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VERIFICATION 

Tlie undersigned, Gregory G. Pauley, being duly sworn, deposes and says lie is tlie 
President and C h i d  Operating Officer for Kentucky Power Conipany, that lie has 
personal knowledge of tlie matters set forth in tlie forgoing respoiises for which 1ic is the 
iclciitilied witness and that tlie iiiforiiiatioii contained thereiii is true and correct to the best 
o f  his information, knowledge and belief 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 
) CASE NO. 2013-00144 

Subscribed aiid sworn to before me a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Gregory G. Pauley, this the day ofMay 2013. 

n 
My Coiiiiiiissioii Expires: 



The undersigned, Jay F. Godfrey, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is the Managing 
Director for Renewable Energy, for American Electric Power Service Corporation and he 
has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the forgoing responses for which he is 
identified as the witness and that the information contained therein is true and correct to 
the best of his information, knowledge and belief. 

/ " ''I / 

STATE OF OHIO 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 

L- ' 1 

1 
) CASE NO. 2013-144 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Jay F. Godfrey, this the %-&( day of May, 20 13. 

hotary Public 
# 

Donna J. Stephens 
Notary Public, State of Ohio 

My Commission Expires 01-04-2014 



The uiidersigned, Raiiie I<. Woliiilias, being dilly sworii, deposes aiid says lie is the 
Managing Director Regulatory a i d  Finance lor I<eiitucky Power, that he has personal 
lalowledge of the matters set forth in the forgoing respoiises for which lie is the idciitilied 
witness aiid that the iiiforiiiatioii coiitaiiied therein is true and correct to the Lxst 01’ his 
inlbnnation, lmowledge, and belie€ 

Raiiie IC. Woliiilias 

COMMONWEALTH OF ICENTLJCICY ) 
) CASE NO. 201.3-00144 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 1 

Subscribed aiid sworii to before me, Public in and before said County 
aiicl State, by Raiiie K. Woliiilias, this the 

My Coiiiiiiissioii Expires. -7 



PSC Case NO. 201.3-08144 

Iten1 NO. 11 
Page 1 of P 

Refereiice the Applicatioii at pages 4-5. Is the ecoPower facility, as described, 
iiiclucted in either the active iiiercliaiit traiisiiiissioii queue or active generatioil 
iiitercoiiiiectioii qrreue for the PJM Intercoiiiiectioii, LLC ("PJM")? 

a. 11 yes, please provide all relevant iiiIoriiiatioii regarcliiig the anticipation of this 
facility, iiicludiiig but not limited to, queue iiuiiiber, tlie queue date, status 
informatioii aiid aiiy feasibility iiiforiiiTt' c 1011. 

b. If no, why is ICPCo. seeltiiig additioiial capacity fioiii this merchant geiierator at 
this time? 

c. If no, -vvliy is ICPCo. requesting Coiiimission approval of this Renewable Energy 
Purcliase Agreeineiit ("the Purcliase Agreement") 011 or before September 9, 2,0 13? 

a. Please see tlie Company's respoiise to ICPSC 1-4. 

b. N/A 

c. NJA 

WITNESS: Jay F Goctfiey 



Attorney General 

Item No, 2 
age 1 o f 1  

Will or could the PJM ecoiioinic dispatch rules take precedence over the t e r m  
of the Purchase Agreeiiieiit? 

a. Could aiiy other PJM rules supersede the teriiis of the Purchase Agreement? 
If so, please explain in  detail. 

No, the REPA is consistent with PJM rules, iiot in conflict with Iliein. The E P A  
incorporates compliance with PJM rules, iiicludiiig PJM ecoiioiiiic dispatch rules. 
Sectioii 10.2 of the REPA requires the Seller (ecoPower) to staff, coiitrol, and operate the 
Facility coiisistent at all times with Good CJtility Practice(s), which included practices, 
methods, aiid acts approved by the Traiismissioii Operator (PJM). In addition, see 
Sectioii 5.6 for the Sclieduliiig Arraiigeiiieiits aiid the related PJM requirements. In 
essence, the REPA coiiForiiis to the requireiiieiits of PJM. 

a. See the Company's respoiise above. 

HTNESS: Jay I; Godfrey 



MPSC case No. 20383-00144 
Attornney General 

Y 

lJES 

State whether FERC will have to approve aiiy portioii(s) ol: the proposecl 
contract. 

a. 11: so, what could their decisioii(s) entail, aiicl how long will those 
clecisioiis tale? 

b. Will tliere be any ltlture fiiiaiicial raiiiihcations iC this Purchase 
Agreemeiits is subject to FERC jnrisdiction? 

