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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 the information contained therein is true and correct to the best
of his information, knowledge and belief
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Mark A. Becker

STATE OF OKLAHOMA )
) CASE NO. 2012-00578
COUNTY OF TULSA )

Subscribed and sworn to before m f Notary Public in and before said County

and State, by Mark A. Becker, this the February, 2013.
| 1 I By
] Notdry Public
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Meftary Pubdic in ang tor ;
STATE OF 03 AHGRIA 5
Commission f* U?f:OjJJb
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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.
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Karl R. Bletzackeo

STATE OF OHIO

CASE NO. 2012-00578
COUNTY OF FRANKLIN

S N N’

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, by Karl R. Bletzacker, this the day of February 2013.
i W Onnled
Holly M. Charles Notary Putfljc

+= Notary Public-State of Ohio
My Commission Expires
March 7, 2016

My Commission Expires: W\(\)\V&W\ “ '. w\u




VERIFICATION

The undersigned, Jeffery D. LaFleur, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is Vice
President Generating Assets APCO/KY, 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

JEfFﬁW D. L AFLEUR
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA )

) Case No. 2012-00578
COUNTY OF KANAWHA )

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County
and State, by Jeffery D. LaFleur, this the lﬂ day of February 2013.
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Notary Public
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OFFICIAL SEAL
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA
NOTARY PUBLIC

L 2) DOROTHY E. PHILYAW & W )
] LACHIAN POWER .. .
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VERIFICATION

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
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Karl A. McDermott

STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) CASE NO. 2012-00578
COUNTY OF CHAMPAIGN )

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County
and State, by Karl A. McDermott, this the i day of February 2013.
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R —-1
o= v~ e
BRADLEY M. KRALL Notary PublicC)

! Notary Public, State of lilinois
% My commission expires 01/04/15 '
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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
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J 0% M. McManus

STATE OF OHIO )
) CASE NO. 2012-00578
COUNTY OF FRANKLIN )

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County
and State, by John M. McManus, this the __// _ day of February 2013.

Notary Publi%
JANET L. WHITE
olary Public, State of Ohlo

My Commission Expires: i iiasion Explros 09-05-2013




VERIFICATION

The undersigned, Gregory G. Pauley, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is the
President and Chief Operating Officer for Kentucky Power Company, 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/her information, knowledge and belief

Gregory éj@iey

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
) CASE NO. 2012-00578
COUNTY OF FRANKLIN )

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County
and State, by Gregory G. Pauley, this the / /Tf\day of February, 2013.
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ﬁlotaly Public
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VERIFICATION

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
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Scott C. Weaver

STATE OF OHIO )
) CASE NO. 2012-00578

R

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN

Subscribed and sworn to before rne a Notary Public in and before said County
and State, by Scott C. Weaver, this the / 5 “ day of February 2013.
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VERIFICATION

The undersigned, Ranie K. Wohnhas, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is the
Managing Director Regulatory and Finance for Kentucky 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

Ranie K. Wohnhas

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
) CASE NO. 2012-00578
COUNTY OF FRANKLIN )

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County
and State, by Ranie K. Wohnhas, this the //% day of February, 2013.
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KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests
Order Dated February 6,2013

Item No. 1

Page 1 of 1

Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 1 of Kentucky Power’s verified application (“Application”), where it
states, “[A]t this crossroad, and as promised earlier this year when Kentucky Power
withdrew its application to retrofit Big Sandy Unit 2, the Company has conducted in-
depth analysis of reasonable portfolio alternatives to determine the best path to ensure
adequate and reliable capacity for its customers.” Provide in electronic format, with
formulas intact and unprotected, along with the date the analysis was performed, copies
of all in-depth analyses performed to determine the best path to ensure adequate and
reliable capacity for Kentucky Power’s customers.

RESPONSE

Please see KPSC 1-1.zip on the enclosed CD for the response.

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver



KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests
Order Dated February 6, 2013

Item No. 2

Page 1 of 2

Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 11 of the Application, where it states, "[T[he net book value of the
fifty percent interest as of December 31, 2011 was $519 million and presently is
forecasted to be approximately $535 million at the time of closing.” Provide the
following:

a.

The projected investments, along with the estimated in service date of the
investments, which will cause the net book value to increase from $519 million as of
December 31, 2011 to the estimated $536 million as of the anticipated closing date
of December 31, 2013;

b. The December 31, 2012 allowance inventory and the associated cost for the Mitchell
and Big Sandy Plants;

c. An explanation, by plant, of how the Mitchell and Big Sandy Plants’ allowance
inventory and the associated costs are to be accounted for as of December 31, 2013,
the expected date of the Transfer and Assumption Transaction; and

d.  The net book value of the undivided 50 percent interest of the Mitchell generating
station as of December 31, 2012, including the book value of the transferred assets
and the book value of the assumed liabilities as of December 31, 2012.

RESPONSE

a.

Please see KPSC Staff 1-2 Attachment 1 for details on the capital spending forecast
for 2012 and 2013. The majority of the projects listed in the attachment will go in
service during 2012 and 2013.

Please see RKW-Exhibit 3 of Company witness Wohnhas' testimony for a
reconciliation from $519 million to $536 million. This exhibit starts with the net
book value as of 12/31/11 and then shows account balances that change over the
2012/13 time period. The primarily driver of the net book value increase is an
increase in utility plant ($79 million) which is offset by an increase in accumulated
depreciation expense ($63 million).



KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests
Order Dated February 6, 2013

Item No. 2

Page 2 of 2

b. The December 31, 2012 allowance inventory and associated costs for one-half of
Mitchell Plant allowances and Big Sandy allowances are provided below.

Approximate Values at

12/31/2012

(in millions)

Plant Quantity $ Value
Mitchell 0630 $ 3.733
Big Sandy 0.816 $ 10.101

c. The allowance inventory and associated costs of Mitchell will be transferred at cost
and recorded in account 158 as of December 31, 2013, which is the expected date of
the transfer. The transfer of the 50% interest in Mitchell Plant allowances has no
effect on the quantity and amount of allowances related to Big Sandy which continue
to be recorded at cost in account 158.

d. The value of the 50% interest Mitchell Generating Station including the value of
transferred assets and assumed liabilities as of December 31, 2012 is $538 million.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas



KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission's First Set of Data Requests

Dated February 6, 2013

item No. 2
Attachment 1
Page 1 0of 6
Mitchell Plant Estimated 2012 Capital Expense
Actuals through August and 2012 Confrol Budget amounts for Sept-December
Included in Asset Transfer Analysis 12-31-13 NBV Forecast
Dollars in Thousands
2012 Total - | 2012 Total -
100% of 50% of
Mitchell Unit Number Project Mitchell Mitcheli
Mitchell Plant Unit 1 000020312 ML U1 Ash WWT System 572 286
000021257 ML U1 ESP Upgrades 831 415
ARCFLA181 Arc Flash Protection Swi OPCo 7 3
FHNERC181 FHG NERC PPB OPCO 2 1
GWSCB Cap Bikt - Prod Plant Binkt (83) (42)
KML11EP05 KML E POWER CABLE REPLACEMENT 0 0
KML11EP0S KML E VALVE REPLACEMENT 6 IN G (1) (0)
KML11EP08 ELECTRICAL #1 2 1
KML11EPO9 KML E AIR COMPRESSOR RPL 16 8
KML11EP10 ELECTRICAL #3 29 14
KML11EP13 KM2 NORTH TRAVELING SCREEN RPL 1 0
KML11EP14 KML E MISC ELECTRICAL PROCESS 3 2
KML11EP50 ML1 PRECIPITATOR LIGHTING (15) (7)
KML11EP52 ML1 PRECIPITATOR TEMP POWER 2 (1)
KML11SP07 SP #1 0 0
KML11SP09 SP#3 0 0
KML12EC01 ML PURCHASE BFP 335 168
KML12EPO1T  KML E MOTORS GREATER THAN 50 H 4 2
KML12EP03 KML E PUMP REPLACEMENT DR 50 H 74 37
KML12EP06 KML E VALVE REPLACEMENT 6 IN G 2 1
KML12EPO7 KML E CIRCUIT BREAKER REPLACEM 4 2
KML12EP26  KML E WORLD CLASS CHEMISTRY 16 8
KML12EP55 KML E HVAC REPLACE 24 12
KML12EP56 KML MISC ELECTRICAL PROCESS IT 29 15
KML12MP0O1  KML MH COAL CHUTE REPLACEMENT 18 9
KML12SP02 MLO S PULVERIZER REBUILD CAP 30 15
KML12SP04 ML1 S PULVERIZER GEARBOX #12 36 18
KML128P05 ML1 S PULV GEARBOX RPL 13 103 51
KViL12SP06  MLO S PRECIPITATOR LINE GATE V 6 3
KML128P07 ML1 S UPPER BOILER VENT FAN RP 18 9
KVIL12SP08 KML S INSTRUMENTATION RPL 3 2
KML12SP11  KML S STEAM PROCESS 15 8
MLOVP1201 ML NON OUTAGE PPB FGD 0 0
ML113EP50 ML1T E TURBINE EBOP MOTOR 3 2
ML11CSP01 ML PURCHASE CAP SPARE ID FAN 1 1
ML11VPNO1 ML NON OUTAGE PPB FGD (32) (16)
ML1E11C06 ML 1 E GEN RETAINING RINGS INS 47 23
ML1EP1104 ML1 E CONTROLS RECORDERS GAUGE 4 2
ML1EP1201 ML1E CONTROL POWER CABLE RECO 38 19
ML1EP1210 ML1 E WESTRONIC SMARTMUX RPL 54 27
ML1IMP1301 ML1 MH VAC PIPING CH 73 37
MLINP1201  ML1 MISC PPB PROJECT 35 17
ML1SP1201 ML1 S PREC EJ RPL 593 296
ML1SP1202 WML1 S CLINKER GRINDER REPLACE 50 25
ML1VC1101 ML1 FGD ABSORBER COATING 0 0
ML1VC1201 ML1 CATALYST REPLACE 1ST LAYER 1,753 876
ML1VP1102 ML1V INSTALL AR PP DISCHARGE (549) (275)
ML1VP1203 ML1VINSTALL AR PP DISCHARGE 810 405
ML2EP1216 WML2 E CLEAN UP SYSTEM RESIN RP 37 19
Mitchell Plant Unit 1 Total 4,996 2,498




KPSC Case No. 2012-00578
Commission's First Set of Data Requests
Dated February 6, 2013

