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Operating
Company 

 
Generating 

Unit 

 
Current Winter

MW Rating 

Date Placed 
In-Service or 

Added to Pool 
OPCo Amos 3 (2/3) 867 1973 
OPCo Gavin 1 1,320 1974 
OPCo Gavin 2 1,320 1975 
I&M Cook 1 1,084 1975 
I&M Cook 2 1,107 1978 
APCo Mountaineer 1,320 1980 
APCo Smith Mountain 3 106 1980 
CSP All UnitsC 2,061 1980 
I&M Rockport 1 (85%) 1,122 1984 
KPCo Rockport 1 (15%) 198 1984 
I&M Rockport 2 (85%) 1,105 1989 
KPCo Rockport 2 (15%) 195 1989 
CSP Zimmer 330 1991 
CSP Waterford 840 2005 
APCo Ceredo 516 2005 
CSP Darby 507 2007 
CSP Lawrenceburg 1,186 2007 

 
A I&M’s Breed Plant was designed as a 500 MW unit, and was subsequently re-rated at 325 MW.  
The Breed Plant was retired on March 31, 1994. 
B OPCo has an application pending before the PUCO to retire Sporn 5. 
C The 2,061 MW does not include CSP’s Conesville Unit Nos. 1 and 2 (both 125 MW units), which 
were retired on December 31, 2005.  
 
 Figure 2 shows that at least one of the Pool members added generation in every 

year from 1951 to 1969, except for 1955, 1956 and 1962.  As a result, in January 1970, 

the Pool members’ capacity positions, on a MW basis, were as follows: 

(As of January 1970) 

As % of
Company (Deficit)/Surplus Cap. Reservation

APCo (231) -7.7%
I&M (541) -22.0%

KPCo 669 162.9%
OPCo 103 2.4%  
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The relative deficit/surplus positions of the then Pool members were largely a result of 

KPCo’s 1969 addition of Big Sandy Unit No. 2, the first in a series of generating units, 

each approximately 800 MW, that had been planned and were being built on the AEP-

East System at the time. 

 On August 15, 1971, President Nixon imposed wage and price controls across 

the United States.  As shown on Figure 3, inflation had been above historical levels 

since the mid-1960s, exceeding 6% briefly in 1970 and persisting above 4% in 1971. 

Figure 3 

 

 

The inflationary pressures experienced in the United States economy from the mid-

1960s through the early 1980s had a significant impact on the cost of capacity additions 

for the AEP-East System. 
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 From 1971 through 1980, the year CSP became a Pool member, the AEP-East 

System continued to add generation nearly every year to meet the projected needs of 

its customers.1  By January 1973, when the 800 MW-series of units were all in service, 

but none of the 1300 MW units under construction had been completed, the Pool 

members’ capacity positions, on a MW basis, were as follows: 

(As of January 1973) 

As % of
Company (Deficit)/Surplus Cap. Reservation

APCo 433 11.0%
I&M (1,490) -44.3%

KPCo 568 111.1%
OPCo 489 9.2%  

I&M’s deficit position in January 1973 was largely a result of construction delays at the 

Cook Nuclear Plant, which was expected to be in-service by 1972 when the plant was 

announced in 1966. 

 During the 1970s, peak demands on the AEP-East System were beginning to 

show the effects of inflationary pressures and the 1973-1975 recession, which were 

pushing up electric rates and affecting the demand for electricity, and other differences 

among the AEP-East operating companies, such as the effects of geographical location, 

weather and electric heat saturation.  For example, as shown on Figure 1, OPCo’s 

actual peak demands from 1973 through 1976 (4205 MWs, 4336 MWs, 4244 MWs and 

4287 MWs) were relatively flat, while APCo’s actual peak demands continued to rise 

during the same period (3257 MWs, 3338 MWs, 3804 MWs and 4093 MWs).  By 1977, 

however, three 1300 MW units, Amos Unit No. 3 (1973), Gavin Unit No. 1 (1974), Gavin 

