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VERIFICATION 

The undersigned, Mark A. Becker, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is the 
Manager, Resource Planning 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 tlie inforination contained therein is true and correct to the best 
of his information, knowledge and belief 

STATE OF OKLAHOMA 

COTJNTY OF TTJLSA 

Mark A. Becker 

1 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 

Subscribed and sworn to befor 
and State, by Mark A. Becker, this the 

My Commission Expires: Jd7-/. 



VERIFICATION 

The undersigned, Karl R. Bletzacker, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is Director, 
Fundamental Analysis for 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. 

Karl R. Ble- zack T 
STATE OF OHIO 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 
1 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Karl R. Bletzacker, this the \$ day of February 20 13. 

s Holly AA. Charles 
3 Notary Public-State of Ohio 

.*. , * My Commission Expires 
’< I , .  ” . ,: March 7,2016 

My Commission Expires: 



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

LAk&&h& 
Karl A. McDermott 

STATE OF ILL,INOIS ) 

COUNTY OF CHAMPAIGN 1 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County 
and State, by Karl A. McDermott, this the !b% day of February 2013. 

J H n  3L-H 
No t a r y ? i u b l i c ~ ~  BRADLEY M. KRALL 

Notaw Public, State of Illinois 

My Commission Expires: n i IoY l l5  



VERIFICATION 

The undersigned, John M. McManus, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is Vice 
President Environmental Services for 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 John M. McManus, this the i I day of February 2013. 

Notary Public 

My Commission Expires: 



VERIFICATION 

The undersigned, Gregory G. Pauley, beiiig duly sworn, deposes aiid says hc is the 
President and Chief Operating Officer for Kentucky Power Company, that he has 
personal luiowledge of the matters set forth in the forgoing responses for which he is the 
iclentified witness aiid that the iiiforiiiatioii coiitaiiied therein is true a id  correct to tlic best 
01 his/her inforiiiatioii, knowledge aiid belief 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 

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

3 

My Coiiiiiiissioii Expires: lzA4,. 2 3 , A ? l ~  



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 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 

Scott C. Weaver 

STATE OF OHIO ) 
) CASE NO. 2012-00578 

COTJNTY OF FRANKLIN 

Subscribed and sworn to before 
and State, by Scott C. Weaver, this the 

Notary Public in and before said County 
day of February 2013. 



VERIFICATION 

The Liiidersigiied, Raiiie It. Woliidias, beiiig duly sworn, deposes aiid says he is the 
Maiiagiiig Director Regulatory aiid Fiiiaiice for ICeiitucky Power, that lie has personal 
knowledge of tlie iiiatters set forth in tlie forgoing responses for which lie is tlie icleiitilied 
witness aiid that the iiiforiiiation coiitaiiied therein is true a id  correct to the best of his 
inforiiiation, kiiowledge, aiid belief 

d L J !  
Raiiie IC. Woliidias 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY ) 
) CASE NO. 201 2-00578 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 1 

Subscribed aiid sworn to before me, a Notary Public in aiid before said Couiity 
and State, by Raiiie It. Wolmlias, this the //N day of February, 20 13. 

My Commission Expires 17 



KPSC Case No. 201 2-00578 
KIUC First Set of Data Reqiiests 

Dated February 6,2013 
Item No. 1 
Page 1 o f 1  

Kent u c l y  Pow e r Co rn pa n y 

REQUEST 

With regard to tlie Optioiis cliscussed 011 page 5 of Mi-. Weaver's testimony: 

What was tlie basis for selecting a retirement date of June 20 IS for Big Sandy 2 ("BS2")'? 

I n  Case No. 201 1-00401, tlie Company proposed to operate Big Sancly 2 tliroiigli the cncl of 201 5 
u n t i l  it began an extended outage to tie-in tlie new environmental eqiiipinent in early 20 I6 Please 
csplain why tlie Company now proposes to retire Big Sandy 2 i n  Jiiiie 20 15 insteacl 01 a t  the encl ot 
20 15. Provide a copy of all sttidies that address the timing of the BS 2 retireiiient Idcntify \vliicli 01 
those studies were relied on to accelerate tlie retirement date. 

Please explain why the Coiiipany proposes to retire Big Sandy 2 prior to tlie siiiiiiiiei 20 I 5  peal, 
rather than after the summer peak. Provide a copy of all sttidies that acldiess tlie timing 01 the Big 
Sandy 2 retirement prior to tlie siiiiiiiier 201 5 peak ratlier than after tlie siiniiiier peak Iclcntilj \vliicli 
ol' those striclies were relied 011 to iiialte tlie decision to retire in June rather than Scptciiibci- or 
October. 

It ESPONSE 

The June 201 5 retirement date is driven by the effective date of tlie MATS rule antl expiration date 
o f  the PJM capacity commitment. The  MATS rule becoiiies effective April 16, 20 15. bu t  the Big 
Sandy 2 PJM capacity commitinent expires June 1 201 5. Based on joint consultations \villi PJM 
antl several state environmental agencies overseeing tlie impleiiientation of MATS, i t  is cspectecl 
that Big Sandy Unit 2 will be able to operate tlirough the end of its PJM capacity commitiiieiit. 

Case No. 20 1 1-00401 would have provided for the iiistallation of emission control eqiiipment 
neetletl to comply with tlie requireiiients of tlie MATS rule. The sclieclule for installing those 
controls, along with tlie availability of an extension of tlie effective date of the MATS requirements 
for soLirces installing controls, would have provided for operation through the end of 20 I S .  Recause 
installation of emission controls is 110 longer being piirsiied, June 20 15 becomes tlie retireiiient date 
as clescl-ibecl in the response to Part a. The  June 2015 date is driven by establislietl i~egulatoi-y 
cleacllines; no stticlies were performed or relied upon. 

c .  See the response to part b. 

WITNESS: John M McManiis 



PSC Case No. 2012-00578 

Item No. 2 
Page I of 1 

REQUEST 

With regard to Optioiis 1,2,3,4 aiid 6 ,  tlie Mitchell capacity is acquired begiiiiiiiig Jaiiuary 
2014. 

a. Please provide all reasons wliy tlie Company assuiiied that Mitchell is acquired pi ior 
to the time that Rig Sandy 1 ("BS1") aiid BS2 are retired. 

What would be required to be acquire the Mitcliell capacity when Big Sandy 1 and 2 
are retired? 

Provide all reasoiis wliy the acquisitioii of Mitchell caiuiot be delayed uiitil BS2 is 
retired. Provide a copy of all analyses, source documents and/or calculations 
performed by or 011 behalf of tlie Company. 

17. 

c. 

RESPONSE 

a. 

b. 

C. 

January 1, 2014 is tlie date tlie Mitchell Uiiits are beiiig iiiade available. See also the 
Company's response to IQSC 1-21. 

The Mitcliell units would still iieed to be available for traiisfer aiid their output 
would need to reinaiii riiicomiiiitted to other parties, aiicl both ICeiitucky Power aiid 
AEP Generatioii Resources Inc. would still iieed to be willing to eiiler iiilo the 
transaction aiid agree 011 the appropriate traiisfer price. See the Coiiipaiiy's respoiise 
lo ICPSC 1-21. 

See response to b. above. There are no relevaiit analyses, source documents or 
calculatioiis. 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Woluilias 



KPSC Case No. 201 2-OOS78 
KIIJC First Set of I h t a  Requests 

Dated February 6,201.3 
Item No. 3 
I'age I o f 2  

Kentucky Power Company 

IXEQIJEST 

In  the 6 options identified by tlie Company, Big Sandy 1 ("BSl") is eitlier retired, repowered, or 
converted to gas at different times. Please explain tlie following: 

;I I n  Options 1, 4, and 6, please explain the basis for selecting "by Junc 20 I 5" as the 
retirement date for BSl, since tlie coiiseiit decree allows it to operate until Llecembei 201 5 
before eiiviroiiiiieiital upgrades inust be made? 