Iltem No. 2
Attachment 1
Page 2 of 6
Mitcheil Plant Estimated 2012 Capital Expense
Actuals through August and 2012 Control Budget amounts for Sept-December
Included in Asset Transfer Analysis 12-31-13 NBV Forecast
Dollars in Thousands
2012 Total - | 2012 Total -
100% of 50% of
Mitchell Unit Number Project Mitchell Mitchell
Mitchell Plant Unit 0 000019681 ML Hg Perm In-Pond Treatment 3 1
000019836 ML U1&2 Dry Fly Ash Conversion 27,667 13,834
ARCFLA181 Arc Flash Protection Swi OPCo 9 4
FGCEMS181 FHG CEMS DAHS Upgrade OPCo 3 2
FHSECU181 FH Pysical Security OPCo 0 0
GWSCB Cap Blkt - Prod Plant Binkt 550 275
ITGEN0388 NRX ASSET HUB - OHIO PWR 92 46
KML11EP08 ELECTRICAL #1 0 0
KMLT1EP10 ELECTRICAL #3 1 5
KML11EP11 KML E ROOF REPLACEMENT 1 1
KML11EP12 KM2 E HP EXCITER REDUCTION GEA 4 2
KMLT1EP14 KML E MISC ELECTRICAL PROCESS 39 20
KML11EP54 MLO COAL HANDLING SPARE TRANS 8 4
KML1IMP05 MH #3 (25) (13)
KML11MP0O7 MLO NEW GUARD BUILDING (9) 4)
KML11MP08 ML MH COAL CRACKER REPLACEMENT 40 20
KMLT1MP25 MLO TRACK SCALE REPLACEMENT 1 0
KML11MP27 ML FUEL OIL FURNANCE REPLACE 4 2
KML11NPO2 KML NP INSTALL CAP SPARE PARTS 3 2
KML11NPO3 KML NP PURCHASE PLANT TOOLS 12 6
KML11NPO4 KML NP PURCHASE PDM TOOLING 1 0
KML12EC02 WML E BARGE UNLOADER CONTROLS 406 203
KML12EPO01 KML E MOTORS GREATER THAN 50 H 106 53
KML12EP0O2 KML E MOTOR REWINDS GREATER 50 45 23
KML12EP03  KML E PUMP REPLACEMENT DR 50 H 260 130
KML12EPO4 KML E LIGHTING PANEL REPLACEME 55 27
KML12EPO5 KML E POWER CABLE REPLACEMENT 51 26
KML12EP06 KML E VALVE REPLACEMENT 6 ING 226 113
KML12EP07 KML E CIRCUIT BREAKER REPLACEM 10 5




KPSC Case No. 2012-00578
Commission's First Set of Data Requests
Dated February 6, 2013

ltem No. 2
Attachment 1
Page 3 of 6
Mitchell Plant Estimated 2012 Capital Expense
Actuals through August and 2012 Control Budget amounts for Sept-December
Included in Asset Transfer Analysis 12-31-13 NBV Forecast
Dollars in Thousands
2012 Total - | 2012 Total -
100% of 50% of
Mitcheli Unit Number Project Mitchell Mitchell
KML12EP11 ML E CONTAINMENTS 2 1
KML12EP26 KML E WORLD CLASS CHEMISTRY 85 42
KML12EP55 KML E HVAC REPLACE 8 4
KML12EP56  KML MISC ELECTRICAL PROCESS IT 60 30
KML12EP57 ML SULFURIC TANK REPLACE 5 2
KML12MPO1  KML MH COAL CHUTE REPLACEMENT 28 14
KML12MP02 KML MH CONVEYOR BELT REPLACEME 172 86
KML12MP03 ML MH RIVER CELL LIGHTING 28 14
KML12MP04 ML MH LIMESTONE STAMBLER 91 46
KML12MP05  KML MH GEARBOX REPLACEMENT 14 7
KML12NPO1 KML NP PLANT LABOR FOR CAPITAL 254 127
KML12NP05 KML PURCHASE CSP 56 28
KML12NPO6  KML PURCHASE TOOLS 16 8
KML12NP09 KML SAFETY RELATED PURCHASES 1 6
KML12SP02 MLO S PULVERIZER REBUILD CAP 373 186
KML12SP03 MLO S PULVERIZER REBUILD CAPIT 372 186
KML12SP06 MLO S PRECIPITATOR LINE GATE V 5 2
KMLFALFCl ML New Landfill 2,009 1,005
KMLFALFHR ML New Landfill Haul Road 6,745 3,372
MLOSCB8001 MLO-S-AUX BOILER REPLACEMENT 13,629 6,815
MLOVP1201 ML NON OUTAGE PPB FGD 170 85
ML11VPNO1 ML NON OUTAGE PPB FGD 4 2
ML11VPNO2 MLOV BALL MILL REBUILD (5) (3)
ML12VPNO2 MLOV BALL MILL REBUILD 157 79
MLMPHSTCI ML HS TUNNEL CI 18 9
MLPNRXDEP ML NRX Asset Hub Deployment 196 98
WSN103015 MLO-Conners Run Expansion 1,251 626
Mitchell Plant Unit 0 Total 55,329 27,664




KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission's First Set of Data Requests

Dated February 6, 2013

ltem No. 2
Attachment 1
Page 4 of 6
Mitchell Plant Estimated 2012 Capifai Expense
Actuals through August and 2012 Control Budget amounts for Sept-December
Included in Asset Transfer Analysis 12-31-13 NBV Forecast
Dollars in Thousands
2012 Total - | 2012 Total -
100% of 50% of
Mitchell Unit Number Project Mitchell Mitchell
Mitchell Plant Unit 2 000020315 ML U2 Ash WWT System 572 286
ARCFLA181 Arc Flash Protection Swi OPCo 13 7
FHNERC181 FHG NERC PPB OPCO 2 1
GWSCB Cap Blkt - Prod Plant Blnkt 230 115
KML11EPD2 KML E MOTOR REWINDS GREATER 50 0 0
KML11EP09 KML E AIR COMPRESSOR RPL 26 13
KML11EP10 ELECTRICAL #3 (5) (2)
KML11EP14 KML E MISC ELECTRICAL PROCESS 0] ()
KML11EP51 ML2 PRECIPITATOR LIGHTING 1 0
KML11EP53 ML2 STAND BY LIGHTING TRANSFOR 8 4
KML11SP05 ML2 #21 PULVERIZER REBUILD 3 2
KML11SP07 SP #1 0 0
KML12EC01 ML PURCHASE BFP 175 87
KML12EP01  KML E MOTORS GREATER THAN 50 H 9 5
KML12EP0O3 KML E PUMP REPLACEMENT DR 50 H 32 16
KML12EP04 KML E LIGHTING PANEL REPLACEME 0 0
KML12EP06 KML E VALVE REPLACEMENTBIN G 64 32
KML12EP26 KML E WORLD CLASS CHEMISTRY 17 8
KML12EP55 KML E HVAC REPLACE 1 1
KML12EP56 KML MISC ELECTRICAL PROCESS IT 17 9
KML12SP08 KML 8 INSTRUMENTATION RPL 10 5
KML12SP10 WML S AIR HEATER SEALS 49 24
MLOPMCEMS ML PM CEMS NSR EMISSIONS 70 35
MLOVP1201 ML NON OUTAGE PPB FGD 22 1"
ML213EP50 ML2 E TURBINE EBOP MOTOR 3 2
ML2E12C05 MLU2 LPA & LPB TURB INSPECT 3,029 1,514
ML2EP1201 ML2 E DOG BONE EJ REPLACEMENT 149 75
ML2EP1205 ML2 E EHC PP RPL 294 147
ML2EP1206 WML2 E CONTROLS RECORDERS GAUGE 58 29
ML2EP1210 ML2 E CABLE VAULT FIRE SYSTEM 112 56
ML2EP1213 ML2 E INLET SCREENS 2 1
ML2EP1214 ML2 E MONITORING SYSTEM 451 225
ML2EP1215 NL2 E WESTRONIC SMARTMUX RPL 76 38
ML2EP1216 WML2 E CLEAN UP SYSTEM RESIN RP 7 3
ML2EP1217 ML2 TRANSFORMER BUSHINGS 13 7
ML2EP1220 ML2 E CONTROL AIR DRYER REPLAC 108 54
ML2MP1201 ML2 MH VAC PIPING CH INSTALL 95 47
ML2SC1501 ML2 S AIR HEATER BASKET REPLAC 1,649 824
ML2SP1202 ML2 S CLINKER GRINDER RPL 58 29
ML2VC1101 ML2 FGD ABSORBER COATING 2,092 1,046
ML2VC1201 ML2 Replace 1st Catalyst Layer 1,106 553
ML2VC 1401 ML2 V CATALYST REPLACEMENT 1L 249 125
ML2VP1302 ML2V INSTALL AR PP DISCHARGE 403 201
Mitchell Plant Unit 2 Total 11,268 5,634
Grand Total 2012 71,593 35,797




