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Frankfort, Kentucky 40602-06 15 

PUBLIC SERVICE 

Re: I n  the Matter of: Application of Big Rivers Electric Corporation 
for Approval of its 2012 Environmental Compliance Plan, 
for Approval of its Amended Environmental Cost Recovery 
Surcharge Tariff, for Certificates of  Public Convenience and 
Necessity, and for Authority to Establish a Regulatory Account, 
P.S.C. Case No. 2012-00063 

Dear Mr. DeRouen: 

Enclosed for filing are an original and ten copies of Big Rivers Electric 
Corporation's (i) response to the Public Service Commission's second request for 
information, (ii) response to the Attorney General's second request for information, 
(iii) response to Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers' second request for 
information, (iv) response to Sierra Club's second request for information, (v) 
response to Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers' third request for information, 
(vi) response to Sierra Club's third request for information, (vii) a petition for 
confidential treatment for certain documents being filed with the responses, and 
(viii) a motion to deviate from the requirement that all documents filed in response 
to  requests for information be furnished in paper form. Copies of this letter and all 
enclosures have been served on each of the persons listed on the attached service 
list. A copy of the information for which confidential treatment is sought has also 
been served on each party that has entered into Big Rivers' confidentiality 
agreement. 

Sincerely yours, 

Tyson G T  Kamuf 

T M e  j 
Enclosures 

cc: Mark A. Bailey 
:lephone (270) 926-4000 

:lecopier (270) 683-6694 

Albert Yockey 
100 St Ann Building 

PO Box 727 

Oweosboro, I<entucky 

42302-0727 
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Assistant Attorneys General 
1024 Capital Center Drive 
Suite 200 
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Kurt J. Boehm, Esq. 
Boehm, Kurtz and Lowry 
36 East Seventh Street, Suite 1510 
Cincinnati, OH 45202 

David C. Brown, Esq. 
Stites & Harbison PLLC 
1800 Providian Center 
400 West Market Street 
Louisville, KY 40202 

Joe Childers, Esq. 
Joe F. Childers & Associates 
300 Lexington Building 
201 West Short Street 
Lexington, Kentucky 40507 

Kristin Henry 
Staff Attorney 
Sierra Club 
85 Second Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Christopher Le ung 
Earthjustice 
156 William Street 
Suite 800 
New York, New York 10038 

Walt Drabinski 
Vantage Energy Consulting, LL,C 
24160 Overseas Highway 
Cudjoe Key, Florida 33042 

Chuck Buechel 
10 Eagleview Lane 
Fort Thomas, KY 41075 

Mike Boismenu 
3 Lotus Bay Estate Drive 
Irving, NY 14081 

Shannon Fisk 
745 N. 24th St. 
Philadelphia, PA 19130 
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I, Robert W. erry, veri@, state, m d  affirm that H prepared QP supervised the 
p r e ~ ~ a ~ ~ ~ n  of the data responses filed with this Verification, and that those data responses are 
true and accurate to the best of my ]lcnQWledge, ~ ~ ~ ~ a ~ ~ o n ,  and belief f~ff~rmed after a reasonable 
inquiry. 

SCRIBED AND S ORN TO before me by belet w. Berry on this the 
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1, David G. Cr~ckett, verify, state, m d  a that 1 prepared or supewised the 
~ r e ~ ~ a t i o ~  of my data responses filed with tbis Verification, md that those data responses are 
true md accurate to the best of my knowledge, information, m d  belief f~rmed after ib reasonable 
inquiry. 

Notary Public, My. State at Large 
My Commission Expires -B 



8 

ite, verify, state, md a E m  that I[ prepared or supervised the preparation 
of the data responses filed with t i s  ~ e r i ~ ~ a t ~ o ~ ~ ~  md that those ata responses are true and 
accurate to the best of my kmovidedge, ~ ~ o ~ a t i o n ,  md belief fome after a reasonable inquiry. 

I '  I 

Mark A. Hite 

-I-. 

Notary Publlic,, Ky. stat 
My commission Expires 
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I, Thomas L. $haw, veri@, state, md affirm that I[ prepxed OF supervised the 
preparation of the data responses filed ~i at those data responses are 
true and accurate to the best of my howledge, i ~ o ~ a t ~ ~ ~ ,  m d  belief formed after a reasonable 
inquiry. 

this 'Brerpification, and 

Thomas L. $haw 
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I, Patrick N. Augustine, verify, state, and affirm that 1 prepared or supervised the 
preparation of the data responses filed with this Verification, and that those data responses are 
true and accurate to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief formed after a reasonable 
inquiry. 

ED AND SWORN TO before me by atrick N. Augustine on this 
the 2 day of July, 2012. 

Virginia 
My Commission Expires )?-!a 5*! ms 
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1, Brian J. Azman, verify, state, and affirm that X prepared or supervised the 
preparation of the data responses filed with this Verification, and that those data responses are 
true and accurate to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief formed after a reasonable 
inquiry. 

