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The undersigned, Raiiie K. Wohnhas, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is the 
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information, knowledge, and belief 
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Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Raiiie K. Wolmhas, this the &day of August 2012. 
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IWSC Case No. 2012-00226 
Commission Staff‘s Second §et of  Data Requests 

Order Dated July 26,2012 
Item No. 1 
Page 1 of 1 

ower company 

Refer to I<eiitucky Power‘s respoiise to Coiiiiiiission Staffs First Request for Inlorination 
(“Stark First Request”), Iteiii 4. If tlie Coiniiiission requires ICeiitucky Power to continue 
its existing Real-Time Pricing (“RTP”) Tariff until otlierwise ordered 01- to coiitiiiue the 
existing RTP Tariff on a periiiaiieiit basis, explain how Kentucky Power proposes to 
allocate to the otlier customer classes tlie reveiiue short-fall, which it stated in its Julie 1, 
20 12 application could be approximately $10 to $20 million. 

RESPONSE 

Subject to further review aiid analysis, the Coiiipany would propose allocating the full 
aiiiouiit or tlie revenue short-fall to tlie Tariff R.T.P., Tariff C.I.P. -T.O.D, and Taiill Q.P 
custoiiiers. 

WITNESS: Rmie I< Woludias 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00226 
Cornmission Staff’s Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated July 26,2012 
Item No. 2 
Page 1 o f 1  

eky Power co 

Refer to I<eiitucky Power’s response to Staff’s First Request, Item 8. In response to the 
qiiestioii about which thee large customers had requested to iiiove up to 200 megawatts 
of load onto Tariff RTP, I<eiitucky Power identified Catlettsbrrrg Refining L,LC- 
Catlettsburg, U.S. 23s; A.K. Steel Corp .- Asliland, Russell Road; and Air Products aiid 
Chemicals, Iiic. - Aslilaiid Plant. For each o€ these identified c~istoiiiers, state: 

a. The date each custoiiier requested service under Tariff RTP; 

b. Whether the request ideiitified in paragraph a. above was in writing; 

c. If ICeiitucky Power denied aiiy of the identified custoiiiers’ requests for service Liiider 
Tariff RTP, aiid the date and iiiillllier in wliicli I<eiitLicky Power denied such request. 

RESPONSE 

a - b. Provided below is the requested iiiformation by customer. 

Catlettshurg Refining LLC 

May 2 - Catlettsburg Refiiiiiig LLC notified AEP National ACCOLU~~S by eiiiail that it 
wished to migrate MW to Tariff R.T.P. 

AI<. Steel Coria 

May 18 - AI<. Steel notified AEP National Accounts by eiiiail that it wislied lo migrate 
MW to Tarifl R.T.P. by Julie I .  

Air Products and Chemicals, Inc. 

May 24 - Air Products notified AEP National Acco~iiits by eiiiail that it wished to migrate 
MW to Tariff R.T.P.. 

c. N/A 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Woldias 



IWSC Case No. 2012-00226 
Coininission Stafrs Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated July 26,2012 
Ptein No. 3 
Page 1 of 2 

entuclcy Power Company 

REQUEST 

Rekr  to ICeiituclcy Power’s respoiise to Staffs First Request, Iteiii 1 1 ICeiitucky Power lists 21 
olficers in its respoiise to 1 la. In tlie respoiise to 1 1 b., Keiituclcy Power states, “[tllie followiiig 
tarilf sheets were sigiied by Lila P. Muiisey, Manager of Regulatory Services for Kentucky 
Power, aiid approved by tlie ICPSC Tariff Rraiicli . ” 

a. Confirm that Lila P. Muiisey is iiot an officer of ICeiitucky Power 

b. ExpIaiii whether Kentucky Power requested aiid was granted a deviation so that a iioii- 

officer of ICeiitucky Power could sigii tariff sheets. 

c. Explaiii why iioiie of the 21 officers listed in the respoiise to 11 a. have sigiied tariIf 
sheets 011 behalf of ICeiituclcy Power. 

cl. Explaiii why ICentuclcy Power is iiot iii violatioil of 807 ICAR S:O11, Sectioii 3(4). 