KPSC Case No. 2012-00578
Commission's First Set of Data Requests
Dated February 6, 2013

ltem No. 2
Attachment 1
Page 5 of 6
2013 Mitchell Pilant Capital Forecast
Included in Asset Transfer Analysis 12-31-13 NBV Forecast
Doilars in Thousands
|
100% of 50% of
Mitchell Mitchell
Mitchell Unit Number |Project
Mitchell Plant Unit 0 000019836 ML U1&2 Dry Fly Ash Conversion 54,798 | 27,399
KML13EPO1 KML E MOTORS GREATER THAN 50 H 183 91
KML13EP02 KML E MOTOR REWINDS GREATER 50 137 68
KML13EPO3 KML E PUMP REPLACEMENT 296 148
KML13EPO4 KML E LIGHTING PANEL REPLACEME 45 22
KML13EPO5 KML E POWER CABLE REPLACEMENT 55 27
KML13EPO6 KML E VALVE REPLACEMENT 6 IN G 171 86
KML13EPO7 KML E CIRCUIT BREAKER REPLACEM 27 14
KML13EP11 ML E CONTAINMENTS 34 17
KML13EPS5 KML E HVAC REPLACE 46 23
KML13MP01 KML MH COAL CHUTE REPLACEMENT 114 57
KML13MP02 KML MH CONVEYOR BELT REPLACE 171 86
KML13NP0O1 KML NP PLANT LABOR FOR CAPITAL 406 203
KML13SP02 MLO S PULVERIZER REBILD CAP 369 185
KML13SP03 MLO S PULVERIZER REBUILD CAP 374 187
KML13SP06 MLO PRECIPITATOR LINE GATEV 14 7
KMLFALFC!  KML New Landfill 21,989 | 10,995
KMLFALFHR ML New Landfill Haul Road 10,568 5,284
MLOSC8001 MLO-S-AUX BOILER REPLACEMENT 283 142
MLOVP1301 CAP BLKT-PROD PLANT BLNKT 274 137
ML13VPNO2 MLO V BALL MILL REBUILD 266 133
WSN103015 MLO-Conners Run Expansion 1,105 553
Mitcheli Plant Unit 1 1000020312 ML U1 Ash WWT System 1,529 764
000021257 ML U1 ESP Upgrades 4,527 2,264
KML13SP01 ML S PULVERIZER GEARBOX 224 112
ML1E13C05 ML1LP TURBINE INSPECTION 668 334
ML1E13P01 ML1 E BFPT COUPLING RPL 145 73
ML1E13P02 ML1 E CONTROLS AND RECORDERS 68 34
ML1E13P05 ML1 E BFPT INSPECTION 310 155
ML1E13P10 ML1 E CABLE VAULT FIRE SYSTEM 96 48
MLTE13P50 ML1 E EBOP MOTOR STARTER 74 37
ML1EP1316 ML1 E MONITORING SYSTEM 416 208
ML1EP1320 ML1E CONTROL AIR DRYER REPLAC 102 51
ML1EP1326 WML1 VALVE REPLACEMENT 55 27
ML1MP1301 ML1 MH VAC PIPING CH (0) (0)
ML1S13P02 ML1 S BOILER EJRPL 134 67
ML1SC1301 ML1 S AIR HEATER BASKET REPLAC 5,313 2,657
ML1SP1301 ML1 S PRECIPITATOR EJ REPLACEM 194 97
ML1SP1320 ML1 PENTHOUSE SEAL AIR VENT 329 185
ML1SP1330 ML1 S CLINKER GRINDER HOPPER 0 0
ML1VC1305 ML1ID FANS 225 113
ML1VC1401 ML1V CATALYST REPLACEMENT 1L 1,483 741
ML1VP1303 ML1V FGD CAPITAL PROJECTS 0 0
ML2EP1320 M2 E ELECTRICAL 0 0
MLU113CO1 ML1 E BFPT INSPECTION (0) {Q)
Mitchell Plant Unit 2 1000020315 ML U2 Ash WWT System 1,529 764
ML2E13P50 ML2 E EBOP MOTOR STARTER 74 37
ML2EP1315 ML2 E WESTRONIC SMARTMUX RPL 52 26




KPSC Case No. 2012-00578
Commission's First Set of Data Requests
Dated February 6, 2013

Item No. 2
Attachment 1
Page 6 0f 6
Mitchell Unit Number |Project
ML2SP1301 ML2 S PRECIPITATOR EJ 199 100
ML2SP1320 ML2 S PENTHOUSE SEAL AIR VENT 344 172
ML2VC1205 ML2ID FANS 231 116
ML2VC1401 ML2V CATALYST REPLACEMENT 1L 1,627 764
ML2VP1301 ML2 FGD CAPITAL OUTAGE PROJECT 158 79
ML2VP1302 ML2 V INSTALL AR PP DISCHARGE 516 258
Total 112,246 | 56,123




KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests
Order Dated February 6, 2013

Item No. 3

Page 1 of 1

Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 12 of the Application where it states, “[T]he Mitchell generating
station consists of two base load coal-fired electric generating units with a total average
annual capacity rating of 1,560 MW. Unit 1 of the Mitchell generating station has an
average annual capacity rating of 770 MW, Unit 2 has an average annual capacity rating
of 790 MW.” Also, refer to Exhibit 3, page 2, of the Application where it states,
“WHEREAS, Appalachian and KPCo have acquired an undivided ownership interest in
the Mitchell Power Generation Facility consisting of two 800MW generating units and
associated plant, equipment and real estate, located in Moundsville, West Virginia, (the
“Mitchell Plant”).” Reconcile the difference between the capacity rating for the two
Mitchell units mentioned in paragraph 12 of the Application (i.e., 770 MW for unit 1 and
790 MW for unit 2) and Exhibit 3, page 2 (i.e., 800 MW for each unit).

RESPONSE

The Mitchell generating units each have a nominal rating of 800 MW. This is a common
reference to units of this boiler series and/or design. The 770 MW and 790 MW ratings
are the average annual output of these specific units based on weather-normalized testing
data from the units and are utilized for reporting needs to the PJM regional transmission
organization and the Reliability First Corporation NERC region. The variation in the
ratings from nominal arises primarily due to the auxiliary load of environmental control
equipment (e.g., flue gas desulfurization or "scrubbers").

WITNESS: Jeffery D LaFleur
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 19 of the Application where it states, “[F]ollowing termination of the
Pool Agreement, the Company will be required to have sufficient generation to meet its
load and reserve obligation.” Provide separately by year, from 2014 to 2024, Kentucky
Power's estimated generation, estimated load obligation, and estimated reserve
obligation.

RESPONSE

Please refer to Exhibit SCW-1 (page 8 of 15) of the direct testimony of Company witness
Weaver, specifically, "Section G. SUMMARY: KPCo's current and potential PIM
capacity positions". This discussion describes the derivation of KPCo's PIM load/reserve
obligation for the years in question from two perspectives. The first perspective offers a
"going in" KPCo capacity position in which the Big Sandy ! and 2 units are both retired,
but not yet replaced (as summarized on Table 1-3 [page 9 of 15] of Exhibit SCW-1). The
second perspective offers a "final" KPCo capacity position in which the recommended
Mitchell Asset Transfer as well as an assumed 250 MW market purchase are reflected
which would allow the Company to achieve these PJM obligations going-forward in lieu
of those Big Sandy units (as summarized on Table 1-4 [page 10 of 15] of Exhibit SCW-

).

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 21 of the Application where it states, “[T]he Transfer and Assumption
Transaction is intended to permit the Company to meet its long-term capacity obligations
and to provide base load generation to meet its customers’ energy requirements.” Explain
whether the Transfer and Assumption Transaction is the least-cost and most cost-
effective means for Kentucky Power to comply with existing and anticipated
environmental requirements.

RESPONSE

The (Mitchell) Transfer and Assumption Transaction is the least-cost and most cost-
effective means for Kentucky Power to comply with known and emerging environmental
requirements.

Please refer to Company witness Weaver's direct testimony Section V. "Planning Process
and Impending Environmental Requirements" (pages 8-15) along with Section VII
"Evaluation of Modeling Results" (pages 28-40) --including Exhibit SCW-5-- for both a
description and summary of the evaluation.

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 27 of the Application, pages 11-12, and Exhibit 3, the Mitchell Plant
Operating Agreement.

a.

Provide Kentucky Power’s definition of “good utility practice.” Explain whether
there are internal or external reviews or audits to assess this.

State whether there are written procedures used by Appalachian Power as identified
in Section 1.1 of Exhibit 3.

State whether this type of agreement is in use elsewhere.

RESPONSE

a.

Kentucky Power's definition of "good utility practice" is based upon the Federal
Energy Regulatory Commission's (FERC) definition of such in section 1 of FERC’s
Standard Large Generator Interconnection Procedures (“LGIP”). Section 1 of the
Standard LGIP defines "Good Utility Practice" to mean:

"Any of the practices, methods and acts engaged in or approved by a significant
portion of the electric industry during the relevant time period, or any of the
practices, methods and acts which, in the exercise of reasonable judgment in light of
the facts known at the time the decision was made, could have been expected to
accomplish the desired result at a reasonable cost consistent with good business
practices, reliability, safety and expedition. Good Utility Practice is not intended to
be limited to the optimum practice, method, or act to the exclusion of all others, but

rather to be acceptable practices, methods, or acts generally accepted in the region." !

The Company relies on audits, formal and informal, to meet the objective of good
utility practice. The Company engages in good utility practices, procedures, and
inspections (both written and unwritten) that continually change due to the
conditions and the experiences of the Company and other various utilities.
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b.  Yes, there are both written and unwritten procedures.

c. There are similar operating agreements in place throughout the AEP system.

WITNESS: Jeffery D LaFleur

' See Standardization of Generator Interconnection Agreement and Procedures, Order No.
2003, 68 Fed. Reg. 49,845, Appendix C at 4 (August 19, 2003), FERC Stats. and Regs.,
Regulations Preambles 2001-2005 §31,146 (2003), order on reh 'g, Order No. 2003-A, 69
Fed. Reg. 15,932 (March 26, 2004), FERC Stats. and Regs., Regulations Preambles
2001-2005 931,160 (2004), order on reh'g, Order No. 2003-B, 70 Fed. Reg. 265 (January
4,2005), FERC Stats. and Regs., Regulations Preambles 2001-2005 31,171 (2004),
order on reh'g, Order No. 2003-C, 70 Fed. Reg. 37,661 (June 30, 2005), FERC Stats. and
Regs., Regulations Preambles 2001-2005 931,190 (2005); see also Notice Clarifying
Compliance Procedures, 106 FERC 961,009 (2004).
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

113

Refer to paragraph 30 of the Application which states, “. . . there are no capacity
equalization payments required under the Power Coordination Agreement.”

a. Provide Kentucky Power’s actual capacity equalization payments, by month, from
2008 to 2012.

b. If Kentucky Power were to purchase energy from either Appalachian Power
Company or Indiana Michigan Power Company under the Power Coordination
Agreement, explain how the energy would be priced and state whether there would
be any associated transmission charge.