__”.--”---. 

Brian J. Azmanm 



I, William DePriest, veri@, state, and aflirrn that I prepared or supervised the preparation 
of the data responses filed with this Verification, and that those data responses are true and 
accurate to the best of my knowledge, informationand belief formed after a reasonable inquiry. 

Wi I l ih  DePriest 

STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
COUNTY OF COOK ) 

0 /) gw- 
3Gw SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN TO before me by William DePriest on this the""- day of 

_pTdal.p, 2012. 

State of Illinois 
My Conmission Expires 
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, veri@, state, md aEm that I prepared or supervised the preparation 
of &e data responses filed with this Verification, and that those data respsamses me true md 
accurate to the best of my howledge, i ~ o ~ ~ ~ t i Q ~ ,  sand belief formed after a IWWXX&~~ inquiry. 





RS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
equest  for Information 

ated J u n e  22,2 

J u l y  6,2012 

1 Item 1) 

2 
Refer to your response to SC 1-3, which gives annual capital 

and O&M expen,ditures by plant: 
3 

4 a. 
S 

6 

7 
8 b. 
9 

10 c. 
1 1  
12 d. 
13 
14 e. 
1s 
16 
17 Response) 
18 a. 
19 
20 b. 
21 

Please provide thje annu)al non-environinental capital 
expenditures expected or projected to be made by year, by 
unit, and by expenditure type for- each of the years listed 
in your response. 
Please provide annu,al fixed (P&M costs by year, by unit for 
the enmironmental controls requ,ested in this CPCN. 
Please provide annual fixed Q&M costs by year, by upnit for 
all other equ,ipment. 
Please provide annu,al variable O&M costs by year, by unit 
for the environmental controls requ,ested in this CPCN. 
Please provide annual variable Q&Mcosts by year, by u,nA 
for all other- equipment. 

Please see the CONFIDENTIAL table which Big Rivers is 
providing with a Petition for Confidential Treatment. 
Please see the CONFIDENTIAL table which Big Rivers is 
providing with a Petition for Confidential Treatment. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-1 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
Page 1 of 2 



IVlERS ELECT C CORPORATION 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 

8 
9 

10 

A ~ ~ L ~ C A ~ ~ O N  OF 
R APPROVAL OF ITS 

RECOVERY SURCHAR 
FOR APPROVAL OF I 

ne 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

c. Please see the CONFIDENTIAL table which Big Rivers is 
providing with a Petition for Confidential Treatment. 
Please see the CONFIDENTIAL, table which Big Rivers is 
providing with a Petition for Confidential Treatment. 
Please see the CONFIDENTIAL table which Big Rivers is 
providing with a Petition for Confidential Treatment. 

d. 

e. 

Witness) Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-1 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of 2 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CQST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

esponse to the Sierra  Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 

J u l y  6,2012 

1 Item 2) 
2 
3 
4 

5 

6 
7 
8 

9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

14 
1s 

16 
17 
18 

19 
20 
21 

22 

Please confirm or deny the following: 

a. BREC is requesting environmental surcharge and CPCN 
for environmental retrofits with capital and Q&M 
estimates developed only by Sargent & Lundy and 
presented in Exhibit Berry-2. 

i. If environmental surcharge and/or CPCN capital 
andor  Q&M estimates have been developed or vetted 
by any other party aside from Sargent & Lundy, 
please provide such estimates and the source 
documentation and work papers from which those 
estimates are derived. 

b. To date, BREC has not contracted for engineering services 
for any of the environmental retrofits. 

i. I f  BREC has contracted for engineering services, 
please provide the name of each engineering 
services contractor, the date engineering services 
were contracted, the specific services and retrofits 
for which BREC has contracted, and any reports or 
files delivered to date by each such contractor. 

The estimated environmental retrofit capital costs do not 
include owner’s costs. 

c. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-2 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry  
Page  1 of 3 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CO"I3NENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUT 
LISH A REGTJLATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club's 
Second Request  for Information 

une 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 
2 
3 
4 
S 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 
I 1  
12 Response) 
13 a. 
14 
1s b. 
16 
17 

18 
19 C. 

20 

21 

22 

d. The estimated environmental retrofit capital costs do not 
include AFTJDC. 

e. To date, BREC has not contracted for procurement 
services for anpy of the environmental retrofits. 

i. If BREC has contracted for procurement services, 
please provide th,e name of each procurement 
services contractor, the date procurement services 
were contracted, the specific retrofits for which 
services were contracted, and any reports or files 
delivered to date by each s m h  contractor. 

Sargent & Lundy developed the capital and O&M estimates 
used in the filing. 
Big Rivers entered into a contract with Burns and McDonnell for 
engineering services to develop an RFP for the replacement 
Wilson FGD. There have been no reports or files delivered at 
this time. 
Big Rivers interprets owner's cost to include the following: . Permit modification 

Specification development 
Bid review and evaluation assistance 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-2 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
Page 2 of 3 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 
3 

4 

5 

6 
7 
8 

9 

10 

11 

12 
13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 
19 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 

Dated June 22,2012 
equest for Information 

July 6,2012 

Design review . Construction management 
Start up support. 