RESPONSE 

a. Lila Muiisey is iiot aii officer of ICeiituclcy Power Coiiipaiiy as tlie term is used in Chapter 
27 1B of the Kentucky Revised Statutes. 

b. Keiituclcy Power did iiot request a deviatioii hoiii 807 ICAR 5:011, Sectioii 3(4)(e). 

c Otliei tliaii Mr. Pauley, the persoiis listed as corporate officers of Kentucky Powei iii its 
Respoiise to IWSC 1 - 1 1 (a) are located outside tlie Coiniiioiiwealtli of ICeiitucky atid thus ai e 
typically iiot available to sigii tariEs. Tlie subject tariff sheets were iiot sigiied by Mi. Pauley 
because, as set forth in tlie Coiiipaiiy’s respoiise to subpart (d) of this data iequest, tlie 
Company believed tliat Ms. Muiisey was auitliorized to sign tariffs in coiiforiiiity with the 
reguiatioii. 



ICPSCI Case No. 2012-00226 
Commission Staff’s Second Set of Data Requests 

rder Dated July 26,2012 
Item No. 3 
Page 2 of 2 

cl. Kentucky Power does iiot believe it violated SO7 KAR 5:011, Section 3(4)(e). ICeiituclcy 
Power acted in good faith in having Ms. Muiisey sign tlie tariffs 011 behalf of the Company. 
Supervision of ICeiituclcy Power’s tariffs, iiicludiiig their issuance, is part of her 
respoiisibilities as Manager of Regulatory Services for the Company. Although Ms. Muiisey 
is not an officer of Kentucky Power as tlie term is used in Chapter 271B of tlie ICeiitucky 
Revised Statutes, slie fiiiictioiis as an officer of tlie Compaiiy in the everyclay sense of the 
word. For exainple, oiie coilviioiily used dictionary defines ail officer as “oiie who holds an 
office of authority or trust in a corporation, goveriuiieiit, or other institution; especially, one 
who acts in a iiiaiagerial capacity for a private corporation: bn~dc officers.” The American 
Heritage Dictioiiary Of The English Language at 912 (New College Ed. 1976) (emphasis in 
original). See also, Webster’s New Twentieth Century Dictionary Unabridged at 1243 
(2nd Ed. 1983) (“aiiyoiie elected or appointed to an office or positioii of authority in a 
goveriuneiit, business, institution, social club, etc.”); Webster’s Ninth New Collegiate 
Dictionary at 820 (1 9S9) (“oiie who holds ail office of trust, authority, or coiiiiiiaiid”). As her 
title, Manager of Regulatory Services, indicates, Ms. Mmisey acts in a inailagerial capacity for 
I<.eiitucky Power. She likewise was appointed to a positioii of authority with Keiituclcy Power 
aiid holds an office of trust aiid authority with the Compaiiy. The use of this everyday 
defiiiitioii of “officer” in coiuiectioii with tlie requireinelits of SO7 KAR 5 :O 1 I, Sectioii 
3(4)(e), in lieu of the more formal Chapter 271 B of tlie I<.eiitucIcy Revised Statutes meaning, 
seeins appropriate in light of tlie regulation’s use of the phase “officer of the utility 
authorized to issue tariffs.” That is, tlie regulation does expressly liiiiit tlie defiiiitioii to its 
strict corporate law meaning. Finally, because Ms. Muiisey was duly authorized by ICeiituclcy 
Power to sign the tariffs aiid biiid tlie Coiiipaiiy, any violatioii of tlie regulation’s requireiiieiits 
woulcl seein to be teclmical in nature aiid did iiot liariii the  public^ In fact, Keiitucky Power 
iiotes that tlie Commission’s proposed regulation, SO7 KAR 5:Ol 1 , Sectioii 3(2.)(f), eliiiiiiiates 
the requirement that an officer sign a tariff, and iiistead provides for tariffs to lie issued by an 
authorized representative. Presumably, the Coiiiiiiissioii woulcl iiot have doiie so if it believed 
that the issuaiice of tariffs by a corporate officer was required for tlie Commission to carry out 
its statutory mandate, or to protect the public. 