RESPONSE

a. Please see KPSC 1-7 Attachment 1 for Kentucky Power's actual capacity
equalization payments, by month, from 2008 to 2012.

b. The Power Coordination Agreement does not provide for energy transactions
between Kentucky Power and its affiliated operating companies.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas



Kentucky Power - Capacity Equalization Payments

Jan08 ($3,714,122) Janil ($4,785,665)
Feb08 ($3,827,012) Febll ($4,716,261)
Mar08 ($3,915,346) Marll ($4,886,856)
Apr08 ($4,138,446) Aprll ($4,914,969)
May08 ($4,194,177) May1ll | ($4,844,515)
Jun08 ($3,959,874) Junll ($4,786,681)
Julos ($4,157,357) Julll ($4,810,752)
Aug08 ($4,075,591) Augll ($3,861,944)
Sep08 ($4,865,078) Sepll ($6,196,900)
Oct08 ($4,793,805) Oct11 ($3,574,142)
Nov08 ($4,751,761) Nov1il ($3,679,275)
Dec08 ($5,276,715) Decll ($3,464,791)
Jan09 ($4,678,080) Jan12 ($2,633,449)
Feb09 ($4,265,617) Feb12 ($3,061,188)
Mar09 ($4,476,614) Mar12 ($1,462,620)
Apr09 ($4,478,997) Apri2 ($1,454,640)
May09 ($4,702,227) Mayl2 | ($1,463,760)
Jun09 ($4,480,173) Jun12 ($1,418,160)
Jul09 ($4,740,041) Jul12 ($1,467,180)
Aug09 ($4,917,388) Augl2 ($1,878,148)
Sep09 ($4,798,246) Sep12 ($1,840,098)
Oct09 ($5,010,477) Oct12 ($1,854,699)
Nov09 ($4,925,341) Nov12 ($1,888,117)
Dec09 ($5,787,837) Dec12 ($1,895,396)
Jan10 ($5,970,139)
Febl10 ($4,896,445)
Mar10 ($5,173,477)
Aprl0 ($4,883,278)
May10 ($4,942,396)
Jun10 ($5,909,940)
Jul10 ($5,344,809)
Augl0 ($4,199,672)
Sepl0 ($4,216,537)
Oct10 ($4,167,274)
Nov10 ($4,202,670)
Decl0 ($4,507,572)
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 36, pages 15-16, of the Application, which states, “Kentucky Power
performed a thorough review of reasonable alternatives to meet its capacity and energy
requirements, including energy efficiency resources, and determined the Transferred
Assets are the least cost, reasonable alternative for meeting the Company’s capacity and
energy requirements.”

a. Provide a list of the energy efficiency programs reflected in the aforementioned
review, along with each program’s associated energy savings and the cost to
implement the energy savings program.

b.  State whether any cost benefit analysis was performed on these energy efficiency
programs. If yes, provide the cost benefit analysis. If no, explain why.

c. State whether any costs associated with the energy efficiency programs are reflected
in Kentucky Power’s review.

d. State whether Kentucky Power’s review of reasonable alternatives to meet its
capacity and energy requirements included an analysis in which it would receive
more than the planned 50 percent undivided ownership in the Mitchell Plant. If yes,
provide the analysis. If no, explain why such an analysis was not performed.
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Kentucky Power Company
RESPONSE
a. Implicit in the Company's load peak demand forecast are the energy efficiency
resources detailed in Table 1-2 of Company witness Weaver's Exhibit SWC-1. A

brief description of each energy efficiency program is provided as follows:

Tarceted Energy Efficiency Program

This program will supplement the resources of not-for-profit agencies that provide
weatherization services to low-income households. Energy audits, consultation,
and extensive weatherization and energy conservation measures will be provided
to eligible low-income customers. Low-income customers who use on the
average of 700 kWh per month are eligible for the program.

Hich Efficiency Heat Pump — Mobile Home Program

Kentucky Power Company will provide a $400 incentive to mobile home
customers who replace their resistant heat system with a high-efficiency heat
pump. Eligible customers must live in a mobile home, have resistant heat, have
service with KPCo for at least 12 months. For promoting the program,
participating HVAC dealers will receive a $50 incentive for each high efficiency
heat pump installed.

Mobile Home New Construction Program

Kentucky Power Company will provide a $500 incentive to mobile home buyers
who purchase a new home with zone 3 insulation levels and a high efficiency heat
pump. Participating manufactured housing dealers will also receive a $50
incentive for promoting the program.

Modified Energy Fitness Program

The Modified Energy Fitness Program provides Kentucky Power Company
residential customers an energy audit and, where applicable, installation of energy
saving measures. The audit and consultation will also identify energy
conservation measures that can be implemented by the customer including
education on the benefits of energy efficiency.

The primary target market will be site built and manufactured homes utilizing
electric space heating and electric water heating and use a minimum average of
1,000 kWh of electricity per month.
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Kentucky Power Company

High Efficiency Heat Pump Program

Kentucky Power Company will provide an incentive to residential customers
living in site-built homes who purchase a new high-efficiency heat pump for
upgrades of less efficient heating and cooling systems. For upgrades of an
electric resistance heating system with a high efficiency heat pump (SEER greater
than or equal to 13.0 SEER and 7.7 HSPF ), the customer will receive an
incentive of $400. For upgrades of an electric heat pump unit with a ultra high
efficiency heat pump (SEER greater than or equal to 14.0 SEER and 8.2 HSPF ),
the customer will receive an incentive of $400. Participating HVAC dealers will
also receive a $50 incentive for promoting the program.

Community Qutreach Compact Fluorescent Lighting Program

This program is designed to educate and encourage Kentucky Power Company
residential customers to purchase and use compact fluorescent lighting (CFLs) in
their homes. A package of four energy efficient CFLs will be distributed to
customers attending community outreach activities sponsored by Kentucky
Power.

Energy Education for Students Prosram

Kentucky Power will partner with the National Energy Educational Development
Project (NEED) to implement an energy education program at participating
middle schools throughout the Kentucky Power service territory.

NEED staff will conduct workshops on a scheduled basis to ensure participating
schools are reached during the calendar year. Educational materials on energy,
electricity, environment and economics will be provided. The program will also
provide a package of four energy efficient compact fluorescent lamps (CFLs) that
will allow students to install the CFLs in their homes as part of the curriculum.
This allows learning and direct savings from the program. All 7th grade students
at participating schools will be eligible for the program.

Residential & Commercial HVAC Diagnostic and Tune-up Program

Available to Kentucky Power residential customers and small commercial
customers using less than 100 kW peak demand whose primary heat source is
electricity. The Kentucky Power Small Commercial HVAC Program encourages
small commercial customers to keep their heating and ventilation (HVAC)
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Kentucky Power Company

equipment operating at peak efficiency, either by way of a simple tune-up or an
equipment upgrade.

The residential and commercial customer will receive a $30 incentive when
receiving this Diagnostic and Tune-up service from a participating, state licensed
contractor. The HVAC contractor receives a $25 incentive for participating and
promoting the program. The diagnostic and tune-up service includes testing for
inefficiencies in heat pump systems due to air-restricted indoor or outdoor coils
and over or under refrigerant charge.

Small Commercial AC HP Program

Available to Kentucky Power commercial customers using less than 100 kW peak
demand whose primary heat source is electricity. The Kentucky Power Small
Commercial HVAC Program encourages small commercial customers to keep
their heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) equipment operating at
peak efficiency by an equipment upgrade.

The commercial customer will receive financial incentives ranging from $250 to
$450 for upgrading to a new qualifying central air conditioning or heat pump
system (up to a five-ton unit with a Consortium for Energy Efficiency (CEE) Tier
I rating).

Residential Efficient Products

The Kentucky Power Residential Efficient Products Program (REP) offers
residential customers instant rebates on ENERGY STAR lighting products at
participating retail stores across our service territory. The program targets the
purchase of lighting products through in-store promotion as well as special sales
events. All Kentucky Power residential customers are eligible to participate.

Commercial Incentive Program

The Kentucky Power Commercial Incentive Program (CIP) offers a convenient
way to receive funding for common energy efficiency projects. The Commercial
Inventive Program provides financial incentives to business customers who
implement qualified energy-efficient improvements and technologies.

Incentives are available for a variety of energy-saving technologies in existing
buildings and new construction projects. All commercial (non-industrial)
customers in Kentucky Power’s service territory are eligible to participate.
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Kentucky Power Company

Pilot Residential and Small Commercial Load Managsement

This pilot program ended 12/31/2012 and was designed to reduce peak demand
through certain load management measures to assist in lowering costs and
delaying future generating requirements. To participate, customers must allow the
Company, or its authorized agents, to install load control equipment and, if
necessary, auxiliary communicating devices to control the customer’s central air
conditioning, heat pumps, and/or electric water heating equipment. The program
was available on a voluntary basis to individual residential customers and small
cominercial customers receiving retail electric service from the Company.

Interruptible Load

The Company uses Tariff C.S.-[.R.P. (Contract Service - Interruptible Power) to
develop special contracts with customers whom choose to make load available for
interruption. These special contract are submitted for approval to the Kentucky
Public Service Commission prior to implementation.

Please see KPSC 1-8 Attachment 1 for the energy savings and costs for each
program.

b. There was no additional cost benefit analysis performed by Resource Planning on
KPCo programs, current or prospective. Energy and demand reductions
associated with a continuation of current programs is incorporated in the load
forecast and those programs are further assumed to be cost effective
prospectively.

c. Costs associated with energy efficiency programs are an integral part of the cost
benefit analysis. However, just as is the case with current or committed supply
assets, revenue requirements associated with these "sunk" costs are not included
in Strategist analyses.

d. No, an analysis in which Kentucky Power would receive more than the planned
50 percent undivided ownership in the Mitchell Plant was not performed; the only
ownership options that were made available to Kentucky Power are outlined in
the testimony of Company witness Weaver.

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver
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Kentucky Power Company
REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 37 of the Application, which states, “Kentucky Power will submit
requests to modify existing Title V permits, and other permits and licenses to reflect its
transfer of an undivided fifty percent interest in the Transferred Assets.”

a. Provide the amount of air emission fees paid to the State of West Virginia for the
Mitchell Plant from 2008 to 2012.

b. Provide the amount of air emission fees paid to the Commonwealth of Kentucky for
the Big Sandy Plant from 2008 to 2012.

c. Provide any other environmentally related fees paid by the Mitchell Plant from 2008
to 2012.

d.  Provide any other envirommentally related fees paid by the Big Sandy Plant from
2008 to 2012.