1-1. In  Option 2 what was the basis for selecting "by April 2015" as tlie retireinelit date fix BSI '? 

c. I n  Option 3 ,  what was tlie basis for selecting "by Julie 2017" as tlie CC repowcriiig ciate for 
BSI? In other words what was tlie basis for determining tliat would be the earliest i t  coulcl 
be repowered. Please provide a timeline of milestones necessary to achieve coiiversirtii by 
this date. 

( 1  I n  Option 5 ,  what was tlie basis for selecting "by July 2015" as the gas coiiversioii (late lor 
BS 1 ,  particularly given tlie coiiseiit decree allows until December 20 1 5 bel'ore 
environmental upgrades must be made? Please provide a timeline of' milestones necessary 
to achieve coiiversioii by this date. 

l i  ES PONSE 

a. 'The Jiuie 2015 retirement date is driven by the effective date of the MATS rulc and 
expiratioii date of tlie PJM capacity comniitment. The MATS rule becomes effective April 
16, 201 5, but tlie Big Sandy 1 PJM capacity coiiiiiiitirieiit expires Julie 1,  201 5 Bascti on 
joint consultations with PJM and several state eiiviroiimeiital agencies overseeing tlie 
iiiiplemeiitatioii of MATS, it is expected tliat Big Sandy Unit 1 will be al~lc to operate 
through tlie eiid of its PJM capacity commitment. 

13. April 20 15 was inodeling assumption based 011 tlie effective date of tlie MATS rule. 

c .  Tlie Coiiipaiiy believes it would require four years from tlie time a decisioii was macle to 
repower the unit as a CC until coii~iiercial operation. This iiicludes time for regulatoi y 
approval and permitting and construction. See the followiiig preliiiiiiiary iililestone timeline 
for repowering BS 1 as a CC: 



KPSC Case No. 201 2-00578 
KIUC First Set of Data Requests 

Order Dated February 6,201.3 
I ten1 No. .3 
I’age 2 o f 2  

Kentucky Power Company 

Conceptual Eiigiiieeriiig & Design = Project Start 
AEP file CCN Request with ICY PSC = 6 months 
Air Permit-to-Install Filing Coiiiplete = 6 iiioiitlis 
ICY PSC CCN Granted = 1.5 months 
Pi oject Detailed Eiigiiieeriiig & Design Authorization = 16 iiioiitlis 
Start Site Mobilizatioii for Site Developiiient and Relocations = I8 nionths 
Air Permit-to-Install Received = 24 inoiitlis 
13 oc~~reiiieiit Complete = 37 iiioiitlis 
C’T Power Backfeed Available = 38 iiioiitlis 
IJni t 1 r)ecoiiiiiiissioiiiiig Outage Begiiis = 39 months 
First Fire = 44 iiioiiths 
Steam to Steam Turbiiie = 47 iiioiiths 
C‘ommercial Operation = SO months 

( I .  The Consent Decree does iiot require eiiviroiiiiieiital upgrades on Big Sanc 1y I I11 i t 1 
I’erniitting and construction for a gas conversion project is expected to take 30 months. ‘The 
fhllowing is a preliiiiiiiary tiiiieline of milestones for coiivertiiig BS 1 to gas-fired: 

Submit regulatory filing = Moiitli 1 
Start conceptual eiigiiieeriiig = Month 1 
Submit air permit application = Month 3 
Award pipeline contract = Month 7 
Contract OEM/AE eiigiiieeriiig = Month 8 
Order long lead material = Month 10 
Start pipeline construction = Month 24 
Start pre-outage plant construction= Month 26 
Coiiiinissioii Pipeline = Month 28 
Start BS 1 outage construction = Month 28 
Start up BS1 as gas converted = Month 30 

WITNESS: Joliii M McMaiius 



PSC Case No. 2812-08598 

Item No. 4 
Page 1 o f 1  

m i a t  studies liave been perforiiied to reach the decision that BS1 should be retired? 
Please provide all reports, analyses, workpapers, and docuiiieiitatioii of any type that was 
produced Crom concliictiiig those studies. If no studies were performed, please explain 
-\vhy not. This inforination sliould be provided electronically with all foriiiulas intact and 
no pasted in values. 

No decision to retire BS1 has been macle. However, in order to iiieet the MATS 
requireiiieiit, BS 1, as a coal unit, will iieed to retire by Julie 20 IS.  As cliscussed 011 page 
39 of Mu. Weaver's testimony, "As pal< o€ the solicitation process it wo~ilcl bc veiy 
conceivable that a Big Sandy Unit 1 natura1 gas coiiversioii project (Option #5A) COLIICL 
be oflered in as part of a formal RFP submittal." Therefore, the ultimate disposition ol' 
BS 1 will depend on the analysis of proposals received by third parties compiecl to the 
option to coiivert tlie unit to gas fired operation. 

WITNESS: Raiiie IC Woludias 



KPSC Case No. 201 2-OO578 
I<IIIC First Set of Data Itquests 

Dated February 6,201.3 
iteiii No. 5 
Page 1 of 1 

Kentucky Power Company 

REQI JEST 

For continued operation on coal at BSl, please provide year by year estimates 01 
environmental upgrade capital costs, eiiviroiiiiieiital upgrade O&M costs, and other 
capital addition requirements. Please provide a description of each environmental 
upgrade iiivestiiieiit and tlie capital addition iiivestiiieiit required. Also, provide the 
revenue requirement model witli data assuiiiptioiis and provide the associated yearly 
revenue requirement costs for each capital iiivestiiieiit aiid for each capital addi tioii. and 
provide all O&M expenses tlirougli tlie planning period. This inforiiiation should bc 
provided electronically witli all foriiiulas intact and 110 pasted in values. 

IXESPONSE 

During the 200.5-2006 timeframe, the Coiiipaiiy evaluated a wet scrubber and SC'R 
application 011 Big Sandy Unit 1. See the eiiclosed CD for 'ICIUC 1-5 Attachment 1 - Big 
Sandy IJiiit 1 FGD Rev 7' aiid 'KITJC 1-5 Attachment 2 RS I I: JpdateclFebO3 
final __ 060200'7MWRRrief' for tlie available requested information. AS a result 0 1  the Big 
Sandy Unit 2 wet scrubber price increases, tlie Coiiipaiiy ceased further revie\\ o l  Big 
Sandy Unit 1 .  

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Woliiilias 



KPSC Case NO. 2012-00578 

Item No. 6 
Page 1 o f 1  

Foi continued operation oii coal at BS2 (Option l), please provide year by year estimates 
of enviroiuiieiital upgrade capital costs, eiiviroiiiiieiital upgrade O&M costs, and other 
capital additioii requirements. Provide tlie revenue requireiiieiit model with data 
assuiiiptioiis iiicludiiig the capital eiiviroiuiieiital upgrade iiivestiiieiit aiid capital 
additioiis for each capital cost, aiid O&M expenses tlu-ougli the plaimiiig pel iod. This 
inlorimtion should be provided electroiiically with all foriiiulas intact aiid no pasted in 
values. 

The year by year estiiiiates of eiiviroimeiital upgrade capital costs caii be Eouiirl in tlie 
response to KIUC 1-12. The response to ICIUC 1-31, electroiiic fiIe iiaiiied BSIIDFGD 
STRAT INPUT DATA.XLS, iiicludes the eiiviroiuiieiital upgrade O&M costs aiitl other 
capital addition requireiiieiits. 

The Company utilized Strategist to deteriiiiiie the Ioiig term costs for Oplioii 1 .  See 
response to AG 1-1 2, for tlie Strategist modeling assumptions for Optioii 1. 