                                                 
1 As shown on Figure 2, during the 1971 to 1980 period, generation was added each year except for 
1976, 1977 and 1979.  When planning began for APCo’s 1300 MW Mountaineer Plant in early 1974, it 
was expected to be placed in service in December 1977, but financing difficulties delayed its completion 
until 1980. 
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Unit No. 2 (1975), and the first nuclear generating unit on the AEP-East System, Cook 

Unit No. 1 (1975), had already been placed in service; Cook Unit No. 2 (1978) was 

substantially complete; and APCo’s 1300 MW Mountaineer Plant had already been 

delayed to a 1980 in-service date.  Because OPCo has not added any significant 

generation since Gavin Unit No. 2 went into service in 1975, any changes in OPCo’s 

capacity situation since that time have been a function of generation additions made by 

other Pool members, and changes in the relative peak demands of the Pool members. 

 In the 1970s, APCo was exploring options for additional generating facilities to be 

located in the Commonwealth.  In June 1974, the FPC issued APCo a license to 

construct an 1800 MW combination pumped storage and hydroelectric project involving 

two dams on the New River in Virginia (“Blue Ridge Project”).  In 1976, legislation was 

enacted which incorporated a 26.5 mile segment of the New River into the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers System.  The legislation prohibited any project, whether licensed or not, 

from invading, inundating or otherwise adversely affecting the incorporated river 

segment.  This legislation effectively blocked the construction of the Blue Ridge Project. 

On July 25, 1978, APCo announced it was investigating the possibility of building 

a nuclear generating plant in central Virginia.  As envisioned, the nuclear plant was to 

consist of two reactors, each with a net generating capacity of between 1150 and 1288 

MWs.  On September 5, 1979, a little over five months after the March 28, 1979 

accident at the Three Mile Island Nuclear Plant, APCo announced it was halting its 

study, citing a growing number of uncertainties involving nuclear power.  Attachment 3 

is a summary of events about this possible nuclear plant prepared from APCo’s records. 
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By January of 1981, both Cook nuclear units were in service, four 1300 MW units 

-- Amos Unit No. 3, Gavin Unit No. 1, Gavin Unit No. 2 and APCo’s Mountaineer Plant -- 

had begun operating, and CSP had become a Pool member (1980).  Also, throughout 

the 1970s, as documented on Attachment 2, APCo, I&M and OPCo retired 

approximately 169 MWs, 157 MWs, 717 MWs of generation, respectively.  This 

combination of generation additions and retirements, in conjunction with changes in 

relative peak demands that occurred throughout the 1970s and 1980, resulted in the 

following capacity positions, on a MW basis, for the Pool members, as of January 1, 

1981: 

(As of January 1981) 

As % of
Company (Deficit)/Surplus Cap. Reservation

APCo (292) -4.7%
CSP (357) -12.5%
I&M (900) -20.2%

KPCo (226) -17.6%
OPCo 1,775 26.3%  

The Three Mile Island accident, and the back-to-back recessions of 1980 

(January 1980 – July 1980) and 1981-1982 (July 1981 – November 1982), had a 

significant impact upon AEP-East System capacity additions post-1980, both in the case 

of plants still on the drawing board and those already under construction.  On August 

30, 1977, APCo applied to the FPC for a preliminary permit to study the feasibility of 

constructing a pumped-storage hydro-electric generating facility at one of two potential 

sites in western Virginia.  The proposed storage project, which came to be known as 

Brumley Gap Project, was to have an installed capacity on the order of 3000 MWs, with 

an estimated average annual output of seven million megawatt hours.  As shown on 

Attachment 4, which is a summary of events prepared at the time, between when the 
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Brumley Gap Project was announced in 1977 and 1982, a number of citizen and 

environmental groups actively opposed the issuance of a preliminary permit for the 

project.  Although the FERC issued the preliminary permit on January 18, 1982, 

because of various court proceedings, APCo surrendered its preliminary permit for the 

Brumley Gap Project on November 1, 1982. 

In 1984, I&M announced plans to delay the in-service date for Rockport Plant No. 

2 from 1987 until 1989, while keeping Rockport Unit No. 1 on schedule for completion in 

December 1984.  Construction at the Rockport Plant had commenced in 1977.  The 

decision to delay the in-service date of Rockport Unit No. 2 was based upon the AEP-

East System’s slower than projected load growth and other factors including financing 

considerations. 