No, the FERC will not have to approve any portion of the proposed REPA. 

a. NIA 

b. NIA 



er c Y 

Please reference tlie Application, Testimony of Jay Godfrey, Exhibit JFG- 1 the 
Purcliase Agreement. If the PSC does iiot graiit approval of the Purchase 
Agreeiiieiit, or if either or both of the contracting parties decide to not pursue 
the Purchase Agreement, subject to its teriiis, does tlie Purchase Agreement 
coiitaiii aiiy clause or provisioii requiring IQCo. to pay aiiy suiiis to the owners 
of ecoPower and/or the traiisiiiissioii regulators I PJM? 

a. If so, ideiiiify the specific contract language, aiid please provide any 
aiid all applicable amouiit(s). 

b. If so, identify whether the coiiipaiiy will pass those costs to its 
shareholders, or its ratepayers. 

If the PSC does not graiit approval of the REPA, IVCo may teriiiiiiate tlie agreeiiieiit 
without aiiy fiiiaricial peiialty. See Article 6 Coiiclitioiis Precedent of the REPA for 
additioiial detail. 

a. NIA. 

b. NIA. 

SS: Jay F Godfrey 



Reference the Application, Testiiiioiiy of Greg Pailley at page 5, lilies 14-20 in which the 
witiiess confirms that the EcoPower facility is iiot curreiitly operatioiial aiid dcscribes its 
status. Please provide the basis upoii wliich MI. Pauley relies €or this statement, iiicludiiig 
all relevant coiiiiii~iiiicatioiis with EcoPower. 

a. Based on the iiiforiiiatioii providiiig a basis foi Mr. Pauley’s description OP the 
EcoPower facility, would ICPCo cliaracterize the facility as shovel-ready? Please 
explain in detail. 

13. If not, why not? 

c. If not, why is ICPCo seelciiig additional capacity Irom this iiierchaiit generator at this 
time? 

cl. If iiot, why is ICPCo requesting Coiiiiiiissioii approval of the Purchase Agreement 011 
or berore Septeiiiber 9,2013? 

RESPONSE 

a. - d. The Coiiipaiiy is uiiclear what tlie term “sliovel-rea~ly~~ iiieaiis in this request. 
I-Iowever, please refer to the Coiiipany’s respoiise to ICPSC 1-8 for tlie current status o-E 
coiistrrtction at the facility~ Also, please refer to Article 3 aiid Article 4 of the REPA for a 
iiiore cletailed discussion of the facility coiistructioii process aiicl Exhibit JFG-3 for a list 
of tlie Mqjor Project Milestones. Please see the testiiiioiiy of Coiiipaiiy witiiess Pauley, 
pages 5-9 for a clescriptioii of why IC.PCo is requesting Coiiiiiiissioii approval of the 
REPA. 

ITNESS: Gregory C Paiiley 



Attorney Geanea-a1 

Item No. 6 
Page B of B 

Coiiliriii that KPCo has issued a request for proposals ("RFP") regaidiiig the 
1 eplaceiiieiit or repoweriiig/refL~eliii,o o r  the Big Sandy Uiiit 1 with a possible 
comrersioii to natural gas. 

a. Is lliere aiiythiiig coiitaiiied in the RFP that would preveiit a iiierchaiit 
geiierator froni teiideriiig a proposal in response to the RFP? 

b Is there aiiythiiig coiitaiiied in the RFP that woulcl prcveiil a respoiiding 
bidder li-om teiideriiig a proposal for a partial replaceiiieiit of the capacity 
of the Big Saiidy Uiiit l? 

c. Is there anything coiitaiiied iii the RFP that would preveiit a respoiiding 
bidder from teiicleriiig a proposal that iiicludes renewable eiiergy resources? 

Y e s ,  011 March 28,2013, Aiiiericaii Electric Power Service Corporation, as agent 
1 or ICPCo, issued an WP regarding the replacement or repowering/refLlelilig of the 
Big Saiidy LJiiit 1 with a possible coiiversioii to natural gas. 

a-c. No, provided they meet the teriiis oi'the RFP. 