WITNESS: Raiiie I<. Woludias 



$c case No. 28 
UC's First Set of 

ated February 6,2013 
Item No. 7 
Page 1 of 1 

Please state whether the list in Exhibit SCW-4 reflects all aiiticipated eiiviroiiiiieiital 
upgrades required at Mitchell. Please state where these costs may be fo~ound in the 
Company's worll?al)ers/ecoiioiiiic analyses oP the Mitcliell acqnisitioii option. 

Exhibit SCW-4 reflects the cost of all anticipated eiiviroimieiital upgrades at the time of 
this xespoiise. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 



KPSC Case No. 201 2-00578 
I<IIJC First Set of Data Requests 

Dated February 6,2013 
Item No. 8 
I'age 1 o f 2  

Kentucky Power Company 

REQIJEST 

Lloes tlie Coiiipany anticipate that tlie EPA will address tlie issues with tlie CSAPR 
regulations, and will eventually iiiipleiiieiit a iiiodified CSAPR rule? 

a. IT so, wlieii does tlie Coiiipaiiy believe the modified CSAPR rule will be 
inipleiiiented? If not why not? 

b. I-Ias the Company incorporated estimates for tliese costs for BSI aiid Mitchell in its 
economic evaluations? If not, why not, and if so, where in the Company's 
workpapers caii tliese costs be found? 

c .  I f  not, please explain what tlie Company anticipates will happen to tlie CSAPR rule. 
For example does tlie Coinpaiiy assume that CAIR will continue and il so. where in 
the Company's worlcpapers can these costs be found. 

d. Assunie that CSAPR had passed as tlie EPA had intended. Please explain what 
modifications and aiuiual costs would have been necessary at Mitclicll, and HS 1 to 
co iii p 1 y wit li C S APR . 

1iESPONSE 

I t  is uiiknown whether EPA will appeal tlie decision that vacated CSAPR to the Supreme 
Coiirt or develop a replacellielit rule. 

a. Because of tlie uncertainty regarding tlie strategy EPA will tale in responding to the 
decision to vacate CSAPR, it is uilkriow2 wlieii or i f a  modified CSAPR will 1x 
inipleiiiented. 

11. No.  Any analysis of potential impacts caimot be perfornied until EPA develops a 
CSAPR 1-eplaceiiieiit aiid the requirements of sucli a rule are luiown. 



IWSC Case No. 2012-00578 
ICIIJC First Set of Data Requests 

Dated February 6,2013 
Ite~n No. 8 
Page 2 o f 2  

c. As a result of the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals decision to vacate CSAPII. the 
rcqiiirements of tlie CAIR remain effective until eitlier the decision is reversctl by  
the Siipreme Court, or until EPA finalizes a CSAPR replaceiiieiit rule. 

( I .  l h e  existing eiiiissioii controls at the Mitchell Plant were expected to meet C’SAI’R 
rcqiiirements and, therefore, no modifications or additional costs i’oi coii~rols \\ o i i l t l  

lirive been required. The SO2 and NOx emissions iiiarltet was expected to mi nimjzc. 
i r not eliminate tlie iieed to iiistall and/or iiiodify eiiiissioii control systems at Big 
Sandy Unit 1 .  The aiiiiual costs for Big Sandy Unit I would have beeii depeiideiit on 
the marlet for SO2 and NOx emissions credits. 

WITNESS: Joliii M McMaiius 



REQUEST 

With regard to both the 20% aiid 50% acquisitioiis of Mitchell, provide the rcveiiue 
requireiiieiit iiiodel with data assuiiiptioiis including the yearly capital eiiviroiiiiieiital 
iipgrade iiivestineiit aid capital additions for each capital cost through tlie planning 
period. This should iiiclude all reveiiue requireiiieiits (capital, O&M, eiiviroimieiital, etc.) 
that were included in the econoinic evaluatioiis. This inforiiiation should bc 111 ovided 
electroiiically with all forinulas iiitact aiid 110 pasted in values. 

The Coiiipaiiy utilized Strategist to deteriiiiiie tlie long-term costs for Option 1 ivliicli can 
be lo'ouiid in the Company's respoiise to ICPSC 1 - 1. See the Coiiipaiiy's respoiise to AG I - 
12 lor the Strategist iiiodeliiig assuiiiptioiis €or Option 1 I 

WITNESS: Raiiie IC Woludias 



KPSC CWC NO. 201 2-00578 
IUUC First Set of Data Rcquests 

Dated February 6,201.3 
Item No. 10 
I'sgc 1 of I 

Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

C'onccrning the RS 1 retireiiieiit and replacement with a new CC unit, coiiwmioii to a 
repowered CC unit, and conversion to a gas fired steam turbine iuiit, pi-ovide the 1 cveiiiie 
I-cquircnient iiiodel with data assuiiiptioiis including tlie yearly capital environmcntal 
upgrade investment and capital additions for each capital cost through tlie plaiiiiiiig 
period. This should iiiclude all reveiiue requirements (capital, O&M, environmental, etc.) 
that were iiicluded in the economic evaluations. This iiiforiiiatioii should bc proviclecl 
electronically with all formulas intact and no pasted in values. 

RESPONSE 

The thrust of the Company's filing in 2012-00578 centers oii unit disposition a1 t c i m t i ~  cs 
--many of which are identified in this request-- associated with the 800-M W Dis Suntly 
Unit  2, the 278-MW Big Sandy Unit 1 (RSl). Each of those alternativcs, including 
thc 50% (780-MW) Mitchell Asset Transfer, approximates the replaceiiieiit capacity and 
energy requirements for Unit 2. RS I evaluation disposition options included: a 20% 
(.3 12-MW) Mitchell Asset Transfer (Options # 1 A, #2A, #3A), a coal-to-gas conversion or 
re-fuel (Options #5A and #SA), as well as a PJM-marltet purchase replaceiiieiit option 
(Optioiis # 1 B, #2B, #3B, #4A, #4B and #6). The Company's ultimate recommenc-lecl 
disposition for RSI focused on tlie issuance of a 2.50-MW Request for Pro~,osal for 
purpose of assessing the economic viability of both the bi-lateral capacity and ciiei g ~ r  
market as well as tlie Big Sandy re-fuel option. 

Please see the responses to PSC 1-1 as well as AG 1-12 for the detailed assiunptions anci 
evaluation results associated with the unique options highlighted. 

WITNESS: Scott C. Weaver/Ranie I< Woliidias 



REQUEST 

Please supply all workpapers aiid analyses that were developed. to create the table locouiid 
in Exhibit SCW-4 aiid supply the table itself. Please provide this infomation 
electronically, with all Eormulas iiitact, aiid no pasted in values. 

RESPONSE 

See KIUC 1 - 1 1 Attacluiieiit 1 on the eiiclosed CD. 

WBTlelESS: Scott C Weaver 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00578 

Item No. 12 
Page 1 of 1 

QUEST 

Please supply all workpapers aiid aiialyses that were developed to create the Table 3 
foiuiid in Mu. Weaver's testiiiioiiy at page 22, a id  supply the table itself. Please provide 
this infomiation electroiiically, with all formulas intact, aiid no pasted in values. 

RESPONSE 

See ICILJC 1-12 Attaclmeiit 1 011 the eiiclosed CD. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00578 
ICIIJC First Set of Data Requests 

Dated February 6,201.3 
Item No. 1.3 
Page 1 of I 

Kent u c ky Pow e r C o rn pa n y 

REQUEST 

On page 12 of Mr. Weaver's testimony, in referring to Mitcliell he states that "it is not at 
all certain that additional retrofit requireiiieiits woiild be required in any event." I-Ias the 
Company performed aiiy analysis to explore what additional eiiviroiiiiieiital regulat ions 
and what additional retrofits could realistically be required within the next 5 - 10 ycars'! 
11' so, plcase provide any aiialyses perforiiied. Please supply this information 
electronically with all formulas intact. 

