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Dear Mr. Derouen 

Enclosed please find and accept for filing the original and ten copies of Kentucky Power 
Company's Responses to Commission Staffs First Set of Data Requests. 

By copy of this letter I am serving a copy of the Responses on counsel for Kentucky 
Industrial Utility Customers, Inc. and the Office of the Attorney Gme 
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Mark R. Overstreet 

cc: Dennis G. Howard, I1 
Michael L. Kurtz 
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RESPONSES TO COMMISSION STAFF FIRST SET OF DATA REQUESTS 
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VERIFICATION 

COMMONWEALTH OF kXNTUCICY ) 
COUNTY OF FRANKLIN ) CASE NO. 2009-00339 

The undersigned, Errol Wagner, being duly sworn, states he is the Director of 

Regulatory Services for Keiitucky Power Conipaiiy, that he has persoiial kiiowledge of 

tlie matters set foidi in the Data Respoiises for wllicli lie is identified as tlie witness, and 

tlie aiiswers coiitaiiied therein are true arid correct to tlie best of his information, 

knowledge aiid belief. 

Subscribed aiid sworn to before me, a Notary Public in aiid before said Couiity 

and State, this 2009. 

(SEAL) 

My Coiiiiiiissioii Expires: 
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Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

Refer to pages 1-3 aiid 1 - 10 of ICeiitucky Power’s 2009 Iiitegrated Resource Plan (“1RP”). The 
secoiid paragraph 011 page 1-3 aiider tlie heading “COMPANY OPERATIONS AND 
INTERRELATIONSHIP WITH THE AEP SYSTEM (807 ICAR 5:058, Sec. 5.1)” reflects that 
Kentucky Power lias continued to be a wiiiter pealtiiig systeiii, as it has beeii historically. The last 
paragraph oii page 1-3 shows that, althougli the AEP-East Zone lias traditioiially achieved its 
higliest peak deiiiaiid in tlie suininer, its all-tiiiie suiiiiner aiid winter peaks of 22,413 aiid 22,270 
MW, respectively, differ by less tliaii oiie percent. Table 5 oil page 1-10 iiidicates that the 
estiiiiated load iiiipacts of expaiided Demand-Side Maiiageiiieiit (“DSM”) programs for both the 
AEPEast Zone aiid Kentucky Power tlirougliout the forecast period are heavily weighted toward 
reducing suiiiiiier peak deiiiaiid compared to reducing wiiiter peak deiiiaiid. 

a. Given the iiiiiiiaterial difference between its all-tiiiie suiiiiiier aiid winter peaks, explaiii why 
tlie estiiiiated deinaiid reductions for tlie AEP-East Zoiie’s suiiiiiier peak are rouglil y two aiid 
oiie-lialf tiiiies those of its wiiiter peak. 

b. With its all-time wiiiter peak deinaiid nearly 25 percent greater than its all-time suiiiiiier pealc 
deiiiaiid, explaiii why Keiitucky Power should plan or expect to participate in DSM prograiiis 
estiiiiated to reduce its suiiiiner peak deinaiid by three aiid one-half tiiiies the reduction in its 
winter peak denialid (86 MW vs. 24 MW). 

RESPONSE 

a. PJM, the regional traiisiiiissioii operator, plaiis for a suininer peak. As a PJM meniber, AEP is 
required to plan aiid meet siiiiiiiier pealtiiig requirements. Because this IRP is predicated upon 
plaiiiiiiig for tlie PJM (and AEP-East System) peak, deinaiid reductioiis that result froiii demand 
response prograiiis were oiily modeled in tlie suininer months. This does not preclude aiiy 
deiiiaiid respoiise prograiii or tariff offering froiii also iinpactiiig winter peaks, should it be 
econoiiiical to do so. With Collaborate approval, Keiituclty Power Coinpaiiy anticipates filing 
for deiiiaiid respoiise prograiiis that affect both suiiiiiier aiid wiiiter peaks, iiicludiiig air 
conditioning aiid hot water lieatiiig direct load coiitrol prograiiis in February of 20 1 0. 
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b, The IRP iiicludes Energy Effcieiicy prograiiis that have a peak deiiiaiid iiiipact or 26MW in 
tlie suiiiiiier aiid 24 MW in the winter. The reiiiaiiiiiig deiiiaiid iiiipacts in question are the 
6OM W of peak deniaiid reduction that result from a (suiiiiiier) deiiiaiid response program. 
Participatioii iii suiiiiiier peak deiiiaiid reduction prograiiis lowers the over-all Sysleni need for 
supply-side capacity. KPCo, beiiig iii a deficit positioii in tlie AEP pool, would be expected to 
install iiew capacity wheii there is a System need. Delaying the System need for iiew capacity, 
by loweriiig suiiiiiier peak deiiiaiid, will delay this expectatioii for ICPCo aiid tliereby reduce 
IQCo costs in the long term. 