RESPONSE

a. The amount of air emission fees paid to the State of West Virginia for the Mitchell
Plant from 2008 to 2012 is below:

2008: $197,096.63
2009: $186,028.07
2010: $145,540.41
2011: $222,712.78
2012: $233,911.74

b.  The amount of air emission fees paid to the Commonwealth of Kentucky for the Big
Sandy Plant from 2008 to 2012 is below:

2008: $378,457.00
2009: $366,611.00
2010: $380,382.00
2011: $506,715.00
2012: $471,193.00
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c.  Other environmental fees to regulatory agencies are typically minor compared to the
annual air emission fees. The scope of other environmental fees can include annual
fees associated with permitting and regulatory programs, as well as fees to submit
applications for new, modified, or renewed permits. These fees are not separately
tracked; however, an estimate of those fees follows:

2008: <$10,000
2009: <§15,000
2010: <$10,000
2011: <$15,000
2012: <$65,000

d.  Other environmental fees to regulatory agencies are typically minor compared to the
annual air emission fees. The scope of other environmental fees can include annual
fees associated with other permitting and regulatory programs, as well as any fee to
submit applications for new, modified, or renewed permits. These fees are not
separately tracked; however, an estimate of those fees follows:

2008: < §$5,000
2009: < §5,000
2010: <$5,000
2011: <§5,000
2012: < $5,000

WITNESS: John M McManus
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 39 of the Application where it states, “[Ulsing the actual 2011 cost
incurred as an estimate of Kentucky Power's annual operation and maintenance cost of
the Transferred Assets, these costs were $134.9 million for operations and $15.5 million
for maintenance in 2011.”

a. Provide the total operation and maintenance cost for the Mitchell Plant, broken down
by Unit for 2010, 2011, and 2012 and projected for 2013, 2014, and 2015.

b. Provide the fuel cost on a per kWh basis for the Mitchell Plant, broken down by Unit
for 2010, 2011, and 2012 and projected for 2013, 2014, and 2015.

c. State whether any incremental transmission facilities are required to be installed as a
result of Kentucky Power’s fifty percent ownership in the Mitchell Plant. If so,
provide the estimated associated investment in and/or cost of these facilities.

d. State whether Kentucky Power will incur any incremental transmission cost as a
result of its fifty percent ownership in the Mitchell Plant. If so, identify the types of
cost and provide the estimated annual amount.

RESPONSE

a. The Mitchell Plant total O&M costs for 2010-2012 are shown below. Mitchell Unit 0
costs represent plant equipment and systems shared by both Units 1 and 2 that are not
specifically assigned by unit.
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WMitchell Plant Total O&M - Post-Allocated Actuals
Years
Unit Type 2010 2011 2012
Mitchell 0 A&G $444,543 $408,470 $678,476
Consumables $6,793,105 $6,912,101 $7,113,535
Environmental ($102) $200 $188
Fuel $370,421 $725,706 $1,123,823
Maintenance | $11,740,006 | $11,659,061 | $13,455,018
Operations $5,681,263 $6,566,792 $8,459,520
Other O&M ($4,665) ($7,684) $23,283
Removal Exp $96,138 $215,108 $1,193,956
Mitchell 0 Total $25,120,709 | $26,479,755 | $32,047,798
Mitchell 1 Consumables $3,327,313 $3,020,178 $3,568,237
Fuel $123,285,960 | $103,840,184 | $118,541,347
Maintenance $5,998,798 | $11,973,069 $7,022,178
Operations $887,400 $743,695 $640,004
Other O&M $13,446 $17,539 $2
Removal Exp $624,462 $1,105,356 $864,627
Mitchell 1 Total $134,137,379 | $120,700,021 | $130,636,394
Mitchell 2 Consumables $3,389,472 $3,916,801 $2,577,309
Fuel $125,455,921 | $131,261,801 | $97,445,341
Maintenance $5,404,070 $5,816,013 | $11,689,271
Operations $323,779 $129,567 $174,496
Other O&M $11,660 $10,616 $2
Removal Exp $727,085 $673,340 $2,543,714
Mitchell 2 Total $135,311,988 | $141,808,138 | $114,430,134

The 2013-2015 projected O&M costs are based on budget estimates and are shown in the
table below. The 2014-2015 projections are used in the economic analysis supporting the
proposed asset transfer.

0&M Used In the Company's Economic Analysis
(Excluding F}Jels and Consumables)
| | z
Mitchelt1] | Mitchelf 2
| 115,319 11,929
| 12298 | 12,199 |




KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission Staff’s First Set of Data Requests
Order Dated February 6, 2013

Item No. 10

Page 3 of 3

Kentucky Power Company

b. The table below shows the $/kWh fuel costs for Mitchell units I and 2. Please note
that consumed fuel cost is not available on a unit basis. The total plant fuel cost was
allocated to each unit based on that unit's generation (MWh) and heat rate

(BTU/kWh).

Annual Fuel Cost (S/kWh)

Year| Mitchell Unit 1§ Mitchell Unit2
2010 $0.02420 $0.02270
2011 $0.02547 $0.02414
2012 $0.02808 $0.02602

Refer to KPSC 1-10 Attachment 1 for the forecasted base commodity pricing for
delivered cost of fuel ($/KWh) for the Mitchell units for 2013-2015 based on commodity
price forecasts. Confidential treatment is being sought for portions of Attachment 1. The
2014-2015 projections are used in the economic analysis supporting the proposed asset
transfer. The 2013 projects are not included in the economic analysis.

c. No incremental transmission facilities are expected to be required.

d. KPCo's fifty percent ownership in the Mitchell Plant is not expected to result in any
incremental transmission costs to KPCo.

WITNESS: Jeffery D LaFleur



Annual Forecasted (5/kWh)

Mitchell 1 |Mitcheil 2
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Provide, by unit, Big Sandy Plant’s fuel cost on a per kWh basis for calendar years 2010,
2011, and 2012 actual and 2013, 2014, and 2015 estimated.

RESPONSE

The following table show the historic fuel cost, in $/kWh, for the Big Sandy Plant.
Please note that consumed fuel cost is not available on a unit basis. The total plant fuel
cost was allocated to each unit based on that unit's annual generation (MWh) and heat
rate (BTU/kWh).

Annual Fuel Cost (S/kWh)

Year |BigSandy Unit 1| Big Sandy Unit 2
2010 $0.02509 $0.02596
2011 $0.02894 $0.02893
2012 $0.03258 $0.03159

KPSC 1-11 Attachment 1 provides the forecasted values as requested. Confidential
treatment is being sought for portions of Attachment 1.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas
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Year
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2014
2015

ig Sandy Unit 2
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 39 of the Application, which states, ”[I]n addition, using these and
other 2011 values to reflect the effects of the Mitchell transfer and the termination of the
current Pool Agreement on KPCo, the Company’s cost of service would have increased
approximately eight percent”. Provide in electronic format, with formulas intact and
unprotected, the analysis supporting the approximate 8 percent increase, along with the
assumption(s) used in the analysis.

RESPONSE

See KPSC Staff 1-12 Attachments 1 and 2 on the enclosed disk for the requested analysis
and supporting workpapers.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wolinhas
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 44 of the Application where it states, “[ W]ithin six months of closing
of the Transfer and Assumption Transaction, Kentucky Power anticipates issuing debt in
the approximate amount of $275 million.” Provide the final anticipated split between debt
and equity of the Transfer and Assumption Transaction.

RESPONSE

The intent of the recapitalization as a result of the Transfer and Assumption Transaction
is to keep the capital structure relatively unchanged from the pre-transaction total GAAP
capitalization of 54% debt and 46% equity.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 44 of the Application, which states:

d.

b.

In addition, the rights and liabilities associated with the West
Virginia Economic Development authority (“WVEDA”)
Pollution Control Revenue Bond (“PCRB™)' that partially
Financed the FGD units constructed at the Mitchell

Generating station will be transferred to Kentucky Power

This $65 million WVEDA bond for Mitchell is currently held in
Trust by Ohio Power and may be reissued by Kentucky Power.

State whether the $65 million WVEDA bond increased the debt associated with the Transfer
and Assumption Transaction or whether the $65 million is included in the $275 million
anticipated debt issuance.

State whether the $65 million WVEDA bond associated with the Mitchell Plant flue-gas
desulfurization (“FGD”) will be held in trust by Kentucky Power.

Explain why the $65 million WVEDA bonds associated with the Mitchell Plant FGD should
be held in trust, including any benefits to Kentucky Power and its ratepayers of doing so.
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RESPONSE

a. It is not the Company's intention to increase the targeted $275 million anticipated debt
issuance by the amount of the $65 million WVEDA bond.

b/c. Initially the $65 million WVEDA bond would be held in trust. The trust concept means
that Kentucky Power is both the bond holder and the issuer until the bonds are reissued to
the public and the proceeds are received. Kentucky Power will be able to issue the $65
million bond out of the trust at any time. By having the option to issue tax-exempt debt
Kentucky Power and their rate payers will benefit by having the ability to diversify their
debt portfolio and reduce their embedded cost of long-term debt because tax-exempt bonds
traditionally have cost less than taxable bonds.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas

" West Virginia Economic Development Authority $65,000,000 series 2008A Mitchell PCRB.
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 70 of the Application, pages 24-25, which states:

Based upon the Company’s re-evaluation, Kentucky Power concluded that the transfer of
a fifty percent undivided interest in the Mitchell generating station and the retirement of
Big Sandy Unit 2 by June 2015 is the least cost alternative for meeting its long-term
capacity obligations and to provide base load generation to meet its customers’ energy
requirements.

a.

Provide, by unit, the generating capacity that will be available to Kentucky Power
from January 2014 to May 20135, the projected load for this time period, and state
whether Kentucky Power will have surplus generating capacity.

If Kentucky Power will have surplus generating capacity from January 2014 to May
2015, provide the Company’s plans for its surplus generating capacity.

If Kentucky Power will have surplus energy from January 2014 to May 2015,
provide the company’s plans for the surplus energy.

RESPONSE

a.

See KPSC Staff 1-15 Attachment 1 for the generating capacity that will be available
to Kentucky Power from January 2014 to May 2015. Kentucky Power will have
surplus generating capacity for this time period. See KPSC Staff 1-15 Attachment 2
for the projected load.

During this period, Kentucky Power's capacity resources, along with those of the
other AEP-East Operating Companies, have already been committed under a
common PJM capacity plan. PJM capacity sales already committed during this
period will be allocated among the operating companies based upon final MLR.

To the extent Kentucky Power has surplus energy available from its generation
resources, this energy will be offered for sale, predominantly in PJM. Proceeds from
these surplus energy sales will be directly assigned to Kentucky Power.

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver
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Total Unit . KPCo Unit
Capacity (MW Icap)  co Allocation ity (MW ICAP)

Big Sandy 1 278 100% 278
Big Sandy 2 800 100% 800
Mitchell 1 770 50% 385
Mitchell 2 790 50% 395
Rockport 1 1,315 15.0% 197
Rockport 2 1,300 15.0% 195
Total 5,253 2,250
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Kentucky Power Company
Internal Energy (in GWh)
Prior to EE/DR

Internal Energy

Month-Year in GWh

_Jan-14 769
Feb-14 657
Mar-14 643
Apr-14 562
May-14 558
Jun-14 591
Jul-14 618
Aug-14 637
Sep-14 546
Oct-14 553
Nov-14 611
Dec-14 719
Jan-15 770
Feb-15 659
Mar-15 646
Apr-15 564

May-15 560
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to paragraph 71 of the Application, which references a requested deferral of $29,287,494
in incremental costs associated with the Phase I investigation of a FGD. Also, refer to Case No.
2011-00401," the response to Item 18.b. of Commission Staff’s First Request for Information,
which provides support for $15,212,425 in costs incurred during the 2004 to 2006 time frame for
preliminary analysis of a wet FGD technology.

a. Reconcile the differences in the two amounts.

b. Provide a breakdown showing, by year, the time over which the $29,287,494 cost was
incurred.

