis/2012~Loiig~Teriii~Relial~ility~Assess_Webiar - 5-30- 
12.pdf 

TNESS: Karl R Rletzaclter 



Y 

Refer to page 5 of Attacluneiit 2. to your respoiise to Sierra Club 1-10. State whether, if the 
questioiis posed in Request 35 above were posed with regards to the capacity prices identified 
therein, your aiiswers would be the same. If not, provide such different answer. 

The Company's aiiswers would be the same. The respoiise(s) to SC 2-35 are based upon capacity 
values provided by the Coinpaiiy's Fundaiiieiitals Group. Those values are also captured in the 
response to SC 1-10. 



sierra Clu le 

er Y 

JEST 

Refer to your respoiise to Sierra Club 1-1 1b. Explain the basis for your coiiteiitioii that a 10% 
iiicrease in gas coiisuiiiptioii could reasonably be expected to result in a 12% to 17% iiicrease in 
price. Identify aiid produce aiiy studies, reports, analyses, or other docuaneiits supporting that 
coiiteiitioii. 

SPONS 

The "price elasticity over time" ratio is determined using a long-term forecast o€ aiuitial natural 
gas coiisuinptioii and amiual average natural gas prices. The ratio is the % change in 
coiisuinptioii over the % change iii price; that is, the % change in coiisuinptioii divided by the % 
change iii price for tlie saiiie period. The fuiidaineiital premise of tlie ratio is that as coiisuinptioii 
rises, so does price. The Company receives suitable forecasts from IHSCERA, PIRA and others. 
Pursuaiit to licensing provisioiis, tlie forecasts caimot be provided to iioii-licensees. No foriiial 
archive of this ratio or associated workpapers is niaiiitaiiied because of the ease of its calculation. 

ESS: Karl R Bletzaclter 



Sierra Club s 

Y 

Refer to Attacluiieiit 1 to your response to Sierra Club 1-1 5f. 

a. State wlietlier tlie projected aiviual CO2 emissioiis identified tliereiii are repoi-ted in 
thousands so that, for example, the 2014 C02  eiiiissioiis from Mitcliell 1 iii tlie Optioii 6 
base case is 1,913,000 tons. 

b. State whether tlie projected aiuiual C02  eiiiissioiis identified therein are for all of Mitcliell 1 
aiid 2, or only for tlie SO% ownership interest that KPCo would be acquiring. 

If tlie projected annual C02  einissioiis identified tliereiii are for all of Mitcliell 1 and 
2, explain why the total C02 einissioiis are sigiiificantly lower tliaii they were in 2008 
- 2012. 

i. 

NSE 

a. The projected aiviual C02  einissioiis identified in Sierra Club's 1-1Sf Attaclunent 1 are 
repoi-ted iii tliousaiids of metric toiuies so that, for example, tlie 2014 C02  eriiissioiis from 
Mitcliell I in the Option 6 Base case is 1,913,000 Metric Tomies. 

b. The projected aimual CO2 eiiiissioiis in Attacluiieiit 1 for Sierra Club 1-1Sf reflects 
Company's SO% ownership of Mitcliell. 

E$$: Mark A Beclter 



Sierra Clu 

er Y 

Refer to your respoiise to Sierra Club 1-29f. 

a. For each o€ Optioiis 1 tlxough 6, identify: 
i. The years in which you project actual OSS margins will fall below base level 
ii. The years iii which YOLI project that the “adjusted KPCo OSS inargiii level” will 

exceed tlie base level 
iii. The actual OSS inargiiis aiid tlie “adjusted KPCo OSS margin levels” for each year of 

20 14 tlxougli 2040. 
iv. For each year froiii 2014 through 2040 in wliich “adjusted KPCo OSS margin levels” 

are projected to exceed the base level, tlie amount of I(PCo OSS reveiiues that is 
projected to accrue to customers aiid the aiiiount that is projected to accrue to 
shareholders 

v. For each year froin 2014 through 2040 in which actual OSS margins are projected to 
fall below base level, the ainouiit that custoiiiers are projected to incur iii increiiieiital 
charges. 

b. Coiifirin whether in each year that tlie “ad.justed KPCo OSS margin level” exceeds tlie base 
level, 60% of tlie ainouiit by wliicli tlie adjusted KPCo OSS margin level exceeds the base 
level would accrue to custoiners while 40% would accrue to shareholders. 