 As shown on Figure 1, the AEP-East System’s peak demands from 1980 (when 

APCo’s Mountaineer Plant, the last major generation addition on the AEP-East System 

prior to Rockport Unit No. 1, was placed in service) through 1983 were as follows: 1980, 

14,474 MWs; 1981, 15,141 MWs; 1982, 15,047 MWs; and 1983, 14,236 MWs.  

Financing considerations also resulted in a unique ownership situation for the Rockport 

Plant. 

 Rockport Unit No. 1 is owned equally by I&M and AEP Generating Company 

(“AEGCo”), which was formed as a financing vehicle for the Rockport Plant.  Rockport 

Unit No. 2 is owned by a non-affiliate lessor, with I&M and AEGCo each leasing 50% of 

the unit.  AEGCo’s respective shares (50% or 650 MWs) of both Rockport Unit Nos. 1 

and 2 are purchased by I&M (70%) and KPCo (30%), through a long-term FERC-

approved purchase power agreement.  Because of the economic slowdown precipitated 
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by the 1980 – 1982 recessions, 250 MWs of I&M’s share of Rockport Unit No. 2 were 

sold to a non-affiliated utility under a 20-year unit power agreement that expired on 

December 31, 2009. 

 The same year that I&M announced the delayed in-service date for Rockport Unit 

No. 2 (i.e., 1984), the three owners of the Zimmer Nuclear Plant, CSP, the Cincinnati 

Gas & Electric Company (“CG&E”), and Dayton Power and Light Company (“DP&L”)2, 

made an historic announcement -- the Zimmer Plant was to be converted to a single, 

1300 MW coal-fired plant.  At the time of the announcement, the Zimmer Plant was 97% 

complete as an 800 MW nuclear plant, having been under construction since 1972, well 

before CSP became an AEP-East operating company and joined the Pool in 1980.  

When the conversion of the Zimmer Plant was completed in 1991, CSP’s 330 MW 

share of the plant was added to the Pool.  The Zimmer Plant was the last major 

generation addition on the AEP-East System until 2005.  The Pool members’ capacity 

positions, on a MW basis, as of January 1991 were as follows: 

(As of January 1991) 

As % of
Company (Deficit)/Surplus Cap. Reservation

APCo (1,320) -18.4%
CSP (1,530) -40.3%
I&M 635 14.4%

KPCo 53 3.8%
OPCo 2,161 33.4%  

In addition to having an effect on capacity additions on the AEP-East System, the 

1980 - 1982 recessions also had a profound impact on the peak demands of the AEP-

East operating companies since then.  Until the most recent recession (December 2007 

                                                 
2 CSP, CG&E (now Duke Energy), and DP&L own 25.4%, 46.5% and 28.1% of the Zimmer Plant, 
respectively.  Duke Energy and DP&L are not AEP affiliates. 
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– June 2009), the 1981-1982 recession was considered the worst recession since the 

Great Depression.  Yet, the effect of that recession, along with all other factors that 

effect peak demands, has varied significantly from Pool member to Pool member. 

Figure 4 sets out the peak demands of the Pool members in 1979, the year 

before the 1980 recession, and 2007, the beginning of the most recent recession.  It 

also shows the percentage increase in peak demands from 1979 to 2007, calculated as 

follows: 

(2007 peak demand – 1979 peak demand) ÷ 1979 peak demand 
 

Figure 4 
Pool Members 

Percentage Increase in Peak Demands 
1979 – 2007 

 
 

 
Company 

1979 Peak 
Demand (MW)

2007 Peak 
Demand (MW)

Percentage 
Increase 

APCo 4493 8003 78% 
CSP 1852 4723 155% 
I&M 2923 4528 55% 
KPCo 876 1808 106% 
OPCo 4950 5491 11% 

 
From 1991 until 2005, the Pool members did not add any significant capacity on 

the AEP-East System.  Consequently, the changes in the Pool members’ relative 

capacity positions during that time-frame were primarily a function of differences in peak 

demands among the Pool members. 