RESPONSE
a. Please see KPSC 1-16 Attachment 1.

b. Please see KPSC 1-16 Attachment 2. Charges were originally recorded in FERC account 107
but transferred to FERC account 183 at various times when the project was suspended. The
amounts were transferred back to FERC account 107 when the project was restarted until the
latest suspension of the project which occurred in August 2012 for the FGD costs and
December 2012 for the landfill. The total charges of $28,774,244 are now recorded in FERC
account 183 as of December 31, 2012 as shown in KPSC 1-16 Attachiment 2.

There $28,774,244 is a reduction from the filed deferral amount of $29,287,494. An
explanation and reconciliation is as follows:

The difference between the November balances filed in December and the December 31, 2012
balances mainly relates to the estimated value of the landfill related to the FGD. In the
November balance, the estimated amount of the landfill was $3,560,022 million as shown in
RKW-Exhibit 5. In December, when the landfill project was suspended and reviewed to
move the amounts to account 183, it was determined that the correct amount to be transferred
from account 107 to account 183 was $3,053,267 million.
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Kentucky Power Company

Also, an amount of $6,495 was inadvertently included in the total amount used in the filing
but was not included in account 183 deferred amounts on KPCo books at both November 30,

2012 and December 31, 2012.

Reconciliation of November 30, 2012 BS2 Scrubber Costs
to December 31, 2012 Monthly Charges

Landfill FGD Total
RKW-Exhibit 5 $ 3560022 $ 25727472 $ 29,287,494
Total Charged to Acct. 107
@ 12/31/12 3,053,267 25,720,977 28,774,244
Difference $ (506,755) $ (6,495) § (513,250)

Also see KPSC 1-64 where land identified in the amount o $630,376 will be reclassified from
account 183. With the adjustment of $513,250 detailed above, and the reclassification of land
from 183, the company’s original deferral requests changes from $29,287,494 to $28.,143,368.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas

2 Case No. 2011-00401, Application of Kentucky Power Company for Approval of Its 2011
Environmental Compliance Plan, for Approval of Its Amended Environmental Cost Recovery
Surcharge Tariff, and for the Grant of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the
Construction and Acquisition of Related Facilities (Ky. PSC May 31, 2012).



KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission Staff's First Set of Data Responses

As Filed As Filed
2011-00401 2012-00578 Change
FGD Landfill (1) $ 1,648,741 § 3,560,022 3 1,911,281
WFGD (2) $ 13,563,684 $ 13,563,577 § (107)
DFGD (3) $ - $ 12,163,895 § 12,163,895
Total $ 15212425 $ 29,287,494 $ 14,075,069

(1) Additional cost as landfill would be required for both the WFGD and DFGD.
(2) Slight adjustment made in review of all WFGD costs.
(3) DFGD costs incurred.

Dated February 6, 2013
Item No. 16
Attachment 1

Page 1 of 1



Account

Component Month 1830000 1070001

Big Sandy FGD Landfill 200404 6,027.02
200405 15,278.36
200406 15,376.37
200407 24,116.99
200408 39,488.57
200409 37,245.23
200410 23,294.86
200411 15,068.55
200412 104,249.44
200501 51,927.73
200502 77,864.74
200503 31,606.44
200504 33,970.05
200505 26,652.69
200506 37,191.00
200507 79,697.78
200508 35,988.64
200509 46,680.06
200510 68,429.41
200511 115,205.82
200512 706,768.30
200601 47,261.88
200602 60,414.28
200603 68,425.52
200604 1,648,741.38 (1,734,216.85)
200605 47,368.77 (33,673.22)
200606 5,668.28 (339.66)
200607 35,449.23 (0.00)
200608 81,374.91 (0.00)
200609 80,677.42 (0.00)
200610 34,052.21 0.00
200611 583.59 (0.00)
200612 6,945.96 -
200701 6.39 -
200702 26,500.71 -
200704 358.00 -
201007 127.26 -
201008f (1,967,854.11) 1,970,979.64
201009 4,189.42
201010 11,787.93
201011 69,173.76
201012 121,954.03
201101 142,031.04
201102 (19,844.39)
201103 38,258.75
201104 51,435.15
201105 20,812.01
201106 2,416,019.51 (2,410,777.34)

KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission Staff's First Set of Data Requests
Order Dated February 6, 2013

Iltem No. 16

Attachment 2

Page 1 of 4



Account

Component Month 1830000 1070001
201110 (139.91) -
201111 (2,415,879.60) 2,428,120.21
201112 22,657.12
201201 24,947.43
201202 32,732.31
201203 240,077.04
201204 480,448.44
201205 220,265.90
201206 182,385.96
201207 103,622.29
201208 103,616.26
201209 81,196.28
201210 112,659.13
201211 103,353.47
201212 3,053,266.72 (4,136,081.84)

Big Sandy FGD Landfill Total 3,053,266.72 (0.00)

BIG SANDY U2 DFGD W/ FF 200407 13.62
200408 11,973.55
200409 39,656.39
200410 109,638.87
200411 108,179.22
200412 123,624.80
200501 109,199.25
200502 168,138.44
200503 223,900.28
200504 317,045.56
200505 340,591.76
200506 476,393.81
200507 1,547,993.86
200508 869,465.69
200509 1,763,496.07
200510 338,610.32
200511 2,742,735.75
200512 2,104,636.24
200601 832,347.29
200602 1,386,440.56
200603 1,113,192.32
200604| 13,563,683.54 (14,019,473.19)
200605 733,301.56 {(701,573.03)
200606 22,230.25 (6,227.43)
200607 (78,220.65) -
200608 (667.21) 0.00
200609 474,023.76 0.00
200610 (90,509.35) -
200806 41,739.72 -
200807 -
200808 445,393.10 -
200809 25,004.71 -
200810 575.03 -
200811 1,139.86 -

KPSC Case No. 2012-00578

Commission Staff's First Set of Data Requests
Order Dated February 6, 2013

ltem No. 16

Attachment 2

Page 2 of 4
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Account
Component Month 1830000 1070001

200812 111,813.05 -
200901 -
200902 -
200903 29,761.90 -
200904 1,981.51 -
200905 -
200806 -
200907 -
200908 -
200909 -
200910 40,320.44 -
200911 60,817.32 -

200912 162,252.11 -
201001 402,538.93 -

201002 8,159.15 -
201003 12,079.79 -
201004 90,119.96 -
201005 104,301.46 -

201006 102,266.11 -
201007 227,243.77 -
201008 379,052.88 -
201009 396,292.36 -
201010 338,584.40 -

201011 156,982.07 -
201012 93,184.61 -
201101 88,173.60 -
201102 7,028.14 -
201103 65,829.88 -
201104 17,591.70 -
201105 2,850.92 -
201106 14,381.58 -
201107 404.97 .
201108 6,689.45 -
201109 103.29 -
201110 1,006.72 -
201111| (18,059,606.39) 19,569,317.28
201112 212,027.36
201201 564,227.63
201202 944,599.56
201203 1,146,917.74
201204 1,160,837.44
201205 1,252,532.96
201206 606,416.35
201207 150,723.41
201208| 25,714,048.28 (25,607,599.73)
201209 4,866.53 0.00
201210 1,339.13 (0.00)
201211 690.84 0.00
201212 32.08

BIG SANDY U2 DFGD W/ FF Total 25,720,976.86 (0.00)
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Account
Component IMonth 1830000 1070001
Grand Total 28,774,243.58 (0.00)
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to Exhibit 1 of the application, Asset Contribution Agreement Between AEP
Generation Resources Inc. and Newco Kentucky, Section 2.03.

a.

Provide the net book value as of December 31, 2011 for each of the Assumed
Liabilities listed in section 2.03 of the asset contribution agreement (i.e., Assumed
Payables, Debt, Deferred Tax Liability, and Property Taxes related to the
Transferred Assets).

b. Provide the net book value as of December 31, 2012 for each of the Assumed
Liabilities listed in section 2.03 of the asset contribution agreement (i.e., Assumed
Payables, Debt, Deferred Tax Liability, and Property Taxes related to the
Transferred Assets).

c. Provide a copy of Schedule 1.02 referenced in Section 1.01 of the asset contribution
agreement defining the term “Assumed Payables.”

d. Provide a copy of Schedule 1.03 referenced in Section 1.01 of the asset contribution
agreement defining the term “Debt.”

RESPONSE

a.

The actual Assumed Liabilities will not be identified until just prior to the transfer on
or about December 31, 2013 as the Assumed Liabilities become known. However,
for amounts as of December 31, 2011, please see Company witness Wohnhas' RKW
- Exhibit 3 accounts 230, 236, 242, 282 and 283. KPCo will supplement this
response when the information is known
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b. The actual Assumed Liabilities will not be identified until just prior to the transfer on
or about December 31, 2013 as the Assumed Liabilities become known. However,
for amounts as of December 31, 2012, please see the table below including accounts
230, 236, 242, 282 and 283. KPCo will supplement this response when the
information is known.

12/31/2012
Account

Account Description Actual

($000)
230 Asset Retirement Obligations 5,140
236 Taxes Accrued 4,335
242 Miscellaneous Current and Accrued Liabiliies 471
253 Other Deferred Credits 426
282 Accum. Deferred Income Taxes-Other Property 144,336
283 Accum. Deferred Income Taxes-Other 5,376

Total 160,084 |

c.  Schedule 1.02 Assumed Payables will not be populated until just prior to the transfer
on or about December 31, 2013, as the Assumed Payables become known. KPCo
will supplement this response when the information is known.

d.  Schedule 1.03 Debt will not be populated until closer to the transfer on or about

December 31, 2013 as the Transferor's long-term and short-term debt that will be
assumed by the Transferee is identified. KPCo will supplement this response when
the information is known.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to pages 4-5 of the Direct Testimony of Gregory G. Pauley (“Pauley Testimony™),
which states:

It is important to recognize that although I am the President and COO of Kentucky
Power, the Company is a wholly-owned subsidiary of AEP. As a result, I am responsible
to AEP for the operation and performance of Kentucky Power. In fulfilling my
responsibilities, I work collaboratively with AEP executive management, the
management of the other AEP East operating companies, including Charles R. Patton,
President and COO of Appalachian Power Company (“APCo”), (collectively “AEP
Management”), and AEPSC personnel to address those matters for which I have
responsibility. T regularly meet with Robert P. Powers, Executive Vice President and
COO of AEP, and have access to Nicholas K. Akins, President and Chief Executive
Officer of AEP, when needed. This collaboration provides Kentucky Power access to
valuable resources, but, as Mr. Akins has informed the Commission, I am in charge of the
Company.