Although S&L states these costs were not included in its 
estimates, Big Rivers considers this to be part of project 
contingency included in the estimate. As such, Big Rivers 
believes these costs are included in the $283.49 million capital 
estimate of its ECP filing. Please see Item 18a of these 
responses for more details. 
These estimated capital costs do not include AFUDC. However, 
capitalized interest is included in the financial model 
calculations. 
Other than as stated in part b above, Big Rivers has not 
contracted for procurement services of any of the environmental 
retrofits. 

d. 

e. 

Witness) Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-2 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry  
Page 3 of 3 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONWNIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 Item 3) Regarding the estimated capital expenditures for each 
2 environmental control contemplated in this proceeding: 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 

9 
10 

1 1  
12 
13 
14 

15 
16 

17 
18 

19 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

Please define the error range (in %+/- or $+/-) of the 
estimates for each of the environmental controls; 
State whether BREC considers each of these estimates 
preliminary, developing, or final (i.e. contractually 
certain)? I f  BREC uses other terminology to define this 
stage of estimate development, please provide the 
appropriate terminology. 
Please provide the estimated annual capital outlay for 
each of the environmental controls, without AFUDC, in 
nominal dollars. Please provide in  electronic spreadsheet 
form. 
Please provide the estimated annual AFUDC for each of 
the environmental controls. Please provide in  electronic 
spreadsheet form. 
Will BREC return to this Commission for a n  
environmental surcharge adjustment i f  the capital andhr  

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-3 

Witnesses: William DePriest  (a., b., c., and d.), 
Robert  W. Berry  (b.), and 
John Wolfram (e. and  f.) 

Page 1 of 5 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 
2 
3 
4 
S 

6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
1s 

16 
17 

18 

19 

APPLICATION O F  RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS M E N D E D  EWRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY' SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club's 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

f. 

Response) 
a. 

b. 
C. 

O&M costs of the environmental retrofit projects are 
higher than predicted by S&L? I f  so, when? 
Will BREC return to this Commission for an 
environmental surcharge adjustment i f  the capital and/or 
O&M costs of the enwironmental retrofit projects are lower 
than predicted by S&L? I f  so, when? 

Please see Exhibit DePriest-2 to the Direct Testimony of 
William DePriest (Application Exhibit 5), at page 5-1, section 
5.1.1. 
Big Rivers considers each of the estimates preliminary. 
Please see the Excel file on the TJSB drive accompanying these 
responses. Note that this cash flow differs from the one cited in 
AG 1-84. The original cash flow was based on receiving a 4th 

year for the Mercury and Air Toxics Standard ("MATS") 
compliance from the state environmental regulatory authorities. 
The current cash flow is based on the 3 year compliance time 
frame. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-3 

Witnesses: William DePriest  (a., b., e., and d.), 
Robert  W. Berry  (b.), and 
John Wolfram (e. and  f.) 

P a g e 2 o f  5 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 

I1  
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 E ~ I R O ~ ~ E ~ ~ A L  COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sier ra  Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 

July 6,2012 

d. The estimated 2012 Environmental Compliance Plan capital 
cost of $283.49 million does not include AFUDC or Interest 
Charged to Construction ( i e . ,  capitalized interest). Capitalized 
interest is estimated to be $18.30 million, resulting in total 
environmental compliance plan capitalized cost of $301.79 
million. The estimated environmental compliance plan capital 
expenditures and the associated capitalized interest is faund on 
the ECP tab, lines 5 through 41, of the Build Case financial 
model. 

e. and f .  
No. If the Commission approves Big Rivers’ 2012 
Environmental Compliance Plan and proposed changes to Big 
Rivers’ environmental surcharge tariff (“ES Tariff’), the actual 
capital and O&M costs incurred by Big Rivers for the approved 
projects will be included in Big Rivers’ determination of the 
monthly environmental surcharge factor filed with the 
Commission and included on member billings, on a monthly 
basis, pursuant to the ES Tariff. Historically, when approving 
projects of this sort, the Commission has not prohibited 
applicants from incurring costs that vary from the estimated 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-3 

Witnesses: William DePriest  (a., b., e., and d.), 
Robert  W. Berry  (b.), and 
John Wolfram (e. a n d  f.) 