RESPONSE 

'The Coiiipaiiy has ideiitified the expected eiiviroiiiiieiital regulations and associatetl 
potential environmeiital projects as found in Coiiipaiiy Weaver's Exhibit SC W-4. 

WITNESS: Joliii M McMaiius 



KPSC Case NO. 2042-00578 

Item No. 14 
Page 1 of 1 

On page 20 of Mr. Weaver's testimony, he discusses tlie iiecessary gas pipeline 
infrastructure (Options 2 aiid 3). Please provide aiiy study or aiialyses that exist 
exaiiiiiiiiig the requireiiieiits (tasks, costs, etc) to develop the appropriate pipeline 
iiifiastructure in each of llie options. Also, iiiclude the saiiie iiiforiiiation for Option 5 ill 

which BS 1 is coiiverted to a gas-fired steam tiirbiiie unit. 

Rekr  to ICIUC 1-14 Attacluiieuts I tlxough 3 for inforination in regards to the gas 
pipeliiies in support of the BS1 gas coiiversioii (Option 5). R e k r  to KIUC 1-14 
Attacluiieiit 4 for information regarding the gas pipelines in support or  BS I coiiibiiied 
cycle wi t s  (Options 2 aiid 3). 

Confidential treatment is being sought for tlie entirety of Attacliiiieiits 1-4. 

TNESS: Scott C Weaver 



KPSC Case No. 201 2-00578 
KIUC's First Set of Data Requests 

Dated February 6,2013 
Item No. 14 

Attachments 1-4 
Page 1 of 1 



IIgPSC &lase No. 2082-00578 
E<11JC7s First Set of 

!item No. 15 
Page 1 o f 1  

Y 

REQUEST 

Why didn't Ms. Weaves mention Option 5 at page 20 in his discussion 01- pipeline 
infrastructure? 

RESPONSE 

The question and answer begiiuiing 011 line 3 of page 20 of Mr. Weaver's direct testiiiioiip 
clearly identifies the Big Sandy Unit 1 Gas Conversion "...as a coiiipoiieiil o i  Option # 5  
in this filing." 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 
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Please supply a revised Table 1-1 in Exhibit SCW-1 showing the winter peak lorecast 101 

Kentucky Power aiid AEP-East. 

See ICIIJC 1 - 16 Attacluiieiit 1. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 
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Projected (Winter) Peak Demand and Internal Load 
KPCo and AEP-East 

(Sep-2012 Fcst)  

I internal Load (GWh) I 
KPCo AEP-East* 

Year 
2012 7,444 127,337 

10-Year  (201 2-2021). 

Total  Growth 1,885 
Compound Annua l  Growth Rate 0.37% 0.16% 

20-Year (20 12-2031). 

Total  Growth 694 11,011 
Compound Annual  Growth Rate 0.47% 0.44% 

(A) Actual ,  W e a t h e r  Normal ized winter peak 

* AEP-East  includes Ohio-Wires customers 



Y 

With regard to tlie highest suiiiiner aiid winter peaks that occurred in the 2006/2007 time 
period, what eveiits caused such high peaks at those times, and what load loss has 
occurred siiice tlieii tliat resulted in the load being iiiuch lower begiiuiiiig in 20 12 in Table 
1-1 iii Exhibit SCW-I. 

ESPONSE 

The Coiiipaiiy lias experienced decliiiiiig load siiice the 2006/2007 time period. The 
historical loads showii in Exhibit SCW-1 have iiot beeii adjusted for weather or abiioriiial 
eveiits. The Company's load eiidured tlie iiiipact ol: receiit 1J.S. recession fairly well 
However, the decliiie iii tlie coal productioii sector in the iiiost receiit years lias had ai1 
iiiipact on load Coal production lias dropped sharply between 2,007 aiid 20 1 1 according 
to data from the Energy Iiiforiiiatioii Adiiiiiiistratioii (EIA). For Eastern Keiitiick y, coal 
111 oductioii dropped by 1 5.9% diiring tliat tiiiie period. Although tlie Coiiipaiiy does not 
serve all of the Eastern ICentucky coal producers, it is good iiidicator of coal activity 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 
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Kent u c Icy Pow e r Co rn pa n y 

REQUEST 

l'agc 4 of Exhibit SCW-1 states that for tlie initial 2010/1 1 through 201 5/16 Planning 
Years IQCo gave notice to opt-out of the PJM RPM 3 year forward capacity auction m t l  
lo meet its resource obligation through the Fixed Resource Requirement ( "FRR" ) 
construct. When that decision was made, were any analyses conducted'? 11' so. please 
provide the analyses, electronically, with all formula intact, with no pasted in valurs 

RESPONSE 

Qualitative assessiiieiits were doiie. Please refer to KIUC 1-18 Attachments 1 and 2 I'm ;I 

tlcscription of the decisioii criteria utilized for the most recent PY 15/16 election. Other 
ivritten and/or electronic assessiiieiits for tlie previous elections above h a x  not bccn 
1 oca t e tl . 

WITNESS: Raiiie I< Wohidias 
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Interconnection Aareement (East Pool) 
Proposal to the Oberating Committee' 

Date: March 6,2012 
Subject: 2015/2016 PJM FRR / RPM Capacity Election 

Background 

AEPSC on behalf of its East operating companies needs to advise PJM of its election as to 

whether its system, or the individual operating companies, will be in the RPM capacity market 

for PJM planning year ("PY") 2015/2016 ("15/16") which runs from June 1, 2015 through May 

31, 2016, or will self-supply their RTO capacity requirements under the FRR option Such 

elections are made three years in advance of the actual delivery year 

Currently and through PY 14/15 the East operating companies provide capacity as a collective 

group to satisfy their aggregate capacity and reserve requirements to PJM under the FRR 

alternative. FRR was chosen because it provides efficiencies to the East Pool Members and 

aligns with the bundled structure and the cost-of-service ratemaking principles of the majority of 

AEP's eastern states. 

Developments in Ohio indicate that in the future Ohio Power ("OPCo") is unlikely to be aligned 

with the bundled structure and the cost-of-service ratemaking principles of the majority of AEP's 

eastern states This suggests that OPCo's election for RPM or FRR for PY 15/16 should be 

evaluated separately from the other East operating companies While recent Ohio Commission 

orders have provided uncertainty as to the exact timing of certain events, Ohio law requires 

OPCo to legally separate its generation business from its wires business, and it is anticipated 

that separation remains likely to occur prior to PY 15/16 This suggests that OPCo should elect 

RPM for PY 15/16 

The other East operating companies, Appalachian Power ("APCo"), Indiana Michigan Power 

("l&M) and Kentucky Power ("KPCo") are not governed by the election made by OPCo for PY 

15/16 FRR is still a valid and efficient choice for these companies for PY 15/16, since it is 

anticipated that the Pool Members other than OPCo may ultimately be parties to arrangements 

that would allow them to continue to elect FRR in the future In addition, extension of the FRR 

election to PY 15/16 is only a one year commitment that preserves the companies' current 

Page 1 of2  
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status and avoids unnecessary disruption. Additional capacity will be required in PY 15/16 for 

these companies to elect the FRR option APCo, I&M and KPCa have several options for 

obtaining the necessary capacity that would permit them to elect the FRR alternative for PY 

15/16 

Recammendation 

Recommend that Ohio Power elect RPM for PY 15/16 

Recommend that APCo, I&M and KPCo collectively elect FRR for PY 15/16 

Support far Recommendation 

1) Recognizing that OPCo will continue to pursue corporate separation and removal from the 
East Pool, RPM will give the Company the most options for implementing a full transition to 

market The RPM construct also simplifies the capacity issues surrounding retail customer 

choice Additionally an RPM election (versus continued FRR participation with the other 

AEP East Companies) will provide the Company with more flexibility regarding the ultimate 

disposition of its capacity resources 

2) At this time it is still beneficial for bundled, regulated utilities such as APCo, I&M and KPCo 

to self-supply their PJM capacity obligations collectively through an FRR plan This 

recommendation is based upon the benefits of spreading capacity resource performance 

risk over a larger portfolio of resources and greater operating company resource planning 

flexibility Since APCo, I&M and KPCo have elected FRR for the past eight PJM planning 

years, this election will only be for one planning year Otherwise, if the Companies were to 

elect RPM it would be for a minimum of five PJM planning years 

Page 2 of 2 
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Present: Committee Representatives 
Richard Munczinski - Pool Manager 
Charles Pattan -Appalachian Power Company 

CounsellSecretay 
John Crespo, Esq. 