The capacity charges that APCo pays to a surplus Pool member under the IA are 

calculated by multiplying the surplus member’s surplus capacity by its capacity 

equalization rate (“capacity rate”).  The capacity rate is made up of two components:  

the primary capacity investment rate and the fixed operating rate.  Under the IA, the 
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Since 1990, the year after Rockport Unit No. 2 was placed in service, both OPCo 

and I&M have been surplus Pool members.  I&M’s higher embedded cost of capacity3 

explains the increase in the capacity rate in 1990. 

Changes in the capacity rate from 1990 to 2010 were primarily attributable to 

increases in the embedded cost of OPCo’s capacity caused by environmental 

regulations.  While I&M’s embedded cost of capacity did increase during this period due 

to on-going investments in the Cook Nuclear Plant, OPCo made significant investments 

in facilities to control the emissions of sulfur dioxide and nitrogen oxides.  Figure 7 lists 

the flue-gas desulfurization facilities (“FGDs” or “scrubbers”) and selective analytic 

reduction equipment (“SCRs”) that OPCo has added to its generating plants. 

Figure 7 
Ohio Power Company 

FGDs and SCRs 
 

Plant Equipment Year 
Gavin 1 FGD 1994 
Gavin 2 FGD 1995 
Gavin 1 and 2 SCRs 2001 
Amos 3 
(jointly owned with APCo)

SCR 2002 

Cardinal 1 SCR 2003 
Muskingum River 5 SCR 2005 
Mitchell 1 and 2 FGDs 2007 
Mitchell 1 and 2 SCRs 2007 
Cardinal 1 FGD 2008 
Amos 3 
(jointly owned with APCo)

FGD 2009 

    
 The 1990s also saw the introduction of “open access transmission” and 

increased competition in wholesale generation markets.  Many states examined retail 

                                                 
3 I&M’s Cook Nuclear Plant and Rockport Unit Nos. 1 and 2 were placed in-service either in or after 1975, 
the year OPCo added its last generating facility. 
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competition, and several, including three served by AEP-East operating companies – 

Ohio, Michigan and Virginia -- implemented retail competition. 

 In 2004, the AEP-East operating companies joined PJM Interconnection, L.L.C. 

(“PJM”), which is both a Regional Transmission Organization (“RTO”) that has 

functional control over transmission assets in its footprint, and a generation power pool 

that dispatches over 167,000 MWs of capacity in the District of Columbia and all or 

parts of 13 states.  By the fall of that year, approximately three years before the 

country’s most recent recession started in December 2007, the Integrated Resource 

Plan (“IRP”) for the AEP-East System was projecting that over 3000 MWs of new 

capacity would be required by 2010.  Natural gas combustion turbines (“CTs”) were 

identified as the most economic, incremental generation for the bulk of these additions.  

At that time, it was estimated that these new CTs, with expected 12,500 BTU/kWh heat 

rates, would cost approximately $475/kW in 2005 dollars. 

 When compared to the pulverized coal, nuclear and hydro-electric generating 

facilities that Pool members had brought on-line from 1951 to 1991, beginning in 2004, 

AEP planners had a vastly different and growing array of supply-side and demand-side 

options from which to choose to meet that demand.  The list of supply side options 

included or would soon include the following:  coal:  pulverized coal (“PC”), advanced 

PC, and integrated gasification combined cycle (“IGCC”) plants; natural gas:  

conventional combined cycle (“CC”), advanced CC, conventional CT and advanced CT 

plants; nuclear plants; and renewables, such as biomass, geothermal, landfill gas, 

conventional hydro, wind and solar thermal.  As shown on the chart on page 10 of the 

main portion of this Report on Capacity Matters, the costs of these supply side options, 
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in 2010 dollars, range from a low of $665/kW for natural gas advanced CT peaking 

capacity to $8,232/kW for landfill gas.  AEP planners also have available an increased 

variety of demand-side management, energy efficiency and demand response 

programs (“DSM” or “EE/DR”) intended to limit load growth. 