Page 3 of 5 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF’, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

amounts. Instead, the Commission reviews the reasonableness 
of the actual costs included in the ES Tariff pursuant to the 
procedure set forth in KRS 278.183(3), which provides: 

The amount of the monthly environmental surcharge 
shall be filed with the commission ten (10) days 
before it is scheduled to go into effect, along with 
supporting data to justify the amount of the 
surcharge which shall include data and information 
as may be required by the commission. A t  six (6) 
month intervals, the commission shall review past 
operations of the environmental surcharge of each 
utility, and after hearing, as ordered, shall, by 
temporary adjustment in the surcharge, disallow any 
surcharge amounts found not just and reasonable 
and reconcile past surcharges with actual costs 
recoverable pursuant to  subsection (1) of this section. 
Every two (2) years the commission shall review and 
evaluate past operation of the surcharge, and after 
hearing, as ordered, shall disallow improper 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-3 

Witnesses: William DePriest  (a., b., c., and d.), 
Robert  W. Berry (b.), and 
John Wolfram (e. and  f.) 

Page 4 of 5 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APP1,ICATTON OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra  Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 
6 

7 

expenses, and to  the extent appropriate, incorporate 
surcharge amounts found just and reasonable into 
the existing base rates of each utility. 

Witnesses) William DePriest (a., b., c., and d.), 
Robert W. Berry (b.), and 
John Wolfram (e. and f.) 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response ta SC 2-3 

Witnesses: William DePriest  (a., b., c., a n d  d.), 
Rober t  W. Berry  (b.), and 
John Wolfram (e. and  f.) 

Page 5 of 5 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

7 
8 

9 
10 

11 
12 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
PROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIEN UTHORITY TO 
ES 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Item 4) 
individual projects over $20 million) at each of BREC’s coal-fired 
generating units from 2000-2012, inclusive. For each project, please 
provide the year, descriptive title, unit or units applicable, the estimated 
capital cost at this stage of development (as defined in request 3b, above), 
the final capital cost, and the capital amount approved for recovery from 
Kentucky ratepayers (exclusive of returns on investment). Please provide 
in  electronic spreadsheet form. 

Please provide a record of each major capital project (Le., 

Response) Please see the table on the following page, which identifies the Big 
Rivers individual projects in excess of $20 million from 2000-2012. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-4 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 1 of 2 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

Year 

2004 

2003 

2004 

2007 

APPLICATION O F  RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RECOVTERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

CONVENIENC I) NE 
EST SEI A 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Description Units costs 

30,579,829.58 HMP&L Station Two SCR* HMP&L 

Wilson SCR Wilson 1 65,348,330.70 

22,643,561.23 Green 1 Green Over Fired Air Green 2 
Coleman 1 

Coleman 3 

HMP&L 1 

Coleman Scrubber Coleman 2 98,500,000.00 

Response ta the Sierra Club's 
Second Reques t  for Information 

une 22,2012 

J u l y  6,2012 

1 
Big Rivers Electric Corporation / /  

Projects over $20 Million - 2000-2012 
I Final Capital 

* Amount reflects only Big Rivers' Share of the Capital Costs 
Note: The" Final Capital Costs" shown above were approved by the PSC to be 
recovered through Big Rivers' base rates (as depreciation expense) in Case No. 
2011-00036 (Order issued November 17,2011) 

2 
3 
4 

5 Witness) Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-4 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
Page 2 of 2 





BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF IG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
ARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC RE 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY T 
ESTABLI ULATORY ACCOUNT 

Response to the Sierra Club's 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July (6,2012 

1 Item5) With respect to RREC unit  equivalent availability, forced 
2 outage rates, and heat rates: 
3 
4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

1s 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

f i  

State whether BREC expects constant, increasing, or 
decreasing unit availability for each of the environmental 
retrofit units. 
Please provide an annual forecast for u,nit availability for 
each of the environmental retrofit units through 2026. 
Please provide in  electronic spreadsheet form. 
State whether BREC expects constant, increasing, or 
decreasing forced outage rates for each of the 
environmental retrofit units. 
Please provide an annual forecast for  forced outage rates 
each of the environmental retrofit units throu,gh 2026. 
Please provide in electronic spreadsheet form. 
State whether BREC expects constant, increasing, or 
decreasing heat rates for each of the environmental 
retrofit units. 
Provide an annual forecast for heat rates for each of the 
en v i ronmen t a l retrofit u n its through 202 6. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-5 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
Page 1 of 3 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RTVE1RS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
OR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RE F PUBLIC 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

TY TO 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 g- 
2 

3 
4 

5 Response) 
6 a. 
7 
8 b. 
9 

10 
11 
12 

13 c. 
14 
15 d. 
16 e. 
17 
18 f. 

19 g* 
20 
21 

Please provide any work papers or studies documenting 
expected future unit availability, equivalent forced outage 
rates, or heat rates at the BREC units through 2026. 