Absent: Committee Representatives 
Paul Chodak Ill 
Gregory Pauley 
Joseph Hamrock 

- Indiana Michigan Power Company 
- Kentucky Power Company 
- Ohio Power Company 

The meeting was called to order at approximately 5:3Q p.m. with Mr. Munczinski presiding. 

Mr. Munczinski identified one proposal for Operating Committee ("Committee") 
consideration that was previously distributed to all of the Committee Members: 

1) 2015/2016 PJM FRR / RPM Capacity Election (Attachment I) 

The Committee Representatives present reviewed the proposal and approved the 
recommendation by voice vote. 

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 5145 p.m. 

Pre-Meetinq Note: Mr. Chodak and Mr. Pauley, due to their inability to attend the meeting, 
reviewed and approved the proposal by e-mail message prior to the meeting. 

Post-Meetina Note. Following the meeting, Mr. .Joseph Hamrock was also apprised of the 
Operating Committee action and indicated his approval of the proposal by e-mail 
message. 

Page 1 of 1 
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Page 8 of Exhibit SCW-I states that Table 1-3 (Reserve Margin Table) was prepared 
assuiiiiing that tlie Company would coiitiiitie to elect to participate in PJM's capacity 
auction construct as a self-plaimiiig entity. Please supply a revised table along with an 
explanation of all changes that would have to be iiiade assuming a decisioii was inade to 
participate in the PJM-RPM under the capacity auction construct. 

RESPONSE 

Please see ICIUC I - 19 Attaclmeiit 1 for tlie requested revised table 

The primary change was the reflection of an updated RPM Iiistalled Reserve Maigiii 
("IRM") value that was establislied based 011 the projected capacity value pricing lroiii thc 
AEP Fuiidaiiieiital Aiialysis group. As detailed in ICITJC 1-1 9 Attacliiiieiil 2, this implied 
IRM was calculated to be higher tliaii tlie "fixed" IRM 01 15.4% that was assuiiied Cor 
ptirpose of establishing an FRR-based ICPCo capacity positioii in Exhibit SCW-I, Table 
1-3, as-filed. The result being that the long-teriii MW capacity deficit positioii [or IQCo 
was deteriiiiiied to be greater uiider a PJM-RPM construct versus FRR. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 
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Cupauly Cost Capuly  Idceded Cn'Fr  
2018 8201.9 178.545 17.2% 

a16  
2017 
2010 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2025 
2025 
2027 
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2029 
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$3929 175043 
53922 175W9 



KPSC Case No 2012-00578 
KIUC's Fist Set of Dala Requesls 

DaledFebwary6,2013 
Item No 19 

AtlachmenlZ 
Page 3 ofB 

D 
0 

0 0 0 0 0  

0 0 0 0 0  w v t w w w  
99999000 

0 0 0 0 0  

0 0 0 0 0  w w w w w  
99949000 

0 0 0 0 0  

0 0 0 0 0  w w w v t v t  
99999000 

- 
0 0 0 0 0  

0 0 0 0 0  
Vfwwwfvf 

9 9 9 9 9 0 0 0 

1 



2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
202s 
2026 
2027 
2028 
2029 
2030 

2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
2016 
2017 
2018 
2019 
2020 
2021 
2022 
2023 

1 

2 7  
2028 
2029 
2030 

NATURAL GN(Hcniy Hub1 
iSildM0!uI 

BASE ARernatiYe srcnorior 
FICCt FTGAPR: FT-CSAPR: R.CSAPR: FT-CSAPR: 

CSAPR HlGHERDand nand Carbon Carbon 
Transition: LOWER Early N o  

U,b>","?0*2 r.,mninm*l c . ,bon i" l i l2  Orm"i"?o:l 

4 4 8  448 
494 5 4 3  
5 3 8  602 
5 5 2  6 2 9  
5 9 9  694 
613 723 
6 3 2  746 
6 4 6  762 
6 5 2  769 
6 7 5  7 9 7  
7 0 7  834 
726 857 
7 5 1  8 8 6  
7 7 s  914 
7 8 5  926 
8 0 4  9 4 9  
8 2 2  9 7 8  
8 4 1  1408 
8 5 2  1048 

3 94 
4 35 
4 73 
4 86 
5 27 
5 39 
5 56 
5 €8 
5 73 
5 91 
6 22 
639  
6 61 
6 e2 
6 9 1  
7 08 
7 23 
7 40 
7 SO 

4 48 
4 94 
5 38 
5 52 
5 99 
6 4 2  
6 60 
6 73 
6 78 
7 06 
7 22 
7 35 
7 51 
7 7 s  
7 85 
8 04 
8 22 
8 41 
8 52 

448 
4 94 
5 38 
5 52 
5 99 
6 13 
5 3 2  
6 4 6  
6 52 
5 60 
6 68 
6 8 6  

7 10 
7 32 
7 42 
7 60 
7 77 
7 94 
8 os 

NATURALGN (HcnrqHub) (REAL.2OIOS) 
IYMMmei 

'EASE' AilcmDlive Sccnotior 
Flcct FT.CSAPR: F IGAPR:  FT-CSAPR: FI-CSAPR: 

CSAPR HIGHERBand Band Carbon Carbon 
Tranrilion: LOWER Erdy No 

i*,b^" /" 2022 O b "  8" m 2 2  c.:lan I" a11 armon 8" 2017 

4 22 
4 57 
4 84 
4 86 
5 18 
5 22 
5 $0 
5 34 
5 31 
5 42 
5 59 
5 66 
5 76 
5 86 
5 85 
5 90 
5 94 
5 99 
5 99 

4 22 
5 03 
5 42 
5 54 
6 01 
6 1 6  
6 26 
6 30 
6 26 
6 39 
6 59 
6 68 
6 80 
6 91 
6 90 
6 96 
7 07 
7 18 
7 36 

3 71 
4 02 
4 26 
4 27 
4 56 
4 GO 
4 67 
4 70 
4 67 
4 77 
4 92 
4 98 
5 07 
5 15 
5 15 
5 19 
5 23 
5 17 
5 27 

4 22 
4 57 
4 84 
4 86 
5 18 
5 47 
5 54 
5 56 
5 52 
5 67 
5 70 
5 73 
5 76 
5 86 

5 90 
5 94 
5 99 
5 99 

s e5 

4 22 
4 57 
4 84 
4 86 
5 18 
5 22 
5 30 
5 34 
5 31 
5 30 
5 28 
5 3s  

5 45 
5 53 
5 53 
5 58 
5 62 
5 66 
5 66 

OW 
OW 
O W  
OW 
OW 
0 03 
0 03 
0 00 
0 00 
0 00 

15 08 
15 28 
15 48 
15 67 
15 88 

0 03 
0 00 
0 00 
0 00 
0 00 
OM 
o w  
OW 
o w  
OW 

15 48 
15 67 
1588 
1608 
1629 

0 00 
0 00 
0 00 
0 00 
0 00 
OW 
O W  
OW 
OW 
OW 

15 48 
15 67 
15 88 
1608 
1629 

000 
0 00 
0 DO 
0 00 
0 00 

15  08 
15 28 
1547 
15 68 
15 88 
16 08 
1629 
15 SO 
1672 
1694 

1608 1650 1650 1716 
1629 1672 1672 1738 
1650 1694 1694 1760 
1672 1712 1716 1784 