Identify the person to whom Mr. Pauley reports by name and position.
RESPONSE

Mr. Pauley reports to Charles R. Patton, President and COO of Appalachian Power
Company.

WITNESS: Gregory G Pauley
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST
Refer to page 7, lines 7-14, of the Pauley Testimony, which states:

Kentucky Power is a party to an agreement dated July 6, 1951, as amended, by and
between APCo, Kentucky Power, Indiana Michigan Power Company (“I&M’), and
OPCo. Under the Pool Agreement, Kentucky Power and the other parties to the
agreement function as an integrated system by jointly satisfying their combined needs for
capacity and energy. On December 17, 2010, Kentucky Power and the then four other
parties to the Pool Agreement gave notice in conformity with the three-year notice
requirements of the Pool Agreement of the termination of that agreement effective
January 1, 2014.

a. Provide a schedule which shows each year since Kentucky Power has been a
member of the American Electric Power (“AEP”) East Pool and for each year
indicate whether Kentucky Power has been a deficit or surplus member.

b. For each year that Kentucky Power was a deficit company, state whether it was
charged its Member Load Ratio share of the average cost of generation of the surplus
members of the AEP East Pool through the capacity equalization payments, as
referenced in the Application, paragraph 30.

c. If the monthly capacity equalization payments are part of Kentucky Power’s base
rates, state whether Kentucky Power ratepayers financially supported the generating
facilities of the surplus members of the AEP East Pool during the time Kentucky
Power was a deficit member.
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RESPONSE

The Company has reviewed all pertinent records and responds below to the extent
information is available.

a. Please see the table below for Kentucky Power's annual capacity status under the
AEP East Pool Agreement.

Annual Surplus
(DEFICIT)
Year CAPACITY kW
2000 (2,827,900)
2001 (3,625,800)
2002 (2,970,300)
2003 (2,403,500)
2004 (2,361,600)
2005 (4,024,700)
2006 (4,339,500)
2007 (4,355,200)
2008 (4,538,900)
2009 (4,702,100)
2010 (4,303,500)
2011 (3,790,800)
2012 (1,779,500)

b. For each month that Kentucky Power had a Member Primary Capacity Deficit it was
charged the average cost of generation of the surplus members of the AEP East Pool
through the capacity equalization payments.

c. Kentucky Power, when deficit, purchases capacity and associated energy services
from the surplus companies, just as the other members, when deficit, purchase
capacity and energy services from Kentucky Power when it has surplus capacity and
energy.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to pages 7-8 of the Pauley Testimony regarding the termination of pool agreement.
Describe how this termination will affect energy costs to Kentucky Power.

RESPONSE

Energy costs will be impacted as shown on lines 2, 3, 11, 12, and 18 of RKW-Exhibit 4,
page 1.

The termination of the Interconnection Agreement ("Pool”) will result in Kentucky
Power no longer making purchases of energy from other Pool members to satisfy
Kentucky Power's load requirements. If replacement for this energy came from market
purchases, it is anticipated that Kentucky Power's cost of energy would likely increase
over the long term. By acquiring the energy instead from the proposed transfer of 50% of
the two Mitchell baseload units, which will dispatch within operational constraints when
their energy cost are less than market, Kentucky Power will benefit from this energy cost
decrease relative to market.

Energy costs depend on a number of factors, however, in isolation, energy costs may
increase somewhat since the primary energy purchases were from blend of various units
from the other Pool members, including the Cook nuclear units. Mitchell is typical of the
cost of energy that Kentucky Power currently purchases from Ohio Power.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

a.

b.

Refer to the Pauley Testimony, page 18-19, regarding the availability of the Mitchell
units in 2015. Elaborate further on the statement that it would be unreasonable to
expect AEP Generation Resources to delay the transfer of the interest of the Mitchell
units to Kentucky Power until such time as Big Sandy Unit 2 is projected to be
retired in June 2015.

Refer to the Pauley Testimony at page 18, line 14 to page 19, line 2. Describe what
incremental cost in either capital or operating expenses Kentucky Power will incur
due to transferring Mitchell in December 2013 when it is not needed until June 2015.

RESPONSE

a.

Mitchell Units 1 and 2, which are currently Ohio Power Company assets, will be
transferred to AEP Generation Resources Inc. on or about December 31, 2013. A
50% interest in these assets is being made available to KPCo at the same time and at
the proposed price. AEP Generation Resources Inc. is a competitive business
separate and distinct from AEP's operating companies. If the Mitchell units remain
with AEP Generation Resources Inc. on January 1, 2014, then AEP Generation
Resources Inc. will work to commit the units' output in the most economically
attractive manner which could be a sale of the Mitchell units, a unit power sale from
the Mitchell units, a long-term contract or other type of sale to a party other than
KPCo. AEP Generation Resources Inc. has no obligation to hold the units and to
transfer them to KPCo at a later date nor, if they are transferred, to transfer them at
the proposed price at another time. KPCo recognizes that AEP Generation
Resources Inc. has no such obligations and therefore concludes that it is
unreasonable to expect that transfer of the units could occur at a later date on the
terms that are being offered today.

The incremental costs of the Mitchell plant are the items shown on lines 17 through
20 of RKW-Exhibit 4. These costs may be off-set by incremental revenues or
reduced purchased power expenses in the PJIM market during the period from
January 1, 2014 through May 31, 2015.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to Case No. 2011-00401, Commission Staff’s Third Request for Information, Item
13.b. which states, “20 percent of the Mitchell units would mitially provide more than
sufficient capacity to meet the required reserve margin under PJM’s fixed resource
requirement.”

a. Confirm that this statement is correct as of February 2013.

b. If the answer to a. is yes, state whether owning 50 percent of the Mitchell Plant units
and corresponding generation would provide Kentucky Power with more than
sufficient capacity to meet the required reserve margin under PJM’s fixed resource
requirement after the retirement of both of the Big Sandy units.

c. If the answer to b. is no, explain what percentage of Mitchell Plant units’ generation
would meet the required reserve margin under PJM’s fixed resource requirement.

RESPONSE

a. That statement is not correct as of February 2013 relative to the instant filing. The
response offered in Case No. 2011-00401 was based on a view of Kentucky Power's
generating resources that assumed the Big Sandy Unit 2 would continue to operate at
788 MW after being retrofitted with environmental controls; whereas the
recommended option in this filing results in that unit being retired. Hence, not only
would the amount/percentage of the Mitchell units necessary to transfer to Kentucky
Power have to increase by 468 MW (from 20% to 50%... or, 30% x 1,560 MW total),
but the Company would also be required to pursue an additional 250 MW of capacity
resources to meet it's required reserve margin under PJM's fixed resource requirement.
(See also "TABLE 1-4" from Company witness Weaver's direct testimony, Exhibit
SCW-1). See also the Company's response to KPSC 1-57.

b. n/a

c. Please see the response to part a. above.

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to page 12, line 16, of the Pauley Testimony, which refers to “a 30-year economic
study period (2014 through 2040).” Confirm that the study period begins in 2011.

RESPONSE

Yes, the study period for the Strategist analysis begins in 2011.

WITNESS: Scott C Weaver
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Kentucky Power Company
REQUEST
Refer to page 20, lines 3-4, of the Pauley Testimony.
a. What is the status of Kentucky Power’s plans for the issuance of a Request for
Proposal (“RFP”) for 250 MW of long-term capacity and energy due to the

anticipated retirement of Big Sandy unit 17

b. Based on current plans, state when Kentucky Power anticipates receiving the bids in
response to the RFP.

RESPONSE
a. The Company anticipates issuing the RFP in early March, 2013.
b. The Company has not completed the RFP, but preliminary plans are to allow 45 to

60 days for bidders to respond to the RFP. An additional 60 to 90 days will be
needed for bid clarification, evaluation, and short listing.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to page 2, lines 19-20, of the Direct Testimony of Mark A. Becker (“Becker
Testimony™).

a. Identify the version of Ventyx’s Strategist model that Kentucky Power used for its
analysis.

b. State whether Kentucky Power modified, restricted or constrained the model for use
in its analysis. If so, describe in detail the changes that Kentucky Power made and
explain why the changes were made.

RESPONSE

a. Kentucky Power used Ventyx's Strategist Version 4.3.0

b. Kentucky Power did not modify, restrict, or constrain the Ventyx delivered model
software.

WITNESS: Mark A Becker
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST
Refer to page 3, lines 6-8, of the Becker Testimony.

a. Identify and describe the demand-side management programs Kentucky Power
included in its Strategist analysis.

b.  Provide the estimated impact on peak demand and energy requirements for each of
the demand-side management programs.

RESPONSE

a.  Strategist included impacts from energy efficiency programs, grid improvements
(Volt VAR Optimization) and demand response.

Strategist requires a load shape to model energy efficiency impacts. Load shapes
that precisely match the Company's programs are not practically available. Thus,
KPCo uses end-use load shapes of commonly employed measures to effectively
mimic the impacts from the energy efficiency programs that KPCo offers and
expects to offer.

b.  See KPSC 1-26 Attachment 1 for the impacts by program.