If iiot, then explain how the aiiiount by wliicli the adjusted KPCo OSS inargiii 
level exceeds the base level would accrue to customers versus tlie amouiit that 
would accrue to shareholders would be determined. 

i. 

a. i-v & b. This cannot be determined. Strategist does iiot calculate the OSS margiiis, but 
calculates an overall revenue requireineiit where 100% of the off-system sales 
reveiiues are assigiied to reduciiig KPCO’s overall revenue requirement. 

w SS: Mark A Beclter 



Sierra cllu 

Y 

Refer to your response to Sierra Cl~ib 1-391~. Identify what level of KPCo's load is iniiiiiig 
operations. 

NS 

Miiiiiig operatioiis constitute iiearly 12% of I<PCo's retail load (approximately 25% of I<PCo's 
industrial load). Additionally, another 40% of KPCO's industrial load (or approximately 20% of 
the Coinpany's retail load) is cheinical and petroleuiii refining, which is siiiiilarly incompatible 
with deiiiaiid response. 

TNESS: Ranie IC Wolmhas 



Y 

Refer to your response to Sierra Club 1-46. 

a. Identify any geiieratiilg assets that may be available for sale that Strategic Initiatives notified 
KPCo about. 

b. Produce any notification, report, or other document regarding generating assets that may be 
available for sale that Strategic Initiatives has provided to I<PCo since 2008. 

NSE 

a. $r. b. Please see the Company's response to SC 1-8. 

WITNESS: Gregory G Pauley 



er Y 

ST 

Refer to your response to KIUC 1-58. 

a. 

b . 

C. 

d. 

State wlietlier you have received or reviewed any natural gas price forecasts froin CERA, 
PIRA, or any other consultant that were developed sirice May 201 1.  

If so, identify the date of each such forecast and tlie pro,jected natural gas price for 
each year of 20 1 3 though 2040 in each such forecast. 

i. 

If not, state wlietlier you requested a more recent natural gas price forecast from either 
CERA or PIRA. 

Explaiii why tlie graph on page 5 of Mr. Bletzaclter’s testimony used the Energy Inforination 
Administration (“EIA’’) base case natural gas price forecast from May 20 1 1, rather than the 
base case natural gas price forecast fioin 2012 Annual Energy Outlook issued in June 2012, 
available at http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/ascliive/aeo 12/index.cfiii 

Explaiii why the graph on page 5 of Mr. Rletzaclter’s testimony used tlie EIA base case 
natural gas price forecast from May 20 1 1 , rather than the natural gas price forecast from the 
2013 Early Release Aiiiiual Energy Outlook issued on December 5 ,  2012. available at 
littp ://www. eia. gov/forecasts/aeo/er/index. cfm 

a. The Coinpaiiy receives and reviews, as a licensee, from IHSCERA, PIRA and others 
ongoing energy industry research at frequent intervals. Generally, tlie natural gas research 
does not extend to 2040. 

b. N/A 

c. Based on illforination available at tlie time, the Coinpaiiy determined that it was not 
necessary to update the base case natural gas forecast. 

d. See KIUC 2-3(a). 

NESS: Karl R Bletzaclter 

http://www.eia.gov/forecasts/ascliive/aeo


Sierra Club S U  

er Y 

Refer to your response to ICIUC 1 -72c. 

a. State whether Dr. McDerinott “critically review[ed] the Company’s data and analysis to be 
sure that it was iricluding tlie appropriate costs in its estimates.” 

i. If so, identify each step that Dr. McDerinott took to carry out such review, and any 
docuiiieiits lie relied 011 in such review. 

ii. If iiot, explain why not. 

i. Dr. McDerinott’s role in this case did iiot include that task. See response to AG 1-27. 
ii. Tlie review that Dr. McDerinott is referring to is the process that is occurring in this 

case in wliicli all interested pai-ties are given tlie oppoi-tunity to critically review tlie 
Company’s methodology, data, inputs, assumptions, and outputs. Also see response 
to AG 1-27. 

~ ~ ~ E ~ S :  Karl McDerinott 



JEST 

Refer to your response to ICPSC 1 -27b. 

a. Explain why “iieitlier tlie Dresdeii nor Water€ord plants were options made available to 
Kentucky Power.” 

b. Identify who made the decision to not inalte the Dresden or Waterford plants available to 
Kentucky Power. 

c. Produce any notes, reports, or other docuiiieiits regarding the decision to not iiialce the 
Dresden or Waterford plants available to ICentucky Power. 

a.-c. See the Company’s respoiise to KPSC 2-10 and SC 1-6. Dresden is owiied by 
Appalachian Power Coiiipaiiy (APCo), not Ohio Power Coiiipaiiy, and is required by 
APCo to meet its customers’ needs. 

WITNESS: Gregory G Pauley 