FT-CSAPR 
N O  

Carbon 

000 
0 00 
0 00 
0 00 
0 00 
000 
0 00 
0 00 
0 00 
0 00 
OW 
OW 
OW 
OW 
o w  
OW 
O W  
O W  
OW 

56 75 
58 w 
w w  
62 36 
64 72 
65 92 
67 18 
68 45 
6971 
71 18 
70 90 
72 37 
73 87 
75 38 
7691 
78 46 
80 04 
81 65 
83 27 

6413 5391 5675 
6670 5336 SED3 
6900 5340 €OW 
7234 5 5 5 0  6236 
7508 5760 6472 
7647 5867 M03 
7793 5979 6522 
7940 6092 6646 
8087 6205 6768 
8257 63 35 69 10 
8224 6310 7055 
0395 6441 7202 
8569 6574 7351 
8744 6709 7501 
8922 6845 7654 
9102 6983 7808 
9285 7124 7965 
9471 72 66 8125 
9660 7411 8287 

Fl UAPR 
ti0 

Carbon 

5675 
58 W 
€ a W  
62 36 
64 72 
65 92 
67 18 
68 45 
69 71 
71 18 
72 67 
74 18 
75 71 
77 26 
78 84 
8043 
82 !M 
83 69 
85 36 

f ON.PcrliEneiw(PJM.AEPGen Hub) I I  OFF-Pcuk Encrw (PIM.AEP t e n  Hub1 1 
(S/rnWIll (VMwhl 

BNE' AitcmOliYe Srenorior 'BASE' Aliemotive Scenarior 
Fleet Fl-CSAPR: Fl-CSAPR: FT-CSAPR: FI-CSAPR: Fleet FI-CSAPR: FT.CSAPR: FICSAPR FILSAPR: 

Traniltlon LOWER 
CSAPR HIGHER Band sand 

i l *cr i"?i ,2  C I l b " l " l 3 2 l  u, ,mio,( i i i  

5057 5516 4759 
5014 5548 4498 
5424 6203 4926 
5671 6549 5360 
6356 7180 5875 
6348 7172 5920 
M I 8  7315 6006 
6944 7408 6090 
6633 7516 6086 
6764 7700 6238 
7679 8588 72 €4 
7833 8797 7425 
8034 8973 7499 
8218 9227 7625 
8323 9367 7771 
5157 9554 7922 
8625 9814 8055 
8764 10030 8153 
8934 10370 8278 

Early 
Carbon 

Uk" /" 121, 

49 73 
48 59 
54 28 
5642 
62 42 
71 84 
72 73 
73 21 
73 82 
7s 7s 
77 34 
78 43 
79 5s 
81 48 
82 70 
84 24 
86 25 
87 32 
8875 

No Tranlillon: LOWER Early 
Carbon CSAPR HlGHER8and sand Carbon 

C r b m h 2 0 1 2  cr,mn,nm:2 C*O*"i"2(l22 u,banin2oi, 

SO 30 30 92 
47 85 3055 
54 45 33 26 
5679 33 89 
63 74 39 57 
M 4 1  41 57 
65 25 42 57 
66 31 43 w 
66 55 44 18 

6728 45 76 
68 31 55 93 
70 32 55 84 
71 M 58 85 
73 07 w 37 
73 9.1 61 06 
7s 28 62 M 
7651 64 05 
77 70 65 66 
78 95 67 49 

33 66 
3501 
38 84 
4047 
45 94 
4809 
4948 
50 18 
51 40 
5301 
63 44 
65 25 
6665 
6879 
70 11 
7207 
74 08 

76 20 
78 87 

29 07 
28 55 
31 15 
3216 
36 16 
3859 
3925 
4001 
40 52 
41 76 
52 41 
53 42 
54 17 
55 93 
56 67 
5815 
5905 
60 20 
61 12 

30 33 
30 IS 
32 95 
33 73 
38 5s 
51 W 
52 03 
52 82 
53 54 
55 14 
56 56 
57 35 
58 69 
60 38 
61 28 
62 85 
W 56 
65 80 

6682 

ti0 
Carbon 

30 27 
29 97 
33 34 
34 34 
40 12 
4 1  67 
42 70 
43 47 
44 35 
45 22 
45 22 
47 67 
48 94 
SO 72 
S I  59 
53 19 
54 40 
5s 78 
5665 

KPSC Case No. 2012-00578 
KIUC's First Set of Data Requests 

Dated February 6,20 13 
Item No. 19 

Attachment 2 
, Page4of6 

79 97 
83 46 
84 83 
85 21 
85 52 
85 31 
86 91 
88 58 
90 22 
92 07 
91 66 
93 52 
95 41 
97 31 
99 24 

10119 12143 8905 10370 103 72 
103 18 123 e1  9080 10268 10s 76 
105 19 12623 9257 1 M 6 8  107 82 

9146 
97 95 
101 44 
102 25 
10262 
102 37 
104 33 
106 30 
10826 
11048 
10999 
112 22 
114 49 
11677 
11909 

75 97 
75 11 
74 65 
74 98 
75 26 
75 07 
76 51 
77 95 
79 39 
81 02 
80 66 
82 30 
83 96 
85 63 
87 33 

7997 7997 
8346 8346 
8483 8483 
8521 8521 
8552 8552 
8283 8531 
8441 8694 
8600 8858 
8759 9022 
8938 9207 
91 21 9395 
9307 9586 
94 94 9779 
9684 9974 
98 76 101 72 

14724 12869 9437 10672 10992 

I CaprriWVaiue (PJM.RlORPM) * I 
IS/lriiv.ory) 

Alternolivc Sccnoilor ONE 
F I c E ~  FT-CSAPR: FI-CSAPR: FT-CSAPR: FI-CSAPR: 

Tranrilion: Early 
CSAPR HIGHER Bind LOWW Band Carbon 

C r b i n i n m n  urbin3n2022 

5544 5544 
2303 2303 
8 5 0 5  8505 

21525 21525 

166 43 

330 64 

34458 39196 I :;::I ::::: 

i l 3 t m i n 2 0 n  c>,mnl":DII 

5544 5544 
2303 2303 
8505 8505 

21525 21525 
28192 28192 
23085 21098 
17976 18039 
18664 21457 
21257 24347 
23870 26505 
26471 28918 
28814 31073 
30840 32958 
32558 34958 
34004 35861 
35060 36350 
35823 37013 
362 96 372 91 
36129 37216 

NO 

Curbon 

55 44 
23 03 
8509 

215 2s 
281 92 
240 98 
205 39 
230 57 
261 47 
295 05 
322 i e  
345 73 
364 58 
380 58 
394 61 
405 50 
413 13 
416 94 
418 16 

KlUC 1-19. AIBchmcnl2.xI5 
Capanty Foramst 



KPSC Case No. 2012-00578 
KIUC's First Set of Data Requests 

Dated Febrbary 6, 2013 

RTO Notes: Attachment 2 
Page 5 of 6 

I I I I I I l - l F N s 9 - .  
2/1/2013 734653.~3 2016-2017 R P M  Base Res idua l  Auction Plann ing  Parameters 

Instailed Reserve Margin (IRM) 
Pool-Vihde Average EFORd 
Forecast Pool Requirement (FPR) 
Demand Resource (DR) Factor 
Preliminary Forecast Peak Load 165,424.9 
Short-Term Resource Procurement Target 2.5% 
-Credit Rate, S/MW $36,193.04 

15.6% 
5.69% 
1,0902 
0.955 

1. Load daia: from 2013 Load Report. 
2. Adjustments were made in the Zonal Peak Load Forecast of AEP, DEOK, and EKPC to account for EKPC integration 
3. Parameters will updaied after the 3/13/13 FRR eleciion deadline to reflect FRR load 
4. See "Net CONE" worksheet for Net CONE calculations. 