WITNESS: Rank IC Woludias 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00226 
Commission Stafi's Second Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated July 26,2012 
Item No. 4 
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REQUEST 

Refer to ICeiitucky Power's response to Staffs First Request for Iiiforiiialion, Item 15. The 
response stated: 

Sidney Coal (Alpha Natural Resources) inquired but did iiot pursue enrollment. The 
I'ollowing two custoiiiers requested to traiisfer load lo Tariilf RTP but were uiiable to 
qualify as explaiiied below: 

1. EQT Gatliering LLC's Derby Coiiipressor Station has a deiiiaiid of less than 1,000 
IC W and there were 10 customers in tlie queue. 

2,. Air Liquide's plant in Aslilaid was not eligible because there were 10 custoiiiers in 
tlie queue. 

Provide ai explaiiatioii of the queue. 

RESPONSE 

Queue rders  to the order in which eligible custoiiier requests to traiisfer load were 
received by the Company. tJpon qualification, each customer's request to take service 
uiicler Tariff R.T.P. was processed in the order in which it was received. See also tlie 
Coiiipaiy's respoiise to ISPSC 1-2 (c) in Case No. 2007-00166, attached as page 2. oP this 
response. 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Wolxdias 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00226 
Commission StaWs Second Set of Data Requests 
Order Dated July 26,2012 
Item No 4 
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KPSC Case No. 2007-00166 
Cornmission Staffs First Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated May 21,2007 
Item No. 2 
Page 1 of 1 

REQUEST 

Refer to page 3 of Mi-. Foust's testimony where he states that customers qualifying under the QP 
and COP TOD tariffs will be eligible to participate in the RTP. 

a. How many custorners qualify for the RTP pilot under the QP and CIP TOD tariff! 

11. Explain why Rentuclcy Power wishes to limit the number of participants in the pilot RTP 
program to ten. 

c. If the total number of customers served under these two tariffs that may wish to participate in 
the RTP pilot exceeds the 10-customer limit that Kentucky Power proposes, how does Kentiicky 
Power intend to choose the 10 customers that will be allowed to participate? 

d. Explain how tlie real-time pricing program will be communicated and explained to those 
customers that are potentially eligible. 

(a) Tliere are 106 customers talcing service under tariffs QP and CIP-TOD. All are eligible to 
participate. 

(b) Kentucky Power limited the number of participants in the pilot program to limit the amount 
of fixed expenses associated with the pilot program. Ten participants allow the Company to 
manually bill the participating customers rather than develop an expensive computer billing 
program that would be required for a large number of participants. 

(c) Customers will be chosen on a first-come basis. 

(d) A letter will be sent to the eligible customers by the Company through the Company's 
customer representatives that will announce the program. The letter will request that any 
interested customers should follow-up with the Company's customer representative to get fivther 
information and discuss fiu-ther details regarding the program. 

TNESS: Larry C Foust 



011 July 20, 2012, Air Liquide Large Iiidustries U.S. LP (“Air Liquide”) filed with the 
Coinmission a Coinplaiiit aiid Petition against ICeiitucky Power Company which has been 
assigned Case No. 2012-00351.’ hi its Complaint, at paragraph 12, Air Liquide alleges 
that I<entucky Power informed it that the existing tariff RTP was no longer available for 
additional customers as the experiineiital tariff had reached the limit of 10 customer 
participants. In its June 1, 2012 application, Kentucky Power stated at paragraph 2, 
“[s]ince June 1 , 2003, Kentucky Power has offered seivice under its experimeiital real- 
time pricing tariff: Tariff RTP (Tariff Sheets 30-1, 30-2, 30-3, aiid 30- 4). To date, no 
customer has talteii service under Tariff RTP.” 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

After the June 1,2012 filing of its application, explain whether there have beeii any 
customers granted participation in Kentucky Power’s Tariff RTP. 

If the answer to part a. is yes, identify the iiuinber of customers being served under 
Tariff RTP. 

Provide the name of the customers served under Tariff RTP, the associated load of 
each customer shifted to the Tariff RTP, and the associated estimated annual reveiiue 
loss of each customer served under Tariff RTP. 

In reviewiiig the Tariff RTP custoiner usage patterns, explain whether those 
custoiners have shifted any portion of their load fiom higher-priced periods to lower- 
priced periods or whether those custoiners have added aiiy iiew load iii low price 
periods. 

Case No 201 2-00351, Air Liquide Large Industries 1-J. S. LP v. 1S.eiitucky Power 
Company, fiIed July 20,2012. 