 In the late 1990s, through the early part of the last decade, many new, non-

regulated, natural gas merchant plants had been built by Independent Power Producers 

(“IPPs”) when natural gas prices were in the $2-$3/MMBTU range.  These prices 

created “spark spreads,” the difference between gas prices and electricity prices, which 

appeared to favor gas generation as a low-cost form of generation.  Once gas prices 

began rising, many of these gas plants became “distressed’ in the sense that they were 

rarely dispatched as economic resources. 

Given the AEP-East System’s projected capacity needs, in the fall of 2004, AEP 

launched an initiative to identify and evaluate existing “distressed” marketplace assets 

to determine if these assets could be acquired at a discount (when compared to newly-

built generation) that exceeded the near-term carrying costs of these assets. 

Several facilities, which were either already in operation or under construction, 

and which were directly connected to the AEP transmission system, as well as an asset 

relocation option, were identified for possible acquisition.  In 2005, AEP pursued the 

acquisition of the Waterford and Ceredo Plants.  CSP purchased Waterford in 

September 2005, and APCo purchased Ceredo in December 2005. 

 Waterford is a combined cycle (“CC”) plant with a winter capacity and heat rate of 

approximately 840 MW and 7280 BTUs/kWh, respectively.  It consists of three GE 7FA 
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CTs and one GE D11 steam turbine bottoming cycle.  The plant is connected to the 

AEP 345 kV system in CSP’s service territory, near OPCo’s Muskingum River Plant.   

 Ceredo is a CT plant with a winter capacity and heat rate of approximately 516 

MW and 12,000 BTUs/kWh, respectively.  Ceredo is comprised of six GE 7EA CTs with 

evaporative coolers.  The plant is connected to the APCo 138 kV system. 

At the time the acquisition of the Waterford and Ceredo Plants was being 

negotiated, CSP was the most deficit Pool member based upon the projected difference 

between its Primary Capacity and its Primary Capacity Reservation, divided by its 

Primary Capacity Reservation, as those terms are defined in the Interconnection 

Agreement.  Figure 8 shows the forecast used to assign the Waterford Plant to CSP. 

Figure 8 

 AEP Member Member Member Primary
Member Load Primary Primary Cap Surplus/ Capacity

Ratios Capacity Reservation (Deficit) Deficit
(MLRs)   (MW) (MW)   (MW) (%)

(1) (2) (3) (4)=(2)xSum(3) (5)=(3)-(4) (6)=(5)/(4)

2006
  APCO 0.31435 5,899 7,284 (1,385) -19%
  CSP 0.18443 2,595 4,274 (1,679) -39%
  I&M 0.19330 5,100 4,479 621 ---
  KPCO 0.07339 1,450 1,701 (251) -15%
  OPCO 0.23454 8,129 5,435 2,694 ---
TOTAL 1.00000   23,173         23,173         -                  

Capacity Positions Prior to Waterford

Forecasted East Pool Capacity Settlement
Forecast Year:  2006

 

Multiplying each Pool member’s projected MLR times the projected total Primary 

Capacity for all five Pool members produces the projected Member Primary Capacity 

Reservation for each Pool member.  The difference between each Pool member’s 

Primary Capacity and its Member Primary Capacity Reservation represents each 
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member’s MW surplus or deficit position in the Pool.  To determine the relative deficits 

of the short Pool members, each of these member’s deficits is divided by its respective 

Member Primary Capacity Reservation. 

 The Ceredo Plant was assigned to APCo, even though it was in an approximate 

tie with CSP as the most capacity deficit Pool member following CSP’s acquisition of the 

Waterford Plant.  As shown in Figure 9, APCo and CSP each had a forecasted deficit 

of approximately 23%.   