Big Rivers expects constant unit availability for each of the 
environmental retrofit units. 
Please see the Excel file provided on the CONFIDENTIAL TJSR 
accompanying these responses, and which is submitted with a 

Petition for Confidential Treatment. The spreadsheet within 
this file displays unit availability, forced outage rates, and unit 
net heat rates for all Big Rivers units. 
Big Rivers expects constant forced outage rates for each of the 
environmental retrofit units. 
Please see Excel file referenced in response b., above. 
Big Rivers expects constant heat rates for each of the 
environmental retrofit units. 
Please see Excel file referenced in response b., above. 
There are no studies documenting expected unit availability, 
equivalent forced outage rates or heat rates on the Rig Rivers 
units through 2026. The work papers are the unit inputs used 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-5 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of 3 



1G RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
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FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
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CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

J u l y  6,2012 

1 

2 
3 

4 
5 Witness) Robert VV. Berry 
6 

for the model runs that have been summarized in the Excel file 
referenced in part b., above. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
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Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

esponse to the Sierra  Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 

J u l y  6,2012 

1 I tem 6) Refer to Exhibit Bervy-2: 
2 
3 a. 
4 
5 

6 b. 
7 

8 e. 
9 

10 
11 
12 Response) 
13 

14 
1.5 

16 

17 

18 
19 Witness) 
20 

a. 

b. 
c. 

State whether BREC expects that the emission control 
projects shown, in Exhibit Berry-2 will have any impact on 
unit heat rates. 
Please identify any changes in  unit heat rates that might 
be expected as a result of  emissions control projects. 
Please provide the work papers detailing expected 
changes in u,nit heat rates with the  addition of emissions 
control projects. 

No material heat rate impacts are expected on any units. 
No material heat rate impacts are expected on any units. 
There are no work papers detailing expected changes in unit 
heat rates with the addition of emission control projects. 

Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
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BIG R I W R S  ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG CORPORATION 
OR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS I) ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RE UBEIG 

TO 

COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

se to the Sierra Club’s 
for Information 

July 16,2012 

1 I t em  7 )  
2 Berry. 
3 

4 
S 

6 

7 
8 

9 
10 

11 

12 
13 

14 
1s 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 

Refer to p. 27 line 18 to p .  28 line 3 of the testimony o f  Robert 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

State whether the Company is aware of the President’s 
statement dated September 2011 on the delay of the ozone 
NAAQS to 2013.2 
Please explain, in detail, the discrepancy between the 
President’s commitment to reconsider the ozone standard 
in 2013 and the Company’s assertion that “potential 
NAAQS reductions are not expected to be published until 
2016.’’ 
State whether the Company is aware of the “‘Draft 
Regulatory Impact Analysis Final National Ambient Air 
Quality Standard for Ozone” issued by the EPA, dated 
July 2011 
(h t tw d/w w w. ep a.gov/a i ra u a 1 it y/ozon e w 01 1 ut ion/wd fd20 1 1 0 7 

At what level does the Company expect new primary ozone 
NAAQS, if  issued, to be set (in parts per million)? 

02MBdraft-0zoneRIA.iDdf )? 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-7 

Witnesses: Thomas L. Shaw (a., b., and c.) and 
William DePriest (d.) 

Page 1 of 2 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ N T ~  C O ~ ~ L ~ ~ C E  

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CO 

c, NJEENC 
EST 

9 

RECOVERYSURCHARGE TIFICATES OF 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
ation 

July 6,2012 

1 esponse) 
2 a. 
3 

4 
5 b. 
6 
7 
8 

9 

10 
11 C. 

12 d. 
13 

14 
15 
16 
17 
18 

19 

Big Rivers is aware of the President’s statement regarding 
delay of the ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard 
(“NAAQS”) to 2013. 
States have up to  3 years after the promulgation of a national 
primary or secondary air quality standard to adopt the standard 
in a state implementation plan under Title 42 $7410. Thus, if 
the ozone NAAQS is finalized during 2013 and the full 3 years 
are available to the state, it is reasonable to expect a compliance 
date after 2016. 
Big Rivers is aware of the Regulatory Impact Analysis. 
It is expected that the 8-hour primary ozone NAAQS, if issued, 
will be set between 60 to 70 ppb as indicated in Section 3.5.2 of 
Appendix 4 of Exhibit DePriest-2 of the Direct Testimony of 
William DePriest (Application Exhibit S),  consistent with what 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) 
proposed in January 2010. 

20 
21 William DePriest (d.) 

Witnesses) Thomas L. Shaw (a., b., and c.) and 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to S C  2-7 

Witnesses: Thomas L. Shaw (a., b., and c.) and 
William DePriest (d.) 
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BIG RIVERS ELECT IC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
OR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RE 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

URCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 
ENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGIJLATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 Item 8) 
2 

Refer top.  27 line 18 to p .  28 line 3 of the testimon,y of  Robert 
Berry, and to the responses to SC 1-19 and SC 1-20: 

3 

4 
5 
6 
7 

S 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 

14 

1s 

16 

17 

1s 
19 
20 
21 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 

e. 