WITNESS: Errol I< Wagner 
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Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

Refer to page 1-1 7 of the IRP, wliich indicates that Kentucky Power is expected to be a party to 
contracts for power from two SO-MW wind power projects witliiii the next two years. Describe 
the extent to which Kentucky Power aiiticipates being involved in other lion-utility generation 
projects during the sairie time period. 

RESPONSE 

Kentucky Power does not anticipate being involved in any other noli-utility generation projects 
during tlie next two years. 

WITNESS: Errol I< Wagner 
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Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

Refer to Section E.2. 011 pages 3-6 and 3-7 of tlie IRP. Provide tlie energy efficiency levels that 
have been iiiaiidated and are in place in Oliio and Michigan. 

RESPONSE 

The followiiig mandates, subject to cost effectiveiiess criteria, are in place in Ohio a id  Michigan. 
In Ohio, tlie percentages refer to the average of tlie tlme previous years' coiisuiiiption, wliile in 
Michigan they refer to the previous year's consumption. In Michigan, tlie targets may be revised 
in 20 IS.  111 both cases, tlie targets are for iiicreineiital aiiiiual reductioiis. 

Ohio 
Annual 

Reduction 
2009 0.3% 
2010 0.5% 
201 1 0.7% 
2012 0.8% 
2013 0.9% 
2014 1 .O% 
201 5 1 .O% 
2016 1.0% 
2017 1"0% 
2018 1 .O% 
201 9 2.0% 
2020 2.0% 
2021 2.0% 
2022 2.0% 
2023 2.0% 
2024 2 " 0% 
2025 2.0% 

Michigan 
Annual 

Reduction 
0.3% 
0.5% 

0.75% 
1 .O% 
1 .O% 
1 .O% 
1 .O% 
1"0% 
I .O% 
1 .O% 
1.0% 
1.0% 
1"0% 
1"0% 
1 .O% 
1.0% 
1.0% 

WITNESS: Errol I< Wagner 
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Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

Refer to page 3-8, specifically, tlie last paragraph in Section E.4. aiid Exhibit 3-3 o f  tlie IRP. 

a. Confirm whether the prograiiis identified on the graph in tlie exhibit are the programs 
recoiiiiiieiided in the Iiidiaiia Market Potential Study (“MPS’). 

17. If the answer to pait a. of this request is yes, provide the description from the Iiidiaiia MPS of 
each of the prograiiis identified in the exhibit 

RESPONSE 

a. Yes. 

b. Please see the attached Pages 2 tluougli 46. Note: The Demonstratiom atid Reiiewables 
prograiii (pages 10- 1 1 of attachment) was iiot modeled because this program contains five 
program eleiiieiits a id  each of these program eleiiieiits are currently lion-cost effective aiid 
together, the set is not cost-effective. The deiiiaiid response program (pages 4-9) were 
evaluated but are not depicted 011 Exhibit 3-3 of the IW. 

WITNESS: Errol I< Wagner 
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Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

Tlie DSM sections of utility IRP filings typically iiiclude tlie results of both qualitative and 
quantitative screening of potential DSM measures, cost-benefit analyses based on the "California 
Tests," and an indication of the utility's plaiis for iinplementing any of tlie measures in the 
liiture. Explain why Keiitucky Power did not iiiclude ally such screening and analyses in this 
IRP. 

RESPONSE 

The Iiidiaiia Market Potential Study, wliicli served as tlie basis for the construction of tlie 
"blocl<s" used for modeling developed its prograins incorporating knowledge of coiisuiiier 
acceptance, program iiiceiitive levels, and iiieasure costs. Those results were calculated for the 
Iiidiaiia utility, however, they are not strictly transferable to ICPCo or other AEP-East System 
iitilities. That said, there is a reasonable expectation that programs can be designed for KPCo 
that would have siinilar impacts, costs, a id  acceptance. 

KPCo has in place a DSM Collaborative witli a well-established process for evaluating prograiiis 
and measures (see Chapter 3, Sectioii D.2) using four of the "California Tests". It is within this 
process that detailed analysis of individual programs and measures lias tlie most value as tlie 
Collaborative is in the best position to design a program that balaiices the tests. 

WITNESS: Errol I< Wagner 
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Kentucky Power Company 

REQUEST 

Identify a id  describe tlie net metering equipineiit aiid systems installed 011 each systeni. Also 
provide a detailed discussion of tlie iiiaiuier in wliicli such resources were coiisidered in the 
ICeiitucky Power resoiirce plan. 

RESPONSE i 

No ICeiitucky Power custoiiiers tale service uiider the Net Metering tariff. Net iiietering systeiiis 
were not iiicluded in Kentucky Power's resource plan due to tlie lack of adequate data and the 
likelihood of less than de iiiiiiiinis iinpact of such systeiiis. 

WITNESS: Errol IC Wagner 