Figure 9 

 AEP Member Member Member Primary
Member Load Primary Primary Cap Surplus/ Capacity

Ratios Capacity Reservation (Deficit) Deficit
(MLRs)   (MW) (MW)   (MW) (%)

(1) (2) (3) (4)=(2)xSum(3) (5)=(3)-(4) (6)=(5)/(4)

2006
  APCO 0.31435 5,899 7,613 (1,714) -23%
  CSP 0.18443 3,447 4,467 (1,020) -23%
  I&M 0.19330 5,100 4,682 418 ---
  KPCO 0.07339 1,450 1,777 (327) -18%
  OPCO 0.23454 8,325 5,681 2,644 ---
TOTAL 1.00000   24,221         24,221         (0)                    

Capacity Positions Prior to Ceredo

Forecasted East Pool Capacity Settlement
Forecast Year:  2006

 

Limited consideration was given to splitting the ownership of the Ceredo Plant 

between APCo and CSP.  However, splitting ownership of the Ceredo Plant, particularly 

between two companies with different regulatory and customer choice regimes, was 

considered potentially problematic.  While there are existing AEP generating plants that 

are owned by more than one Pool member (e.g., Amos Unit No. 3), there were 

concerns with making additional shared ownership assignments if, for example, the 

Interconnection Agreement were ever to be terminated.  
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 As part of the assignment process, consideration was also given to the fact that 

the Ceredo Plant was physically located in West Virginia, a state served by APCo.  

While PJM does not require generation to be near the load it serves, all else being 

equal, generation nearer such load is preferred since it may mitigate concerns regarding 

congestion and losses and events such as major transmission line outages, or grid 

emergency isolation and/or blackout events.  Fundamentally, these are all events that 

can create issues with generation reaching the load it is intended to serve, the farther 

away such generation is from such load. 

 In 2006, while AEP continued to pursue “distressed” gas generation, CSP/OPCo 

and APCo also initiated proceedings that would allow them to build IGCC plants in Ohio 

and West Virginia.  The impetus behind those filings was the potential regulation of 

green house gases (“GHG”), including carbon dioxide.  The IGCC plants were intended 

to meet long-term base load capacity needs identified in the AEP-East operating 

companies’ IRP process, while the “distressed” natural gas CC and CT plants would 

provide intermediate and peaking power, respectively. 

 Also, in 2006, AEP pursued the acquisition of the Darby Plant, which is nearly 

identical to the Ceredo Plant, consisting of six GE 7EA CTs with a winter capacity of 

approximately 507 MW.  CSP purchased Darby in April 2007. 

 CSP was assigned the Darby Plant because it was the most deficit Pool member 

following APCo’s addition of Ceredo, and CSP’s retirement of Conesville Unit Nos. 1 

and 2 in December 2005.  As seen in Figure 10, for 2007, CSP had a forecasted deficit 

of approximately 26%, compared to capacity deficits of 22% and 21%, respectively, for 

APCo and KPCo.  The projected deficit positions of APCo, CSP and KPCo for the 
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subsequent years 2008 through 2011 were also forecasted, and CSP was projected to 

remain the most deficit Pool member in those years due to its expected higher rate of 

load growth than either APCo or KPCo. 

Figure 10 

 AEP Member Member Member Primary
Member Load Primary Primary Cap Surplus/ Capacity

Ratios Capacity Reservation (Deficit) Deficit
(MLRs)   (MW) (MW)   (MW) (%)

(1) (2) (3) (4)=(2)xSum(3) (5)=(3)-(4) (6)=(5)/(4)

2007
  APCO 0.32563 6,249 8,044 (1,795) -22%
  CSP 0.18578 3,404 4,586 (1,182) -26%
  I&M 0.19314 5,115 4,770 345 ---
  KPCO 0.07390 1,450 1,825 (375) -21%
  OPCO 0.22155 8,480 5,472 3,008 ---
TOTAL 1.00000   24,698         24,698         -                  

Capacity Positions Prior to Darby

Forecasted East Pool Capacity Settlement
Forecast Year:  2007

 

 As AEP was continuing to work on the Darby acquisition, the Lawrenceburg Plant 

was identified as an additional acquisition opportunity.  Lawrenceburg is a two-unit 

natural gas CC plant located in Indiana.  Each unit is a two-on-one configuration with 

two GE 7FA CTs and a GED11 steam turbine.   Each unit has a winter capacity of 

approximately 593 MW, for a total plant winter capacity of approximately 1186 MW. 

 Due to the size of Lawrenceburg, consideration was given once again to shared 

ownership of the plant.  Consideration was also given to an assignment of some portion 

of Lawrenceburg to I&M because the plant is physically located in Indiana. 