ITNESS: Jay F Godfrey 



Reference Pauley at page 6.  Giveii that ICPCo lias coiiccclecl that tlie proposed 
Purchase A greeinciit is iiot tlic least cost alteriiative to supply capacity aiicl 
eiici gy (eiiipliasis supplied), does KPCo. believe that it is iiot required to 
icleiitily the least cost alteriiative for its eiiergy capacity? Explaiii in detail with 
refeieiices to ally Coiiiiiiissioii precedent for support of any assertioidaiiswer if 
it is in the affiimative. 

Enteriiig into tlie REPA with EcoPower is a uiiique opportunity for the Coiiipaiiy to 
iuciease its fLiel diversity aiid pi oiiiote ecoiioiiiic growth, all witliiii the Coiiiiiioii~vcaltli 
of Tk1ituclty. It is uiililtely that aiiy renewable resources in Kentucky would be the least 
cost option. I-lowever, to move forward with he1 diversity, the Commission must decide 
~vheii aiid if it i s  tlic proper time to approvc a facility that is iiot the least cost option. The 
Coiiipaiiy believes that the EcoPower biomass facility is the appropiiate facility to do so. 

TNESS: Gregory G Pauley 



Y 

WE ST 

Refereiice Pauley at page 6-8. Does I<PCo. aiicl its pareiit company, AEP, support 
Goveiiior Beshear's 2008 Eiiergy Plan refereiicecl by Mr. Pauley? 

a. Does ICPCo, aiicl its parent company, AEP, support ecoiiomic clevelopiiieiit aiid ,job 
creation in I<.eiitucky? 

b. Does I<PCo, aiicl its parent company, AEP, support the potential for biomass as a 
renewable eiiergy resource? 

c. What aiiiouiit or sliareliolcler fimcliiig is IQCo, aiicl its parent company, AEP, williiig 
LO provide to subsidize the adclitioiial costs of reiie\vabIe eiiergy cliversi ficatioii in 
Kentucky? 

Yes. 

d b .  Yes.  

c. None. I-Iowever, as in tlie past, the Coiiipaiiy will continue in tlie hture to work with 
aiiyoiie (including renewable eiiergy groups) to help diversify Kentucky's eiiergy 
poi tfolio. 

TNESS: Gregory G Pauley 



Assuming ICPCo receives regulatory approval3 aiicl assuming it proceeds with the 
Purchase Agreemeiit, please state diether  the coiiipaiiy will iiicur any aclclitioiial 
maiiiteiiaiice costs to its generating fleet wlieii bio-mass-generated - power flows 
iiito its transmission systeiii/clistl-ibiItioii grid. 

3. Using the same assumptions, what additioiial costs will tlie coiiipaiiy incur in 
order to eiisure reliability for its customers? 

The Company does iiot expect to incur aiiy additioiial iiiniiiteiiaiice costs to its 
generating fleet when the bio -iiiass-geiierated-i:,ower flows into its transmission 
sS’steiii/dislributioii giid. 

a. The Coiiipaiiy does not expect to iiicur an additional costs to eiisure reliability for its 
customers as a result of tlie REPA. 

IITNESS: Jay F Goclfrey 



Reference tlie Application generally, and provide specific references tliereto if 
responses to the followiiig are already coiitaiiied in the Application. Assuming 
IQCo receives regulatory approval and proceeds with tlie proposed Purchase 
Agreement: 

(a) What type aid amount of start-up costs will IWCo iiicur? 

(b) Wow and wlieii does KPCo. iiiteiid to pass these costs on to its 
customers? 

NSE 

a. Tliere are no start-up costs for Kentucky Power. 

b. NJA. 

TNESS: Raiiie I< Wolmlias 



If  KPCo proceeds with tlie Purchase Agreement, will it iiicur aiiy costs for locatioiial 
marginal pricing ("LMP") associated with PJM traiisiiiissioii costs? 

a. If yes, provide the best estimates for each year or  tlie proposed contract. 

b. If tlie coiiipaiiy will iiot incur aiiy LMP costs, state in detail why iiot. 