NSE 

a-b. Tliere are currently ten participants using Tariff R.T.P., all of wliicli eivolled 
effective July 1,2012. 

c. Estimated revenue losses can be found in the Company's response to IQSC 1-1 5 (d). 
Please see table below for a listing of custoiners and associated load moved to Tariff 
R.T.P. Confidential ireatinelit is being sought for this portion of the response. 

Customer 
Load moved to 

Tariff RTP 
(in kW) 

d. There has not yet been a study perfoiiiied to determine whether any customers have 
shifted aiiy portion of their load from higher-priced periods to lower-priced periods. 
Interval data is being captured b~i t  has not yet been analyzed. KPCo will provide the 
analysis as soon as it is available for filing. 



If tliere are customers on the Tariff RTP, provide the following: 

a. Explaiii whether or iiot Kentucky Power believes 
meets tlie followiiig poi-tion of the program 
(Experimental Real-Time Pricing Tariff), Sheet 30- 
29,2011: 

hat each customer qualifies or 
description of Tariff R.T.P. 

with an effective date of July 

Tlie RTP Tariff will offer customers the oppoi-tuiiity to inanage their electric costs 
by shifting load Erorn liiglier cost to lower cost pricing periods or by addiiig new 
load during lower price periods. The experiineiital pilot will also o€fer the 
customer the ability to experimeiit in the wholesale electricity market by 
designating a portion of the custoiner’s load subject to standard tariff rates with 
the remainder of the load subject to real-time prices. 

’0. If the answer to a. is 110, explain why Kentucky Power placed tlie customers oil the 
RTP Tariff. 

a. The secoiid sentelice o€ tlie quoted tariff language does iiot set out a qualificatioii €or 
coiitractiiig to take service uiider Tariff R.T.P. Rather, it simply describes a benefit 
received by otherwise qualified customers from eiwolling in the program. The 
ability to shift load “fioin higher cost to lower cost pricing periods “or add load” 
during lower price periods,” which is set out in tlie first sentelice of the excerpt from 
tlie tariff, describes the intended applicability of the tariff to otherwise qualified 
customers. Without ineetiiig this intent, custoiners should see no benefit from 
electing Tarif€ R.T.P. 

The iniiiiinum qualificatioiis for coiitractiiig to take service uiider Tar$€ R.T.P. are 
(1) that there be an opeii position in the experiineiital queue of teii customers; (2) 
that the customer have a demand o€ not less than 1 MW; (3) that the custoiner 
speci€y at least 100 ItW as being subject to the tarifc and (4) that the customer must 
be taltiiig service under Tariff Q.P. or Tariir C.1.P.-T.O.D. at the t h e  or  tlie request. 
The teii custoniers met these niiiiiinuni criteria. The determination of whether the 



otlierwise qualified customer ineets the intended applicability of the tariff can be 
made once a custoiner begins taking service under the tariff based upon the 
custoiner’s actual actions. The Company plans to review the ten custoiners’ 
operations under Tariff R.T.P. and to take such Etii-ther action as is appropriate, 
including, but not limited to, back-billing the customers whose operations do not 
comport with the intended applicability of the tari€f. 

b. The teii custoiners curently taking service under Tariff R.T.P. inel the iniiiirnum 
qualifications for contracting to take service under the tariff and were allowed to 
enroll. The four qualificatioiis are necessary but not sufficient coiiditioiis For 
participation under Tariff R.T.P. Also required, as set out in the first sentence of the 
tariff excerpt, is that once enrolled the custoiner utilize tlie tariff to “manage their 
electric costs by shifting load froin higher cost to lower cost pricing periods or by 
adding iiew load during lower price periods.” This cannot be determined until the 
custoiner begins operating under the Tariff and thus the teii customers were allowed 
to enroll. 

ITNESS: Rank K Wohdias 



Refer to the response to First Set of Data Requests (“First Set of Data Requests”) of the 
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. (‘XIUC”), Item 2, Attachment 1 , page 12 of 
26. Are there any customers served by Appalachian Power Company’s (“APCo”) VA. 
S.C.C. Tariff No. 24, Schedule DP-1 (Dynamic Pricing Pilot l), effective J~UIXU.~ 29, 
2012? If yes, explain the process, if any, utilized by APCo to determine that each 
customer would either shifl load from higher cost to lower cost pricing periods or add 
new load during lower price periods. 