6 

If more stringent ozone NAAQS reductions are indeed 
promulgated in 2016 and require compliance by 2018, 
would BREC apply for a CPCN from the Commission for 
any required emissions control projects? 
If so, when does the Company expect it would need to file 
its application? 
Would BREC expect to recover capital cost expenditures 
incurred as a resudt of  ozone NAAQS compliance? 
Has BREC quantified the rate increase that might he 
expected i f  advanced low NOx burners are installed at th3e 
Coleman units? I f  so, please identify the expected rate 
increase resulting from installation advanced low NOx 
burners at the Coleman units. 
Please provide any work papers that detail the 
calculations behind the expected rate increase associated 
with the advanced low NOx burners at the Coleman units. 
Has BREC quantified the rate increase that might be 
expected i f  an  SCR is installed at Green Unit l?  I f  so, 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-8 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG RIYERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVTEONMENTN, COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMEN 

CONTrENIENC 

ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

D NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHO 
EST SH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra  Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 
2 

3 g-  
4 
5 
6 
7 Response) 
8 
9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 
15 
16 

17 
18 
19 

20 

21 

22 Witness) 

a. 

b. 

c. 
d. 

e. 
f. 

g. 

please identify the expected rate increase resudting from 
installation of an SCR at Green Unit 1. 
Please provide any work papers that detail the 
calculations behind the expected rate increase associated 
with the installation of an SCR at Green Unit 1. 

The need to apply for a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity (“CPCN’) would be contingent upon the details of the 
final NAAQS ozone limits, which are unknown at this time. 
If a CPCN is required, Rig Rivers would file its application once 
it has more certainty as to the requirements of the new 
regulation. 
Yes. 
Big Rivers has not quantified the rate increase associated with 
installing low NOx burners at its Coleman Plant. 
Not applicable. 
Big Rivers has not quantified the rate increase associated with 
installing an SCR on its Green Unit 1. 
Not applicable. 

Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-8 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
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IG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SIJRCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 E ~ ~ O N M E N T A  COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 69 2012 

1 Item 9) 
2 
3 
4 

5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 

Refer to the Company’s response to SC 1-35: 

a. 

b. 

C. 

d.  

e. 

f i  

For what purpose did the Company choose to retrofit the 
burners at HMP&L 1 & 2 and Wilson? Please provide a 
detailed description. 
Please provide citations to regulatory requirements or 
other decisions requiring such retrofits. 
Please provide air and construction permits issued by the 
Kentucky Department for Environmental Protection (KY 
DEP). 
Please provide applications or notices provided by the 
Company to the KY DEP requesting such permits. 
Please provide documentation and/or workpapers 
supporting the decision to retrofit the burners at HMP&L 
1 & 2, and Wilson. Provide any spreadsheets in original, 
electronic format. 
Please provide the schedule associated with the capital 
expenditures for the low NOx burner (LNR) upgrades at 
the HMP&L and Wilson units, by year and by unit, which 
gives a timeline detailing capital that has already been 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-9 

Witnesses: Rober t  W. Berry (a., e. th rough j.) and 
Thomas I,. S h a w  (b., c., and d.) 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
F ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY9 AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 
2 

3 g* 
4 

S h. 
6 

7 
8 1. 

9 

10 j .  
11 
12 

13 Response) 
14 a. 

1s 
16 

17 
18 
19 
20 

21 

spent, as well as capital that has yet to be spent. Please 
provide schedule in electronic spreadsheet form. 
Please provide a schedule of cancellation fees for the LNB 
projects. 
What percentage of capital expenditures could be avoided 
if the HMP&L and/or Wilson LNBprojects were to be 
canceled as of July lst,  20122 
What percentage of capital expenditures could be avoided 
i f  the HMP&L and/or Wilson units were to retire in 20133 
What percentage o f  capital expenditures could be avoided 
i f  the HMP&L and/or Wilson units were to retire in 20153 

At HMP&L (“Station Two”) TJnits 1 and 2, Big Rivers is 
currently firing higher BTU coal mixtures (12,200 btullb) with 
primary air supply pressure set higher than normal in order to 
achieve full net rated capacity. In this situation, the boilers are 

not operating optimally from an  energy efficiency standpoint. 
The existing low NOx burners (“LNBs”) create high air flow 
velocities within the furnace resulting in flame impingement on 
the waterwalls and superheater elements of the boiler. This 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-9 

Witnesses: Rober t  W. Berry (a., e. through j.) and 
Thomas L. S h a w  (b., c., a n d  d.) 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

OR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

flame impingement causes undue tube wear and reduces the life 
of the furnace. The high velocities also contribute to poor or 
incomplete combustion, which results in high loss of ignition 
(“LOI”), heavy slagging, and opacity issues. To solve this issue, 
Big Rivers plans to replace the existing LNRs with ones that 
have a better, more efficient design, which will allow Big Rivers 
to fire lower RTU coal mixture (-11,400 Btuflb) with lower 
primary air supply pressure in order to achieve the same energy 
output while decreasing combustion byproducts (CO, WCs, NOx, 
etc.). 