The Company objects to this question on the grouiicls that it is ambiguous 
waiving its objection, the Company states as rollows: 

Without 

1,Jiiclei the teriiis of the Purchase Agreement, any costs For IocatioiiaI marginal pricing 
(LMP) associated with PJM traiisiiiissioii costs up to the point of cleliveiy are boiiie by 
EcoPower. 

a. Not Applicable. 

b. See Section 5.6 Scheduling Arrangements for a detailed discussion of aiiy costs lor 
locatioiial marginal pricing (LMP) associated with P'JM traiis~iiission costs 



Y 

Assuming tlie PSC graiits approval Tor the Purchase Agreement, aiid that KPCo 
ancl EcoPo-Lver proceed with its terms, for each year 01 the coiltract pcriorl what 
perceiitage or the I<PCo's coinbiiied total electric service costs will be attributed 
to ~ioiiiass-~ciicraterl power? 

ICentuclcy Power does not lmow what its total electric service costs, other tliaii with 
respect to tlic REPA, will be begiiiiiiiig in 2,017 tlvough the coiltract period. 

WITNESS: Gregory G Pauley 



Assuming the PSC grants approval for the Purchase Agreement, and that ICPCo 
aiid EcoPower proceed with its terms, will the biomass-generated power be 
used to serve peak, iiiteriiiediate, or base loads or any combination of thereof? 

The biomass facility will be used to serve a11 loads. 

TNES$: Gregory G Patiley 



Attorney Gen1eral 

]Item No. 14 
Page 1 of I 

Provide the curieiit differeiitial for prices I<PCo charges for on-system sales as 
opposed to aiiiouiits it receives for off-system sales. 

Please see AG 1-14 Attachei i t  1 for the requested inforiiiation. 



Reporting 
Period 

Jan-12 

Feb-12 

Mar-12 

Ap r- 12 

May-12 

Jun-12 

Jul-12 

Aug-12 

Sep-12 

Oct-12 

NOV-12 

Dec-12 

Jan-13 

Feb-13 

Mar-13 

Off-System Rate 

38.624 

36.948 

37.503 

36.268 

37.889 

38.378 

42.907 

37.281 

35.548 

36.632 

39.988 

35.293 

38.364 

37.041 

39.924 

On-System Rate 

26.421 

25.945 

33.343 

28.798 

28.173 

30.621 

30.691 

29.46 

22.285 

24.559 

21.776 

31.783 

31.79 

35.184 

32.528 

KPSC Case No 2013-00144 
Attorney General's First Set of Data Requests 
Received May 10, 20 13 
Item No 14 
Attachment 1 
Page 1 of 1 

Differential 

12.203 

11.003 

4.160 

7.470 

9.716 

7.757 

12.216 

7.821 

13.263 

12.073 

18.212 

3.510 

6.574 

1.857 

7.396 



JEST 

Coiifiriii that in the event the PSC grants approval for tlie Purchase Agreement, and 
assuiiiiiig I<PCo. aiicl EcoPower proceed with its terms, when tlie biomass geiierated 
power enters tlie coinpany's transmission system/ distribution grids, tlie power being 
generated by I<PCo's own generation fleet in excess of its customers' iieeds will be sold in 
off-system sales. 

The Company will attempt to sell any excess energy in the off-system sales marltet. 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Woluilias 



Identify all bioiiiass Eacilities that AEP takes power from uiider contract. For any 
icleiitilied facilities provide a copy of the contract or agreeiiieiit betwecii AEP aiicl the 
owiier/operated of the bioiiiass facility. For any identified facilities provide the followiiig 
information. Provide all source docuiiients relied 011 and/or that otherwise support your 
am wer : 

a. 
b. 

d . 
e. 
€. 

11. 

C. 

(I m. 

1. 

Capacity of Units 
Net Geiieratioii (MWh) 
Capacity Factor 
Fuel Cost 
Forced Outage Rate 
O&M Expense 
Total purchase cost per MWh by year. 
Planned Outage Frequency aiid Duratioii 
Availability Factor 

AEP does iiot take power uiider coiitract from aiiy biomass facilities. 

TNESS: Jay F Godfrey 



owea- Y 

Please provide all reports, analyses, workpapers, and doc-Lulleiitation in support oC Exhibit 
JFG-2. For tlie Agreemeiits listed provide the Sollowiiig iii€oriiiation. Provide all source 
dociiiiieiits relied 011 and/or that otherwise support your answer: 

a. Capacity o€ &its 
b. Net Generation (MWIi) 
C. Capacity Factor 
d. Forced Outage Rate 
e. O&M Expense 
S~ 
g. 
11. Availability Factor 

Total purchase cost per MWli by year. 
Plaiiiied Outage Frequency aiicl Diiratioii 

I<entucky Power objects to this request as it is ~iiid~ily burdensome, seeks irrelevant 
inforiiiatioii, aiicl is ualiltely to lead to the discovery o f  adiiiissible evidence. Ikntucky 
Power is not a party to purcliased power agreeiiieiits containing tlie i1lfoi-iiiatioii requested 
aiicl the information is sub,ject to disclosure only in the dTected utility’s jurisdiction. 