~ 

LOCATIONAL DELlVERABlLlN AREA (LDA) 

RTO MAAC EMAAC SWMAAC PS PS NORTH DPL SOUTH PEPCO ATSl ATSI-Cleveland 

NA 5,2 2 0.0 6.140.0 5,840.0 6,450.0 2,450.0 1,580.0 2,730.0 5,390.0 3,800.0 

NA 6,495.0 8,916.0 8,342.0 6.581.0 2,936.0 1,864.0 6,655.0 7.861.0 5,245.0 

180,346.2 72,299.0 39,694.0 17.316.0 12,870.0 6,440.0 3.160.0 9,012.0 16,255.0 6,164.0 

CETO 
CETL 
Reliabilily Requirement 
Total Peak Load of FRR Entities 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Preliminary FRR Obligation 0.0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Reliability Requirement adjusted for FRR 

Short-Ten Resource Procurement Target 
Net CONE, SIMW-Day (UCAP Price) 

Point (a) UCAP Price, SIMW-Day 

Point (b) UCAP Price, SIMW-Day 
Point (c) UCAP Price, SIMW-Day 
Point (a) UCAP Level, MW 
Point (b) UCAP Level, MW 
Point (c) UCAP Level, MW 
Participant-Funded ICTRs Awarded 
Post-Clearing BRA Credit Rate (LMT), SIMW 
Post-Ciearing BRA Credit Rate (ES), SIMW 
Post-Cleanny BRA Credit Rate (ANL), $/MW 
Min Ext Summer Resource Req'ment. MW 
Min Annual Resource Req'ment, MW 

Variable Resource Requirement Curve: 

6,440.0 3,160 0 9,0120 16,255 0 6,164.0 

4,508.7 1.664.8, 907.6 384.0 288.9 140.1 66.5 185.3 362.4 124.3 
$330.53 $276.90 $329.94 $276.90 $329.94 $329.94 $329.94 $276.90 $362.64 $362.64 

$495.80 $415.35 $494.91 $415.35 $494.91 $454.91 $494.91 $415.35 $543.96 $543.96 

$276.90 $362.64 $362.64 $330.53 $276.90 $329.94 $276.90 $329.94 $329.94 5329.94 
$66.11 $55.38 $65.99 $55.38 $65.99 $65.99 $65.99 $55.38 $72.53 $72.53 

177.397.6 71,259.7 39.129.8 17.081.8 12.692.4 6,355.6 3.120.5 8,904.6 16,033.3 8,093.0 

183,637.4 73,761.4 40,503.3 17.681.0 13.137.8 6,578.4 3,230.2 9.216.5 16,595.7 6,306.3 
NA 159.0 NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 

180,346 2 72,299.0 39,694 0 17,316 0 12,870 0 

~~ ~ 

171.157.2 68,758.0 37,756.3 16.482.7 12.247.1 6,132.8 3,011.5 8,592.8 15,470.8 5,879.7 

171,734.7 61,861.2 28,559.2 7,947.3 5.483.4 3.113.3 1.151.3 1,903.9 7,668.1 676.8 

162,262.0 58,109.3 24,606.9 6,627.2 4.214.2 2,503.1 940.5 941.0 6,200.8 0.0 
~~ 

Short-Ten FRR Portion of Preliminary 
Resource the Preliminary Zonal Peak Load CETL CETLto CETO 2012Zonal WIN Preliminary BaseZonal LDARonel 1 (Changes I Ratio 1 ~~$~~~~~ 1 L"."",/ FR:zt:ng 1 Procurement 1 Peak Load 1 Forecast less 1 1 Target Forecast FRR load** shown in red) 

FRR Load Requirements: 
~ 

Min 9'. Internal Resource Req'ment 

Min 9'0 Ext Summer Resource Req'rnent 
Min 9'. Annual Resource Req'ment 
LDA CETOICETL Data; Zonal Peak Loads, Base Zonal FRR 

NA 
95.2% 
90.0% 

98.8?'. 84.89'. 58.49'. 54.4% 62.5% 48.7% 31.8% 57.8% 18.5% 
~ ~~~~ 

85.6% 71.9% 45.9% 36.4% 21.1% 47.2% 11.0% 

80.4% 62.0% 38.3% 32.7% 38.9% 29.89'. 10.4% 38.1% 0.0% 

Scaling Factors, and Zonal Short-Term Resource Procurement Target. 
* (Asterisk] - LDA has adequate internal resources to meet the reliability criterion. 

I I I I I I I 
ATSI, DPL and PS Zonal peak loads and Short-Term Resource Procurement Targets include the corresponding sub-zonal ValUeS. 

____.___- 

I 

RTO 
AE 

AEP 
APS 
ATSI 

ATSI-CLEVELAND 
BGE 

COMED 
DAYTON 

DEOK 
DLCO 
DOM 

0 NA NA NA 154,514.8 165.424.9 NA 4,508.7 165,424.9 -___ 
1,030 > 1185 > 115% 2.600.0 2,782.0 1.07000 75.8 0 2,782.0 
2,110 > 2427 > 115% 22,663.9 24,007.6 1.05929 654.3 0 24,007.6 
1,970 > 2266 > 115% 8,210.0 8,788.0 1.07016 239.5 0 8,786.0 
5,390 7,881 1465'. 12,660.0 13,295.0 1.05016 362.4 0 13,295.0 
3.800 5,245 138% NA 4.562.3 NA 124.3 0 4,562.3 
5,130 > 5900 w 115% 6,870.0 7.288.0 1.06084 198.6 0 7,288.0 
1,330 > 1530 > 1155b 21,650.0 23,504.0 1.08564 640.6 0 23,504.0 
960 > 1104 > 115% 3,230.0 3,556.0 1.10093 96.9 0 3,556.0 

3,800 > 4370 115% 5,246.5 5,572.2 1.06208 151.9 0 5,572.2 
1,350 > 1553 > 115% 2,800.0 2.996.0 1.07000 81.7 0 2,996.0 
-70 18,570.0 20,415.0 1.09935 556.4 0 20,415.0 

______ 

--- 
DPL 1,000 

DPL SOUTH 1,580 
EKPC 580 
JCPL 3,300 

METED 1,170 
PECO 2,860 

PENLC 1.300 
PEPCO 2,730 

PL (incl. UGI) 1,360 
PS 6,450 

PS NORTH 2,450 
RECO NA 

E M M C  6,140 
SWMMC 5,840 

Western M M C  -3.840 
M M C  5,220 

Weslem PJM 5,940 
ILimiting conditions at the CETL for modeled LDAs: 