At Wilson, the existing LNBs in the Wilson boiler are very 
high maintenance equipment and need to be replaced every four 
years, whereas the normal life expectancy of typical LNRs is a t  
least fifteen years. The Wilson boiler is currently operating with 
two burners out of service due to premature failure, awaiting 
the next maintenance outage to replace them. Operating the 
boiler at full net rated capacity with two burners out of service 
produces some efficiency loss. Big Rivers plans to replace the 
existing burners at the next normal cycle with LNBs that have a 
better, more efficient design in an effort to reduce future 
maintenance cost and improve boiler efficiency. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-9 

Witnesses: Rober t  W. Berry (a., e. through j.) and 
Thomas L. S h a w  (b., c., and d.) 
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APPLICATION OF BIG R I W R S  ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAIC, COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE ANI) NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 

July 6,2012 

b. There were no regulatory requirements requiring Big Rivers to  
replace the burners. It was a financial decision. 
There are none. No such permits were required for the retrofit. c. 

d. See part c, above. 
e. Please see the files provided in the folder labeled “SC 2-9e - 

LNB WPs” provided on the CONFIDENTIAL USB drive 
accompanying these responses, and submitted with a Petition 
for Confidential Treatment, for the Business Case, Financial 
Analysis, New Source Review Routine Maintenance Repair and 
Replacement Analysis, and the Authorization for Investment 
Proposal for the HMP&L LNB project. These documents have 
not yet been prepared for the Wilson project. 
The new LNBs were installed in HMP&L Unit 1 in May 2012 at  
a cost of approximately $1.5 million. The new LNBs are 
scheduled to be installed in HMP&L Unit 2 in April 2013 and 
are also budgeted a t  $1.5 million. The new LNBs are scheduled 
to be installed in the Wilson boiler in October 2015 a t  a 

budgeted cost of $8 million. A $2 million milestone payment is 
due in October 2014, and the final payment of $6 million is 
budgeted for October 2015. 

f. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-9 

Witnesses: Rober t  W. Berry (a., e. through j.) and 
Thomas L. S h a w  (b., c., and d.) 

Page 4 of 6 



RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CQRPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club's 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

g. There are currently no burners on order, and as such, there 
currently are no cancellation fees that Big Rivers is subject to 
for the LNB projects. 
82.4% ($7 million) of the capital expenditures budgeted for the 
L,NB projects could be avoided if the HMP&L TJnit 2 and Wilson 
LNB projects were cancelled as of July 1, 2012. ($1.5 million 
has already been spent.) 
If the decision to retire HMP&L TJnit 2 and Wilson is made 
before September 2012, 82.4% of the capital expenditures 
budgeted for the LJNB projects can be avoided. After September 
2012, Big Rivers may be committed to spend up to $1.5 million 
depending on the terms of the purchase contract for the HMP&L 
Unit 2 LNBs. Thus, depending on the terms of the purchase 
agreement, somewhere between 82.4% and 64.8% of the capital 
expenditures budgeted for the LNB projects can be avoided if 
HMP&L Unit 2 and Wilson are retired in 2013. 
If the decision to retire Wilson Unit 1 is made before October 
2014 and HMP&L Unit 2 is not retired, 64.8% of the capital 
expenditures budgeted for the LNB projects can be avoided. 
After October 2014 but before October 2015, Big Rivers may be 
committed to spend up to $2.5 million depending on the terms of 

h. 

i. 

j. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-9 

Witnesses: Robert W. Berry (a., e. through j.) and 
Thomas 1;. Shaw (b., c., and d.) 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG RS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
IRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, R APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

the purchase contract for the Wilson Unit 1 LNBs. Thus, 
depending on the terms of the purchase agreement somewhere 
between 64.8% and 35.3% of the capital expenditures budgeted 
for the LNB projects can be avoided if the decision to retire 
Wilson is made prior to October 2015. If the decision to retire 
Wilson Unit 1 is made after October 2015, 0.0% of the capital 
expenditures can be avoided. 

Witnesses) Robert W. Berry (a., e. through j.) and 
Thomas L. Shaw (b., c., and d.) 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-9 

Witnesses: Robert  W. Berry (a., e. through j.) and 
Thomas L. S h a w  (b., c., and  d.) 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AM[ENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AIJTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGU TORY ACCOUNT 

.2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 
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July 6,2012 

1 Item 10) 
2 
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22 

Refer to Company’s response to SC 1-40: 

a. With respect to ESP upgrades: 
1. 

i i. 

iii. 

iv. 

v. 

vi. 

vii. 