ITNESS: Jay F Godfiey 



Refer to Exhibit JFG-I, page 73. WilI coiistructioii 011 the Facility start on May 23, 2013 
witliout Commission approval o€ the REPA? 

Coiistructioii worlc for the Chipper Building began 011 April 22, 20 1 3 .  

WITNESS: Jay F Godfsey 



Attorney General 

Provide all studies aiid aiialysis deiiioiistratiiig Kentucky Power's iiecd €01 tlie eiiergy a id  
capacity supplied in the REPA. Please provide all reports, analyses, workpapers, and 
docuiiieiitatioii of aiiy type that was prodriced from coiiducting such studies or analysis. 
This iiilbriiiation sliould be provided electronically wit11 all f'omulas iiitact aiict iio pasted 
in values. 

There are 110 studies or analysis. Please see the conipaliy's resyolise to I<Iuc 1-1 1 

WITNESS: Gregory G Pauley 



Coiilinii that 011 or about 23 Julie 2012, ICPCo requested authorization to delay 
the filing o l  its Integrated Resource Plan ("IRP") uiitil tlie completion or  its IC-evaluation 
01 alteriiative eiiviroiuiieiital coiiipliaiice options. 

The Compaiiy caii not coiifiriii tlie stateiiieiil. It requested atltliorization to dclay filing its 
iicxt. IRP uiitil a to-be-determined date alter the Commission issnes its ordei 011 the 
Coiiipaiip's tlieii-aiiticipated fourth quarter 20 I2  applicatioii reflecting its re-anal ysis of 
the continued operation of thc Big Sandy units. 

'WITNESS:, Raiiie I< Wohidias 



Coilfirm that 011 or about .30 SUIY 2012, the Coiiiiiiissioii entered an order in  Case No. 
20 12-00334 to exteiicl I<.PCo's filing of an IW until its resolution of its enviroiiiiieiital 
compliaiice application but in 110 event later than 3 1 December 20 13. 

The Coiiiiiiissioii did issue an order oii J ~ l y  30, 2012 exteiidiiig the filing lor its TRP 
except that the Case No. was 2012-00344. 



sc Case No. 2013-OBBB44 

Page It of It 

Coiifiriii that ICPCo’s attempt to resolve its eiiviroiuneiital compliance plan is being 
addressed in Case No. 2,012-00578. 

Tlie Company is addressing enviroiuiiental issues related to Big Sandy Uiiit 2, in Case No. 
2012-00573. 

WIITNES$: Raiiie I<. Wolmlias 



Coiiliriii tliat in in the iiistaiit matter, ICPCo lias represeiited as follows in tlie pre-filed 
testimony of Jay I;. Godfrey at page 12: 

Q. WHAT CONDITIONS PRECEDENT ARE INCLUDED IN TI-IE 
CONTRACT? 

A. The REPA contains certain conditions to the effectiveness of the REPA 
(Section 6) aiid coiitaiiis teriniiiatioii rights whereby tlie Coiiipaiiy may 
teriiiiiiate the REPA in the event those coiiditioiis are not met. For tlie 
Purchaser, provisioiis in Section 6.1 require pre-approval from tlie Coiiiiiiissioii 
of tlie REPA aiid approvals by the Commission and FERC of the Mitcliell 
Unit transfer traiisactioii KPSC Case No. 20 1 zOOS78 aiid FERC Docltet 
No. EC13-28-000. Effectiveness of tlie REPA is further contingent oii 
the Mitcliell traiisactioii actually being coiisrrmiiiated.. . I 

Yes, tlie above quoted passage, wliicli discwses the Coiiditioiis Precedent iiicluded in tlie 
REPA, appears in tlie pre-filed testiiiiony of Jay F. Goclfi-ey at page 12. Tlie REPA, in its 
entirety, including Section 6.1, iiiust be followed by tlie Parties. 

WITNESS: Jay F Godfrey 



Has tlie Coiiiiiiissioii completed its review of Case No. 2012-00575? 

No. 

ITWESS: Raiiie IC Woliiihas 


