
A T T O R N E Y S  
421 W e s t  Main S t ree t  
Post Office 80:: E34 
Frai i l t foi-t ,  ICY 40602-0634 

[502] 223-4124 Fa:: 
[502] 223-3477 

July 29,201 1 

HAND DELIVERED 

,IUL 2 9 2021 Mark R. Overstreet 
(502) 209-1219 
(502) 223-4387 FAX 
moverstreet@stites.com 

Jeff R. Derouen 
Executive Director 
Public Service Commission 
21 1 Sower Boulevard 
P.O. Box 615 
Frankfort, KY 40602-06 15 

RE: Case No. 2011-00042 

Dear Mr. Derouen: 

Enclosed please find and accept for filing in accordance with the Commission's July 14, 
201 1 Order, the original and ten copies of Kentucky Transmission Company, Inc.'s responses to 
the Staffs Third Set of Data Requests in the above matter. Copies of the responses are being 
served upon the parties, along with a copy of this letter. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me i 

MRO 
cc: David F. Boehm 

Lawrence W. Cook 

Alexandria, \/A Atlanta, GA Frankfort, IC/ Franklin, TN Jaffersonville, I N  Lexington, IKY Louisville, KY Neshville, TN 

mailto:moverstreet@stites.com
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CASE NO. 2011-00042 

luly 29,2066 



AFFIDAVIT 

Lisa M. Barton, upon first being duly sworn, hereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questions were propounded to her at a hearing before the Public Service Commission of 
Kentucky, she would give the answers recorded following each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. 

State of Ohio ) 

County of Franklin ) 
) Case No. 20 I 1-00042 

755 
Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public, by Lisa M. Barton this 2 7 
day of dKlci 201 1. 

ROBIN S. SMITH 
NOTARY PUBLIC 

IN AND FOR THE STATE OF OHIO 
MY ~ C M W X l O N  EXPIRES 

NOVEMBER 2,2013 
My Cornmission Expires 



Gregory G. Pauley upon first being duly sworn hereby makes oath that if the foregoing 
questioiis were propounded to hiin at a hearing before the Public Service Coininission of 
Kentucky, he would give the answers recorded followiiig each of said questions and that 
said answers are true. 

Coininonwealth of Kentucky ) 

County of Fraiikl in 1 
) Case No. 20 1 1-00042 

Subscribed arid sworn before me, a Notary Public, by Gregory G. Pauley this A ?+@- 
day of July, 201 1. 

My Coiixiiission Expire 





KPSC Case No. 2011-00042 
Commission Staff's Third Set of Data Requests 

ated July 14,2011 
Item No. 1 
Page 1 of 1 

UEST 

Refer to the Supplemental Testimony of Lisa M. Bai-ton, specifically, tlie answer begiivliiig on 
page 2 at line 16, continuing to page 3 at line 4. Clarify whether the last sentence on page 3 at 
lines 2-4 is iiiteiided to mean that (1) a possible future transmission project between the NM 
Iiitercoimection and tlie Tennessee Valley Authority systems in Kentucky, constructed by either 
Authority systems in Kentucky, constructed by either Kentucky Power or KY Transco, will 
have no direct impact on either Kentucky Power or KY Transco; or (2) because no such project 
is presently planned and because it has not been deteiinined who would build or own any such 
facilities, there will be iio imnediate direct impact or1 either Kentucky Power or KY Transco 
due to tlie recent Mernoraiiduin of Uiiderstaiidiiig between TVA and American Electric Power 
Company, Inc. ("AEP"). 

The sentence is intended to ineaii (2), with the minor modifications indicated in strike-through 
and italics below: 

"because no fttd;? projects are presently planned and because it has not been determined who 
would build and own any ftfdf new facilities iden~zjkd by the study, there will be no iiniiiediate 
direct impact on either KPCo or ICY Transco due to the recent MOU between TVA and AEP." 

This point of clarification is needed because this MOTJ is limited to undei-taltiiig transinissioii 
plaimiiig studies to identify beiieficial transiiiissioii enhancements aloiig tlie interface of PJM and 
tlie TVA transmission system rather than a proposal for any specific new transmission project. 

E$§: Lisa M. Barton 





KPSC Case No. 201 1-00042 
Commission Staffs Third Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated July 14,2011 
Item No. 2 
Page 1 of 2 

JC 

UEST 

Refer to the Direct Testiiiiony and Exhibits of Gregory G. Pauley ("Pauley Testimony) 
beginning on page 3 at line 12, continuing to page 4 at line 1 1. 

a. The reference to tlie speech by Mr. Michael G. Morris states that "Mr. Morris used 
Kentucky Power Company as an example of an asset that has had a recent history of 
under earning . . . . I '  When reviewing the eaiiiings of its assets, describe what time 
time frame AEP typically considers as "recent history." 

b. Provide, for each year from 200 1 through 20 1 0, the earned retuni on equity for each 
of tlie AEP operating companies. 

a. There is no standard defiiiitioii of "recent history" employed by AEP when reviewing 
tlie eaiiiings of its assets. The time period employed inay vary depending on the purpose 
for which the earnings review is being undertaken, the general economic conditions at 
the time of tlie earnings review, or other constraints. Moreover, as the general nature 
of the term itself suggests, the teiiii "recent history" is not iiiteiided to indicate a precise 
period of time. 

b. Please see Page 2 of this response. 

TNESS: Gregory G Pauley 
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KPSC Case No. 201 1-00042 
Commission Staff's Third Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated July 14,2011 
Item No. 3 
Page 1 of 1 

QUEST 

Refer to Pauley Testimony, page 8 at lines 1-16. 

a. If Kentucky Power and KY Transco were no longer under coimnon ownership 
at some point in tlie future, explain whether tlie Project Selection Guideline process 
would continue to be viable. 

b. Refer to the statement beginning on line 9 and eliding on line 12. Explain wlietlier by 
''consumers within the Corninonwealth" tlie statement mealis that, in tlie event 
Kentucky Power aiid KY Transco are not under co~mnon ownership, the transmission 
facilities to be constructed and owned by KY Traiisco would be intended to provide 
service to Kentucky Power customers, non-Kentucky Power customers, or both. 

a. No, the Project Selection Guideline process would no longer be viable. This process is 
intended to identify which new transmission facilities are eligible to be funded and owned 
by KY Traiisco, assuming Coiiunission approval of this application, versus those that would 
be funded aiid owned by KPCo. If KPCo and KY Transco were no longer under coiiuiioii 
ownership, this selection guideline would not be necessary and KY Transco would only 
have tlie oppoi-tunity to fund aiid own new traiisrnissioii facilities to which it had rights under 
applicable laws and regulations. 

b. Both. Facilities owned by KY Traiisco will be intended to provide service to KPCo aiid 
non-KPCo customers even if KPCo aiid Traiisco are under coimoii ownership. 

WITNESS: Gregory G Pauley 