LDA 

> 1150 > 115% 3,950.0 4,212.0 1,06633 114.8 0 4,212.0 

> 667 > 115% 2,109.4 2,213.1 1.04916 60.3 0 2,213.1 

> 1346 > 1150,'. 2,820.0 3,068.0 1,08794 83.6 0 3,068.0 

3 3289 > 115% 8,320.0 8,9 0 8.0 1.07067 242.8 0 8,908.0 

> 1495 5 1 15% 2,740.0 3,044.0 1.11095 83.0 0 3,044.0 

6,655 244% 6,540.0 6,800.0 1,03976 185.3 0 6,800.0 

> 1564 > 115% 7,075.0 7,581.0 1.07152 205.6 0 7,581.0 

2,936 120% NA 5,141.0 NA 140.1 0 5.141.0 

0 1,864 118% NA 2.438.7 NA 66.5 2,438.7 

0 > 3795 ~ 1 1 5 %  5,9 6 0.0 6,381.0 1.07084 173.9 6,381.0 

_____-- 

-~ 

0 6,581 102% 10,100.0 10,600.0 1.04950 288.9 10,600.0 - 

NA NA 400.0 416.0 1.04000 11.3 0 416.0 
8,916 145% NA 33,299.0 NA 907.6 0 

0 8,342 143?'0 NA 14,088.0 NA 381.0 ' ** Used lo allocate 
Shod-Ten 

Procuremsnl Target 
NA 13,693.0 NA 373.2 0 Resource ~- 

~ lo Zones 6,495 124% NA 61.080.0 NA 1,664.8 
> 6831 > 115% NA 63,929.9 NA 2,287.5 0 

ViolationILimitiny Facility 
~ 

M M C  ThenallSandy Spring -High Ridge 230 kV -~ 
E M M C  Vollage1Loss of Keeney - Rock Springs 500 kV 

S W M C  ThermalIEdwards Ferry - Dickerson 230 kV 
PS ThermaiIRoseland - Cedar Grove 230 kV F 

PSNORTH ThermallCedar Grove F - Cliflon K 230 kV line. 
DPLSOUTH TherrnalMlye Mill - Long Wood 69 kV line. 

PEPCO TIiermalConastone - Northwest 230 kV 
ATSI ThermalIAshtabula 345I138 kV lianSf0ner 

ATSI-CLEVELAND ThermalIAshiabula 345I138 kV transformer 
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REQUEST 

Please esplaiii wliy coluiiiii 17 (EFORd values) or Table 1-3 aiid Tablc 1-4 ale d~lTe1ent. 
Also, please supply Tables 1-3 aiid 1-4 electronically with all Eoriiiulas intact an([ no 
pasted in values. 

RESPONSE 

EFORd values are developed based on the expectecl perforiiiaiice of the units that iiialte 
up the Company's portfolio. For Table 1-3, both Rig Sandy units are retired and iiot 
replaced, so they are not iiicluded in tlie EFORd calculation. In Table 1-4, both Big 
Sandy units are retired aiid replaced with tlie Mitchell units, so the Mitchell unit EFORcl 
is included in llie EFORd calculation. Please see file WP Ex SCW-1C&D (ICPCo PJM 
Going-in Capacity Position (Sep-20 12 Fcst))( With Fomul&).xls on tlie eiiclosed C6. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 



REQUEST 

TabIe 1-4 in Exhibit SCW-1 page 10 of 15 iiidicales in 2026 a 300 rVfW CC iuiit was 
added in 2026. However, SCW-Sa page 1 of 2, Option 6 iiidicates that a 381MW BFCC 
uiiit was added in 202,6. Please explain why the two tables are different. 

In Exhibit SCW-1 Table 1-4, tlie 300 MW CC unit added in 2026 is ail approximate 
placeholder €or a reasonably like-sized NG-CC capacity addition in that year basccl on [lie 
assrriiiptions rrsed in the analysis. More iiziportaiitly, as 2026 approaches, I<PCo will 
iiialce the decision 011 the type and size of capacity that best iiieets its caiiacity aiid energy 
needs in the 2026 time frame using the best available assuiiiptioiis at that time. 

~ ~ ~ N ~ S ~ :  Scott C Weaver 
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Y 

REQUEST 

Please explaiii how the important cliaracteristics (capacity, heat rate, fuel cost, 
availability assumptions, eiiviroiuiieiital, duct firing, etc) aiid costs (capital cost per l<W7 
capital cost dollars, capital revenue reqtliremeiits, cap aclds, cap add revenue 
requirements, O&M) of all of the types of CTs aiid CC uiiits iiiodeled in tlie study were 
developed. Please provide a copy of all soiirce docuiiieiits and all workpapeus in which 
the cliaracteristics aiid costs were developed, a id  supply any reveiiue requirement iiioclels 
with all iiiput assuiiiptioiis and output results included. Please sLipply these worlqmpers 
electronically with all forinulas intact and 110 pasted in values. Note that there are several 
examples of different types of CC uiiits to compare including the 762 MW BFCC imit in  
Option 2, the 745 MW repowered CC miit in Optioii 3, the 352 MW CC unit added in 
2021 in Optioii 4, tlie 381 MW RFCC unit added in 20% also in Optioii 4, and tlie 300 
MW CC wiit iiicluded in Table 1-4 of Exhibit SCW-I. 

RESPONSE 

The cost and perforiiiaiice values shown for the geiieric CT aiicl CC are prepared lor use 
in initial screenings of generation teclviology optioiis and for general discussioiis 
iegaidiiig typical cost aiid perforiiiartce cliaracteristics of tliese optioiis. Thc values 
represeiit managements’ opiiiioii regarding these techiiology options mid are not site 
specific. The values have been clevelopecl over time and. tlie sources Tor the values ale 
iiuiiierous. Examples of soiirces utilized are the Electric Power Research Institute’s 
Tecluiical hssessiiieiit Guicle, Maiiufacturers’ iiiforiiiation, Industry Press Releases, Gas 
Turbiiie World I-faiiclbook, IHS CERA Capital Cost for New Units aiid Iiiteriial Studies. 

Please see file 2012 IRP Cost Model Simple & Coiiibiiied Cycle Optioiis 11-08-12 
Options Studied DR22.xls on tlie eiiclosed CD. 



Also see oii the enclosed CD: 

Big Sandy CC BB Cost Est Study Final Siuiimary Report-Vl-05-31-11 .pdl 
Coiifideiitial - BS CC BB Cost Est Study Final Baclt~ip Data-V2_05-20-11 - Book 

Coiifideiitial - BS CC BE3 Cost Est Study Filial Backup Data-V2-05-20-1l-Book 

Confidential - BS CC BB Cost Est Stitdy Final Backtip Data-V2-05-20-11 __ Book 

Coiifideiitial - RS CC BB Cost Est Study Filial Backup Datta-V2-05-20-11-Book 

BS CC BB Cost Est Study F-Class Iteration Executive Summary-06-20-1 1 .pcK 
BS 1 Repoweriiig Cost Est Study Filial Suiiiiiiary Report. 09-1 6- I 1 .pdl 
BS I Repowering Cost Est Study Filial Summary Reporc09- 16- 1 l-(Exliibits and 
At1 tacluiieiit s) . pdf 

1 .pdf 

2.1Jdr 

3 .]I df 

4 pdf 

~~~~~~~: Scott C Weaver 
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Please explain why the Mitsubislii 2x1 M-501 GAC was selected as opposed lo GE or 
Sieiiieiis CC iiiiits for Optioiis 2 or 3 as discussed at page 19 of Mr. Weaver's testimony 

RESPONSE 

The design basis identified tlie use of MHI501 GAC combustion turbines for the singular 
purpose of developing the cost estimate for a 2x2,xl combined cycle plant of 
approximately 800 MW in size. The M-501 GAC tecluiology was developed jointly by 
Mitsubislii aiid Westinghouse. Sieiiieiis obtaiiied this tecluiology as a result of their 
sulxequeiit take-over of Westinghouse. The Sieiiieiis aid Mitsubishi offerings, lor the 
purposes of the study, were coiisidered equivalent; tlierefore, tlie Mitsubislii offering was 
chosen for evaluation as it would be representative of a Sieiiieiis offering, aiicl w o ~ l d  
allow the opportunity to obtain a coinpetitive bid should the project proceed. To obtain 
an equivalent output using the available Geiieral Electric machines would have required a 
configuration more coiiiplex thaii the 2 x 2 ~ 1  configuration aiid would have been iiioi-e 
costly on a $/KW basis. It was tlierefore not pwsued. 

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver 