Given these considerations, before assigning Lawrenceburg, AEP forecasted the 

relative capacity positions of the Pool members, not just in the near-term, but in the 
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intermediate term as well.  The capacity forecast used to make the assignment of 

Lawrenceburg to CSP is shown in Figure 11. 

Figure 11 

 AEP Member Member Member Primary
Member Load Primary Primary Cap Surplus/ Capacity

Ratios Capacity Reservation (Deficit) Deficit
(MLRs)   (MW) (MW)   (MW) (%)

(1) (2) (3) (4)=(2)xSum(3) (5)=(3)-(4) (6)=(5)/(4)

2007
  APCO 0.31084 6,254 7,785 (1,531) -20%
  CSP 0.19195 3,761 4,808 (1,047) -22%
  I&M 0.19954 5,118 4,998 120 ---
  KPCO 0.06874 1,450 1,722 (272) -16%
  OPCO 0.22892 8,463 5,734 2,729 ---
TOTAL 1.00000   25,046         25,046         (0)                    
2008
  APCO 0.31259 6,214 7,829 (1,615) -21%
  CSP 0.19177 3,875 4,803 (928) -19%
  I&M 0.19757 5,148 4,948 200 ---
  KPCO 0.06895 1,450 1,727 (277) -16%
  OPCO 0.23032 8,389 5,769 2,620 ---
TOTAL 1.00119   25,076         25,076         0                      
2009
  APCO 0.30852 6,226 7,727 (1,501) -19%
  CSP 0.19033 3,627 4,767 (1,140) -24%
  I&M 0.19789 5,178 4,956 222 ---
  KPCO 0.06799 1,460 1,703 (243) -14%
  OPCO 0.22863 8,389 5,726 2,663 ---
TOTAL 0.99336   24,880         24,880         0                      
2010
  APCO 0.30305 6,226 7,590 (1,364) -18%
  CSP 0.18831 3,462 4,716 (1,254) -27%
  I&M 0.19578 5,437 4,904 533 ---
  KPCO 0.06693 1,460 1,676 (216) -13%
  OPCO 0.22518 7,942 5,640 2,302 ---
TOTAL 0.97925   24,527         24,526         0                      
2011
  APCO 0.30364 6,226 7,605 (1,379) -18%
  CSP 0.18998 3,462 4,758 (1,296) -27%
  I&M 0.19713 5,542 4,937 605 ---
  KPCO 0.06692 1,460 1,676 (216) -13%
  OPCO 0.22577 7,942 5,655 2,287 ---
TOTAL 0.98345   24,632         24,631         0                      
5-YR AVG.
  APCO 0.30773 6,229 7,707 (1,478) -19%
  CSP 0.19047 3,637 4,770 (1,133) -24%
  I&M 0.19758 5,285 4,949 336 ---
  KPCO 0.06791 1,456 1,701 (245) -14%
  OPCO 0.22776 8,225 5,705 2,520 ---
TOTAL 0.99145   24,832         24,832         0                      

Capacity Positions Prior to Lawrenceburg

Forecasted East Pool Capacity Settlement
Forecast Years:  2007-2011
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In order to avoid legal complications associated with the plant being owned by an 

AEP operating company that does not provide retail service in Indiana and is not 

recognized as an Indiana utility, AEGCo purchased Lawrenceburg in May 2007.  

AEGCo is already recognized as an Indiana utility due to its previously mentioned 

partial ownership of the Rockport plant.  The FERC approved a 10-year unit power 

agreement for the sale of Lawrenceburg’s output from AEGCo to CSP shortly thereafter.  

 Following the assignment of Lawrenceburg to CSP, AEP continued to pursue 

additional “distressed” generation opportunities with the expectation that the next 

assignment would likely go to APCo given its projected capacity deficit.  In September 

2007, AEGCo purchased the partially completed, nominal 580 MW Dresden National 

Gas CC plant located in Dresden, Ohio.  Dresden consists of one unit that is a two-on-

one configuration of two GE7FA CTs and one GED11 steam turbine.  At the time of 

purchase, Dresden was approximately 45% complete.  Shortly after Dresden’s 

purchase, work began to complete construction of the plant.  Although AEP pursued 

other “distressed” generation into 2008, the Dresden Plant was the last such plant that 

AEP was able to acquire. 

