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PUC DOCKET NO, 28840 
SOAH DOCKET NO.h"l!f-irbhLfO% 

APPLICATION OF AEP TEXAS $Olfj OEc -8 THE STATE OFFICE 

CENTRAL COMPANY P i B L I C  UT111 T Y COPI1.1ISSIOH OF 
FOR AUTHORITY TO 8 F I L I N G  CWMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS 
CHANGE RATES 8 

CITIES' TWELFTH REQUEST FOR INFORMATION TO 
AEP TEXAS CENTRAL COMPANY 

Cities served by AEP Texas Central Company (Cities) file this twelfth 

information request to AEP Texas Central Company (AEP or Company) in the above 

styled docket. AEP is hereby requested to furnish one copy of all items of information 

enumerated on the attached sheets directly to the offices of Lloyd, Gosselink, Blevins, 

Rochelle, Baldwin & Townsend, P.C., 11 1 Congress Avenue, Suite 1800, Austin, Texas 

78701, (512) 322-5800, the undersigned attorney, within twenty (20) days or by order of 

the Judge. These requests shall be deemed continuing so as to require hrther and 

supplemental responses if AEP receives or generates additional information within the 

scope of these requests between the time of the original response and the time of the 

hearings. Also, where data is requested, provide it in hard copy and Lotus format. I 

Respectfully submitted, 

LLOYD, GOSSELINK, BLEMNS, ROCHELLE, 

P. 0. Box 1725 
Austin, Texas 78767 

BALDWIN & TOWNSEND, P.C. 

(512) 322-5800 

STEVEN A. PORTER 

16661 15\28840\pld03 I208sap 

State Bar No, 16150700 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the forkgoing document \vas 
transmitted by fax and/or regular, first class mail on this gth day of December 2003 to the 
parties of record. 

,&Av ;&<a 
Steven A. Porter 
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1 .  [Ref: Company response to ACC-1-15 
a) Would company witness SuRoW-tal 
attachment indicates, at June 
ca italized with approximate& 36% wmmon equity and 6404 long-term 

b) Wbufd company witness S#tton-Walli agree that when the net generation 
assets are removed from AEP Texas Central, as shown on page 4 of 4 of 
the attachment, the resulthg WtJ slructure at 6B0103 for the remaining 
transmission and distributbn am& wufd have consisted of 
a proximately 30% common equidy and 70% long-term debt? If not, 
$a& explain wh not. 

capitg 7 [zed its unbundled ggclerdm.msts in central Texas with 
apprOximately 53Ok wrnmn 
rema'lning Central Texas opaa % fabout 36 generation and 2/5 
transmission and distributim] wW36% equity and 84% debt. Please 
explain why AEP elected i~ capR&e! itq we generatfan operations with 

ree that page 4 of 4 of the 
Texas Central was 

de E t If not please explain why not. 

c) P e 4 of 4 of x e attachmot ifidlaate3 that at June 30,2003, AEP 

mor& common equity and lesg d&t @an k: at with which it capitalized its 

atnd 47% debt, whib ca(sltalking its 

Ms. Sutton-Halt's Direct 

reviewing the Company's 
June 30,2003, would 

expf n why It le rmmW tb remove securltlzatlon bonds from 

with 44.9% common 
e 4 u L  tfso,wh ay ;Mnotwhymt? w p 
the bllshed capital &t~ctw0 in &termintry a ratemkirrg capitahation 
for tR" bCompany. 

3. [Ref. Company respocrs;e tu WG1-22 a-bj 
a) PIt#asg provide a dgfirtitlgn d '"W@d as used in the cited response 
and gt page 10 of Ms. Sutt~n-kklt's testimony. 
b) Ptbase ex ah if $400 Mi}l&mf Rrst MaRga$e Sands w w  not issued 
in JuEy of 2 08' 2, why W. $u?'&I~~@I at&d to add that amount to the 
Company's long-term debt baldnma. 

Ref. Company's response tr, MX-t -23 cE Please provlde support that !L &P'b debt-to-capital bond rating ~ d u ~ U o n  incfudss short-term debt. 

[Ref. Company respmse to,Ac;c-a -261 ,Pft?ase provide support for the 
Company's position that GMP d w s  not rsquire a company to increase its 

4. 

5. 
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common equity balances whm ptlrrsion asssts are greater than the 
discounted pension labtfi3ty. 

[Company response to ACG?-31] Mr. Mout's overall cost of capital 
recornbendation ha8 been &I% tiKE kam 8.9422% to 8.562940. is the 
Company changfng i reqW, r w w  r ukernent to conform with Mr. 
Moul d new overali r &?I *ea$!!md&tbn?B;) SO, pkase provide alf 
amended schedules; W not, please explain why not. 

6. 
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c )  Does the Compo believ@fttat oneid its g a l s  should be to minimize 
the cost of the capit@ Y mh it ~ 2 ~ s  to bpefate its business? If not, please 
expfatn why not 
d )  Please explain wt?y rn4k-W f m &mUat'y 2001 through 
D h m b e r  2002 used, an pvb &k to $300 Mltion of short-term debt 
financing, but now e h t a  nOrb?% so, 
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