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VERIFICATION 

The uiidersigiied, Raiiie I<. Woluihas, beiiig duly sworii, deposes aiid says he is the 
Maiiagiiig Director Regulatory aiid Fiiiaiice for Keiituclcy Power, that lie has ~iersonal 
laiowledge of tlie matters set €oi-th in the forgoiiig responses for wliich lie is tlie iclciitified 
witness aiid that the iiiforiiiatioii coiitaiiied therein is true aiid correct to the besl of his 
i nforiiiatioii, luiowledge, aiid belief 

v 
Raiiie I<. Woliiilias 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

COUNTY OF FRANKLIN 

1 
) CASE NO. 20 12-00578 
1 

Sulmxibed aiid sworii to before me, a Notary Public in aiid before said County 
niid State, by Raiiie IC. Woliiilias, this the La-day of April 20 13. 

My Coiiiiiiissioii Expires: 
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Refer to the Company’s response to KITJC 1-52, which states there “has been no attempt 
to sell the Mitchell generating units or tlie entire plant to non-affiliated entities during the 
last tlvee years.” Please explain why not. In addition, please provide all documents that 
address the disposition of the Mitchell units prepared within the last three years, 
including, but not limited to, studies, analyses, and correspondence, including ernails. 

The Company objects to this request to the extent it seeks comnuiications and 
documents protected by the attorney-client privilege and/or tlie attoiiiey work-product 
doctrine. 

Tlie Company further ob.jects to this request to the extent it seeks all documents that 
address the disposition of the Mitchell Units prepared within the last tlvee years, as such 
request is overly broad and unduly burdensome, as it purports to require a search of 
documents involving potentially thousands of employees aiid corporate records, and their 
review concerning confidentiality and privilege. On Marcli 20, 201 3, the Company 
received the documents identified in the key word scan for documents of the individuals 
listed in this response. Nearly 60,000 docuinerits were identified as being potentially 
responsive to this request. 

Without waiving its objections, tlie Company states as follows: 

The Company is searching tlie electronic files of the following individuals for responsive 
documents: 

Robert Powers - EVP aiid COO - AEPSC 
Mark McCullough - EVP Generation - AEPSC 
Richard Mimczinslti - SVP Regulatory Services - AEPSC 
Philip Nelson - Managing Director, Regulatory Pricing & Analysis - AEPSC 
Greg Pauley - President and COO - Kentucky Power Company 
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S u ~ ~ ~ e m e ~ ~ a l  esponse filed April 22,2013 

Raiiie I(. Wohnhas, Managing Director, Regulatory and Finance, Kentucky Power 
Company 

In addition to the docuineiit produced with this response, KITJC 2-36 Attaclmient 1 , 
Kentucky Power will produce non-privileged documents responsive to this request as 
soon as they are available, with confidential information protected pursuant to 
Coiimiission rules. 

The Company further states that the Mitchell generating units are currently used by the 
east operating companies under the Interconnection Agreement. The Mitcliell units are 
base load, environmentally controlled units. Kentucky Power and Appalachian Power 
Company (APCo) are in need of capacity and base load energy. Therefore, no attempt 
was made to sell the Mitchell generating units to non-affiliated entities. As discussed in 
the testimony of Company witnesses Patiley and Weaver, tlie transfer of 50% of the 
Mitcliell units is the least cost option for ineetiiig the Company's long-term capacity and 
energy requirements. See also the FERC filing made on behalf of Kentucky Power and 
other AEP Companies (Application, page 8, footnote 7). 

See the Company's responses to PSC 1-2 1 , SC 1-4, and ICITJC 1-1 02. 

The Company reiterates its objections above. Please see the eiiclosed CDs of all 
responsive, non-privileged documents responsive to this request that were identified as of 
1:00 pm.,  March 28, 2013. Kentucky Power continues its review of the electronic 
records of the individuals identified above, and will produce all remaining non-privileged 
documents responsive to this request as soon as they are available. 

April 22,2013 Supplemental Response 

The Company reiterates its objections above. Please see tlie enclosed CD for all 
responsive, non-privileged documents responsive to this request that were identified 
between 1:OO p.m., March 28, 2013 and 1O:OO am., April 22, 2013. Kentucky Power 
continues its review of the electronic records of the individuals identified above, and will 
produce all remaining non-privileged docuineiits responsive to this request as sooii as 
they are available. 

TNESS: Rank IC Wohnhas 