NSE 

As of August 9,2012, no customers had elected to take service uiider Appalachian Power 
Company’s Tariff No. 24 Schedule DP-I (Dynamic Pricing Pilot 1). 

TNESS: Ranie IC Wolmhas 



ICPSC Case No. 2012-00226 

Order Dated July 26,2012 
Item No. 8 
Page 1 of 1 

Commission Staff's Second Set of 

entucliy Power Company 

REQUEST 

Re€er to the respoiise to First Set of Data Requests of KIUC, Item 2, Attacliiiieiit 1,  page 
17 of 26. Are tliere any customers served under Indiana Micliigaii Power's ("I &MI') 
State of Iiidiaiia Tariff RTP (Experimental Real-Time Pricing Tariff), e€fective March 23, 
2009? If yes, explain the process, if any, utilized by I&M to determine that each customer 
would either shift load from higher cost to lower cost priciiig periods or add iiew load 
during lower price periods. 

RESPONSE 

As of August 9, 2012, 110 custoiiiers had elected to tale service uiider I&M's Stale o€ 
Iiidiaiia Tariff RTP. 

WITNESS: Ranie I<. Wolull.las 



KPSC Case NO. 2012-00226 
Commission Staff's Second Data Requests 

Order Dated July 26,2012 
Item No. 9 
Page 1 o f  1 

Refer to the response to First Set of Data Requests of KIUC, Iteiii 2, Attacliiiieiit 1, page 
22 of 26. Are tliere any customers served riiider I &M's State of Michigan Tariff RTP 
(E,xpeiiiiieiital Real-Time Priciiig Service), effective for service reiidered beginning with 
the billing month of April, 2012? If yes, explain tlie process, if any, utilized by I&M to 
deteriiiiiie that each customer would either sliift load €ram higher cost to lower cost 
priciiig periods or add new load during lower price periods. 

RESPONSE 

As of August 9, 2012, no customers have elected to tale service mder I&M's State of 
Michigan Tarif€ RTP. 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Woludias 



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

In the Matter of: 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

The Application of Kentucky Power ) 

Pending Submission by the Company 
Company to Withdraw Its Tariff RTP 

And Approval by the Commission of 
a New Real-Time Pricing Tariff 

1 
) Case No. 201 2-00226 
1 
) 

* * * * * * * *  

PETITION FOR CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT 

Kentucky Power Company (“Kentucky Power”) moves the Cornmission pursuant to 807 

KAR 5:001, Section 7, for an Order granting confidential treatment to Kentucky Power’s August 

10,2012 Response to KPSC 2-2 and KPSC 2-5. 

Pursuant to 807 KAR 5 : O O  I an original of the responses for which confidential treatment 

is sought is filed separately. In addition, ten redacted copies of the subject responses are 

included with the remaining filings. 

A. The Requests And The Statutory Standards. 

The information request calls for two types of confidential information. The first consists 

of customer-specific information concerning purchases of electricity from Kentucky Power as 

well as details of customer accounts with Kentucky Power. 

Kentucky Power does not object to providing to the Commission the data sought in 

KPSC 2-2 and KPSC 2-5. However, the data should be afforded confidential treatment. 

KRS 61.878(1)(c)( 1) excludes from the Open Records Act: 

Upon and after July 15, 1992, records confidentially disclosed to an agency or 
required to be disclosed to it, generally recognized as confidential or proprietary, 



which if openly disclosed would permit an unfair commercial advantage to 
competitors of the entity that disclosed the records. 

Moreover, KRS 61.878( l)(a) excludes: 

Public records containing information of a personal nature where the public 
disclosure thereof would constitute a clearly unwarranted invasion of personal 
privacy. 

These exceptions apply to KPSC 2-2 and KPSC 2-5. 

R. The Nature of Kentucky Power's Iniury That Will Result From Disclosure Of 
The Confidential Information. 

1. Customer-Specific Information. 

The customer-specific information for which confidential treatment is being sought 

includes the energy usage and cost for industrial entities in competitive markets such as 

petroleum refining, steel production, retail, and chemical manufacture. Energy costs can 

represent a substantial portion of the cost of the customers products. Such information, as well 

as customer specific information such as account numbers, is considered confidential 

information by the parties to those contracts. 