 During this time frame, AEP planners were facing new challenges on several 

fronts.  To begin with, the AEP-East System was facing a number of unit retirements, in 

part because of a Consent Decree entered into by AEP, the Federal Government and 

other stakeholders in December 2007.  Although legislation limiting carbon dioxide 

emissions had stalled, the EPA also initiated a series of actions that could dramatically 

affect the cost and viability of coal generation in the future.  These actions are depicted 
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on Attachment 5.  These evolving regulations may require unit-specific, rather than 

system-wide solutions. 

 In this same time frame, the 2007-2009 recession reduced AEP-East System 

loads and the need for capacity.  This in turn led to construction being halted on the 

Dresden Plant.  The economic downturn also played a part in putting an end to the 

acquisition of “distressed” natural gas generation because the few remaining assets that 

had not yet been purchased were no longer economical.  Along with adverse decisions 

by regulators and courts, the recession derailed plans for IGCCs in Ohio and West 

Virginia.  All of these circumstances are factors that contributed to the current capacity 

surplus and deficit positions among the Pool members and APCo’s capacity 

equalization payments. 

 The relative surplus and deficit positions of the Pool members today, the capacity 

rate paid by deficit members, and the level of APCo’s capacity equalization payments, 

are the cumulative result of the decisions and circumstances described in this Appendix 

A.  In many instances, the decisions described herein were based upon projections or 

assumptions.  In some cases, these projections or assumptions did not materialize.  In 

other cases, the results of these decisions were impacted by circumstances beyond 

AEP’s control.  Given such things as the divergent cost of future supply-side and 

demand-side options, and uncertainties in environmental regulations, it will only get 

more difficult, over time, for Pool members to respond to such matters within the current 

structure of the Pool Agreement. 

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 1 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 2 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 3 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 4 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 5 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 6 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 7 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 8 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 9 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 10 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 11 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 12 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 13 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 14 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 15 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 16 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 17 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 18 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 19 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 20 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 21 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 22 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 23 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 24 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 25 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 26 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 27 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 28 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 29 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 30 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 31 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 32 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 33 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 1 
Page 34 of 34

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 1 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 2 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 3 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 4 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 5 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 6 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 7 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 8 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 9 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 10 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 2 
Page 11 of 11

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 3 
Page 1 of 2

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 3 
Page 2 of 2

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 4 
Page 1 of 6

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 4 
Page 2 of 6

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 4 
Page 3 of 6

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 4 
Page 4 of 6

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 4 
Page 5 of 6

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 4 
Page 6 of 6

Ex  PLC 9



Attachment 5 
Page 1 of 2

Ex  PLC 9





OHIO POWER COMPANY’S RESPONSES TO 
INDUSTRIAL ENERGY USERS-OHIO DISCOVERY REQUESTS 

PUCO CASE NO. 14-1693-EL-RDR 
FIRST SET 

 

REQUEST FOR PRODUCTION OF DOCUMENTS 

RPD-1-003 Provide an interactive Excel spreadsheet containing the detailed calculations, 
including all individual cost items supporting the projected “Agreement costs” 
shown on Exhibit KDP-2 for the period 2015 through 2024. 

RESPONSE 

The IEU_RPD-1-003 COMPETITIVELY-SENSITIVE Confidential Attachments 1 and 2 for 
Excel spreadsheets containing the requested information for the period June 1, 2015 to December 
31, 2024.  
 
Attachment 1 contains the supporting information for the High Load, Weather Normalized Load 
and Low Load scenarios presented in Exhibit KPD-2. The Average of the High and Low 
Forecast was a simple average of the summarized results of the High and Low scenarios in 
Exhibit KDP-2, and therefore supporting data was not averaged at the detailed level for each of 
the individual PPA cost components. 
 
Attachment 2 represents a forecast of electric plant in service, accumulated depreciation and 
depreciation expense. These forecasted values are common to all three scenarios. 
 
Confidential attachments will be provided to parties who have executed a Protected Agreement. 
 
Prepared by: Kelly D. Pearce 
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