WITNESS: Mark A Becker



Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040

Year
2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039
2040

WO

0.0
17.8
29.8
34.4
38.0
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.5
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
43.6
435
436
43.5
43.6

00
00
0.0
0.0
3.5
58
6.7
7.6
8.6
8.6
8.6
86
8.6
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.7
8.7
87
8.7
8.7
8.8
8.8
8.8
8.8
8.8
8.9
8.9
8.8
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Energy Impact - Energy Efficiency and Grid Programs {(GWh) Pagel of 1
Residential Residential Residential Residential Commercial Commercial Commercial Demand

Heat Caool Lighting Other Heat Cool Other Industrial Losses Response  Total
34 1.1 7.8 1.7 0.3 0.2 3.2 - 15 - 15.2
5.8 1.8 11.8 2.9 0.6 04 7.0 - 2.6 - 328
7.9 2.4 14.0 3.9 0.9 0.6 10.3 - 3.4 - 43.4
9.8 3.0 15.2 4.9 11 0.8 131 - 4.1 - 52.0
115 3.6 15.6 58 1.4 0.8 15.4 - 45 - 76.5
13.1 4.0 15.4 6.5 16 11 173 - 5.0 - 93.8
144 4.5 14.9 7.2 1.7 1.2 18.8 - 53 - 102.3
15.6 4.8 141 7.8 1.9 13 198 - 55 - 105.8
16.6 5.1 13.3 8.3 2.0 14 206 - 5.7 - 1165
17.4 54 125 87 2.1 1.4 21.0 - 5.8 - 1179
18.1 5.6 117 9.1 2.2 15 21.2 - 5.9 - 118.8
18.6 57 11.1 9.3 2.3 15 21.1 - 5.9 - 1192
18.0 5.9 10.5 9.5 2.3 16 20.9 - 59 - 119.2
18.3 59 10.0 8.7 2.4 16 20.6 - 59 - 1189
194 6.0 98 9.7 2.4 16 20.4 - 59 - 118.7
194 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 16 204 - 5.9 - 118.7
154 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 16 204 - 59 - 118.7
154 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 16 204 - 59 - 118.7
194 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 16 204 - 5.9 - 118.7
5.4 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 1.6 204 - 59 - 1187
194 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 1.6 204 - 5.9 - 118.7
19.4 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 1.6 20.4 - 5.9 - 118.7
19.4 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 1.6 204 - 5.9 - 118.7
194 6.0 9.8 9.7 24 1.6 20.4 - 5.9 - 1187
194 6.0 98 9.7 24 1.6 20.4 - 5.9 - 118.7
194 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 1.6 20.4 - 5.5 - 118.6
19.4 6.0 9.8 8.7 2.4 1.6 20.4 - 59 - 118.6
194 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 1.6 20.4 - 59 - 1186
19.4 6.0 9.8 9.7 2.4 16 204 - 59 - 118.7

Peak Demand Impact - Energy Efficiency and Grid Programs {MW)
Residential Residential Residential Residential Commercial Commercial Commercial Demand

Heat Cool Lighting Other Heat Cool Other Industrial Losses Response  Total
0.0 05 11 03 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.3 3.7 6.2
0.0 0.8 16 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.5 0.0 0.5 3.7 8.1
00 1.2 19 0.9 0.0 05 0.9 0.0 0.7 105 16.6
0.0 14 2.1 1.1 0.0 0.7 1.4 0.0 08 175 25.0
0.0 17 2.1 1.4 0.0 08 18 0.0 0.9 26.3 385
0.0 1.9 2.1 16 0.0 0.9 2.2 0.0 1.0 35.0 50.5
0.0 2.1 20 18 0.0 1.0 2.6 0.0 1.1 35.7 53.0
0.0 23 1.9 2.0 0.0 11 2.9 0.0 11 36.4 55.3
0.0 24 1.8 21 0.0 12 3.1 0.0 1.1 37.1 575
0.0 2.6 1.7 2.3 0.0 13 33 0.0 1.2 37.9 58.7
0.0 2.7 16 2.4 0.0 13 34 0.0 12 386 59.8
0.0 2.7 15 2.4 0.0 14 35 0.0 1.2 39.4 60.7
0.0 2.8 1.4 25 0.0 1.4 35 0.0 1.2 40.2 61.6
0.0 2.8 1.4 2.5 0.0 14 35 0.0 12 41.0 62.5
0.0 2.8 1.3 2.6 0.0 14 35 0.0 1.2 410 62.5
0.0 2.8 13 2.6 0.0 14 3.5 0.0 1.2 41.0 625
0.0 2.8 13 2.6 0.0 14 35 0.0 12 41.0 625
0.0 2.8 13 2.5 0.0 1.4 35 0.0 1.2 41.0 62.5
0.0 2.8 13 2.6 0.0 14 3.5 0.0 12 41.0 62.5
0.0 2.8 1.3 2.6 0.0 14 35 0.0 12 41.0 62.6
0.0 2.8 13 2.7 0.0 1.4 3.6 0.0 1.2 41.0 62.7
0.0 2.8 13 2.7 0.0 1.4 3.6 0.0 1.2 41.0 629
0.0 2.8 13 2.7 0.0 1.4 3.6 0.0 12 41.0 62.8
0.0 2.8 13 2.7 0.0 1.4 3.6 0.0 12 41.0 62.8
0.0 2.8 13 2.7 0.0 1.4 36 0.0 12 410 62.8
0.0 2.8 1.3 2.7 00 1.4 3.6 0.0 1.2 410 62.8
0.0 2.8 1.3 2.7 0.0 1.4 3.6 0.0 12 41.0 63.0
0.0 28 1.3 2.7 0.0 1.4 3.6 0.0 12 41.0 63.0
0.0 2.8 13 2.7 0.0 14 3.6 0.0 12 41.0 62.8
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to page 6, lines 13-14, of the Becker Testimony, which state, “Strategist® was used to
perform the economic evaluation of the Big Sandy emission retrofit and other alternative options
in Case No. 2011-00401.”

State whether Kentucky Power performed an economic evaluation, using the Strategist
model, on the impact of the Mitchell Plant units if Kentucky Power were to acquire more
than the proposed 50 percent undivided interest in the units. If the answer is yes, provide
the results. If no, explain why such an analysis was not performed.

State whether Kentucky Power performed an economic evaluation, using the Strategist
model, assuming that Kentucky Power would acquire a 250 MW undivided interest in the
Dresden or Waterford generating plants along with the proposed 50 percent undivided
interest in the Mitchell Plant units. If yes, provide the results. If no, explain why such an
analysis was not performed.

Provide the sequence and a time line of events that led to Kentucky Power’s decision not to
construct a Dry Flue Gas Desulfurization (“DFGD”) on the Big Sandy Unit 2. Include in
the response a time line of when the decision not to construct the DFGD was made, and also
identify by whom, and whether it was a board, committee, or informal group that made the
decision.

RESPONSE

k.

No Strategist analysis was performed to evaluate more than a 50% interest in the Mitchell
Plant for Kentucky Power. There was not more than a 50% undivided interest in the
Mitchell Plant made available to Kentucky Power.

No Strategist analysis was performed to evaluate the acquisition of a 250 MW interest in
Dresden or Waterford. Neither the Dresden nor Waterford plants were options made
available to Kentucky Power. Please see the Company's response to SC 1-6.

May 30th/31st, 2012 - The Company requested and was granted leave by the Commission to
withdraw the DFGD application in Case No. 2011-00401.
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June - August 2012 - The Company began reviewing options to meet the Company's
obligation under the Consent Decree, the Cross State Air Pollution Rule, the Mercury and
Air Toxic Standard Rule, and other environmental standards.

August/September 2012 - Decision was made to proceed with a FERC and State filing.
subject to later validation, to transfer a 50% interest in the Mitchell units based upon
indications that the Mitchell transfer was the least cost alternative.

November 2012 - After receiving the final analysis which indicated the Mitchell transfer
was the least cost alternative, the decision was made to file with the KPSC for a 50%
interest in the Mitchell units and retire Big Sandy Unit 2. This decision was made by an
informal group of KPCo/AEP management individuals listed in response to SC 1-4.

WITNESS: Mark A Becker/Gregory G Pauley
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST
Refer to page 7, lines 22-24, of the Becker Testimony.

a. Provide Kentucky Power’s weighted average cost of capital as of December 31,
2011.

b. State whether the weighted average cost of capital changed from the previous year,
and if so, from what level.

RESPONSE

a. Please see page 2 of this response for Kentucky Power's weighted average cost of
capital as of December 31, 2011.

b. The weighted average cost of capital did change from the previous year due to the

change in the cost percent rate for Accounts Receivable Financing. Please see page 3
of this response for a copy of the 2010 weighted average cost of capital.

WITNESS: Ranie K Wohnhas



Ln
No
(N

HWON -

Kentucky Power Company
Cost of Capital
As of December 31, 2011

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

Percent Cost
of Percentage
Description Capital Total Rate
@ 3) (4) (5)
Long Term Debt $550,000,000 a 51.608% 6.48%
Short Term Debt $0 a 0.000% 0.38% b
Accts Receivable Financing $55,306,695 5.190% 1.14%
Common Equity $460,415,218 a 43.202% 10.50%
Total $1,065,721,913 100.000%
Book balance as of 12/31/2011

Average borrowing costs for the 12 Months Ended December 31, 2011

Order Dated February 6, 2013
ltem No. 28
Page 2 of 3

Weighted
Average
Cost
Percent

(6)=(4)(3)

3.35%
0.00%
0.06%

4.54%

7.95%
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Kentucky Power Company
Cost of Capital
As of December 31, 2010
Weighted
Percent Cost Average
Ln , of Percentage Cost
No Description Capital Toial Rate Percent
(1) (2) (3) 4 (5) (6)=(4)x(5)
1 Long Term Debt $550,000,000 a 52.963% 6.48% 3.43%
2 Short Term Debt $0 a 0.000% 0.38% b 0.00%
3 Accts Receivable Financing $42,242 695 4.068% 1.21% 0.05%
4 Common Equity $446,215,385 a 42 .969% 10.50% _ 451%
5 Total $1,038,458,080 100.000% 7.99%

a Book balance as of 12/31/2010
Average borrowing costs for the 12 Months Ended December 31, 2010

T
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Kentucky Power Company

REQUEST

Refer to page 8, lines 3-4, of the Becker Testimony. Provide the long-term commodity
pricing forecasts prepared by American Electric Power Service Corporation’s
Fundamental Analysis department and the forecasted load for Kentucky Power over the
analysis period.

RESPONSE

Please see files on the enclosed CD named KPC2.TXT,;
Price_Forecast Nominal FTCA_CSAPR_2011_09_23.xlsx;

Price Forecast Nominal FTCA_CSAPR_EarlyCarbon 2011_10_10.xlsx;
Price_Forecast Nominal FTCA_CSAPR_High 2011_10_14.xlsx;
Price_Forecast Nominal FTCA_CSAPR_Low_2011_10_14.xlsx; and
Price_Forecast Nominal FTCA CSAPR_NoCarbon 2011_10_04.xIsx.

WITNESS: Karl R Bletzacker