Disclosure of this information will place the energy costs and usage of the industrial 

customers in the public domain and thereby place the customers at a commercial disadvantage by 

making their cost information available. The threat of these disclosures could have the effect of 

discouraging the parties represented by KIUC and other industrial and commercial customers 

from locating or expanding in Kentucky Power's service territory. 

C. 

First, the records to be filed with the Commission are "generally recognized as 

The Information Is Generally Recognized As Confidential and Proprietary. 

confidential or proprietary." The requests at issue in this motion call for sensitive information 

that is treated as confidential by Kentucky Power and its customers. Dissemination of the 

2 



information for which confidential treatment is being requested is restricted by Kentucky Power 

and AEPSC. The Company and AEPSC take all reasonable measures to prevent its disclosure to 

the public as well as persons within the Company who do not have a need for the information. 

D. Disclosure Of The Information Will Result In An Unfair Commercial 
Disadvantage To Kentucky Power. 

In general, the disclosure of the confidential information will place Kentucky Power at an 

unfair commercial disadvantage. As set forth above, energy costs represent a significant 

component of the costs of operation for many of Kentucky Power’s large industrial customers. 

These customers require Kentucky Power to maintain this information as confidential, 

presumably because public dissemination would place them at a commercial disadvantage vis-a- 

vis their competitors. If this information is required to be disclosed publicly then industrial 

customers will be less likely to locate or expand in Kentucky Power’s service territory. The 

impaired ability to attract such customers will place Kentucky Power at a competitive 

disadvantage as compared to electric utilities in other jurisdictions that may not be subject to this 

disclosure requirement. 

E. The Information Is Required To Be Disclosed To An Agency. 

The records requested in KPSC 2-2 and KPSC 2-5 are by the terms of the requests 

required to be disclosed to the Commission, a “public agency” as that term is defined at KRS 

61.870( 1). Kentucky Power acknowledges the customer information at issue is subject to 

Commission review, and that parties to this proceeding should have access to the information 

sought by Staff and KITJC. Any filing, however, should be subject to a Confidentiality order and 

any party requesting such information should enter into a confidentiality agreement. If such an 

agreement cannot be reached, the information should be subject to a protective order issued 

pursuant to 807 KAR 5:OOl , Section 7(5)(b). 

3 



F. The Information is Personal to Kentucky Power’s Customers and 
Public Disclosure would Impair Reasonable Privacy Expectations. 

In addition to the risk of competitive injury to Kentucky Power set forth above, 

disclosure of the customer-specific information at issue in KPSC 2-2 and KPSC 2-5 would 

violate the reasonable privacy expectations of the customers. Kentucky Power’s customers 

require the Company to maintain this information as confidential. They have no expectation that 

the information will be publicly disclosed. Moreover, no public interest is served through the 

disclosure of the energy purchases made by private parties. 

Wherefore, Kentucky Power Company respectfully requests the Commission to 

enter an Order: 

1. According confidential status to and withholding from pubic inspection Kentucky 

Power’s responses to KPSC 2-2 and KPSC 2-5; and 

2. Granting Kentucky Power all further relief to which it may be entitled. 

Mark R. Overstreet 
R. Benjamin Crittenden 
STITES & HARBISON PLLC 
421 West Main Street 
P. 0. Box 634 
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-0634 
Telephone: (502) 223-3477 

COUNSEL FOR KENTIJCKY POWER 
COMPANY 

4 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing (along with redacted copies of the 
information for which confidential treatment is sought) was served by first class mail, postage 
prepaid, upon the following parties of record, this 1 Ot” day of August, 20 12. 

Jennifer B. Hans 
Dennis Howard I1 
Lawrence W. Cook 
Assistant Attorneys General 
Office for Rate Intervention 
P. 0. Box 2000 
Frankfort, KY 40602-2000 

Michael L. Kurtz 
Kurt J. Boehm 
Boehm, Kurtz & Lowry 
Suite 1510 
36 East Seventh Street 
Cincinnati, OH 4520, 

Mark R. Overstreet 
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