When does BREC expect to test the effect of  dry  
sorbent injection on ESP performance? If BREC does 
not expect to conduct su,ch a test, explain why not. 
If ESP upgrades are in fact required at any of BREC’s 
units, does the Company expect to apply for a CPCN 
from the Commission for these projects? 
If BREC expects to apply for a CPCN for such ESP 
upgrades, when does the Company expect it wou,ld 
need to f i le  its application? 
Would RREC expect to recover capital cost 
expenditures incurred as a result of  ESP upgrades? 
Has BREC quantified the rate increase that might be 
expected i f  ESP upgrades are necessary? 
Please identify the expected rate increase resulting 
from any ESP upgrades. 
Please provide any work papers that detail the 
calculations behind th,e expected rate increase 
associated with the ESP upgrades. 

b. With respect to polishing baghouse technology: 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-10 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS ANIENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AN ECESSITP, AND FO IJTHORITY TO 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 
REGULATORY A 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated d u n e  22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1. 

ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

V.  

vi. 

vii. 

If BREC determines that ESP upgrades are still not 
sufficient for MATS compliance at one or more umits, 
does the Company plan to evaluate polishing 
baghouse technology? 
If BREC determines th,at a polishing baghouse is 
necessary at one or more units, does the Company 
expect to apply for a CPCN from the Commission? 
If BREC expects to apply for a CPCN for su,ch 
polishing baghouse upgrades, when does the 
Company expect it woudd need to f i le its application? 
Would BREC expect to recover capital cost 
expenditures inmrred as a result of polishing 
baghouse upgrades? 
Would BREC expect to recover capital cost 
expenditures incurred as a result of  polishing 
baghouse installat ion? 
Has BREC quantified the rate increase that m,,rht be 
expected i f  a polishing baghouse is necessaiy at one 
or more units? 
Please identify the expected rate increase resulting 
from any polishing baghouse installations. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response t o  SC 2-10 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AM ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

CONVENIENC ND NECESSITY, AND FOR RITY TO 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIF OF PUBLIC 

ISH A REGITLATORY ACCOUNT 
CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 

July 6,2012 

viii. Please provide any work papers that detail the 
calculations behind the expected rate increase 
associated with a polishing baghouse at one or more 
units. 

c. With respect to ful l  baghouse technology: 
i. I f  BREC determines that ESP upgrades are still not 

sufficient for MATS compliance at one or more units, 
does the Company plan to evaluate f d l  baghouse 
technology? 
I f  BREC determines that a full baghouse is necessary 
at one or more units, does the Company expect to 
apply for a CPCN from the Commission,? 
If BREC expects to apply for a CPCN for such full 
baghouse upgrades, when does the Company expect it 
would need to file its application? 
Would BREC expect to recover capital cost 
expendituwes incurred as a result of  full baghouse 
upgrades? 
Would BREC expect to recover capital cost 
expenditures incu,rred as a result of  f d l  baghmuse 
installation? 

ii. 

iii. 

iv. 

v. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-10 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
Page 3 of 6 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLiLANCE PLAN’ 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
EST,4BLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

RECOVERY SIJRC ARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  

. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

v i. 

vii. 

viii. 

Has BREC quantified the rate increase that might be 
expected i f  a ful l  baghouse is necessary at one or more 
units? 
Please identify the expected rate interease resulting 
from any full baghouse installations. 
Please provide any work papers that detail the 
calculations behind the expected rate increase 
associated with a full baghouse at one or more units. 

Response) 
a. 

i. Big Rivers expects to test the effect of dry sorbent injection 
systems during the 4th quarter of 2012. 

.. 
11. Yes. 
111. 
... Any filing would come after Big Rivers tests the effect of 

dry sorbent systems and determines there is a need for 
such a system. If required, the filing is not anticipated to  
occur until early 2013. 

iv. Yes. 
v. No. 

Case Na. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-10 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
Page 4 of 6 
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APPLICATION OF IG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR UTHORITY TO 
ESTBLISW A REGULATORY ACC 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for  Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

vi. Not applicable. 
vii. Not applicable. 

b. 
i. Yes. 
ii. Yes. 
111. 
... Any filing would come after Big Rivers determines there is 

a need for such a system. If required, the filing is not 
anticipated to occur until early 2013. 

iv. Yes. 
v. Yes. 

vi. No. 
vii. Not applicable. 

viii. Not applicable. 
C. 

i. Yes. 
ii. Yes. 
111. 
... Any filing would come after Big Rivers determines there is 

a need for such a system. If required, the filing is not 
anticipated to occur until early 2013. 

iv. Yes. 
v. Yes. 

vi. No. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-10 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
Page 5 of 6 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS ANIENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

C O W N I E N C E  AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORI 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

A REGIJLATORU ACCOUNT 
CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

vii. Not applicable. 
viii. Not applicable. 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 Witness) Robert W. Berry 
6 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response t o  SC 2-10 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
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IG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION O F  RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
ROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLIS13 A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

J u l y  6,2012 

1 Item 11) 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

Response) 

Refer to your response to Staff 1-3: 

a. Are the market energy purchases that will be made during 
the time Wilson is offline taken into account in BREC‘s 
calculations of revenue requirements and NPVRR? 
Please provide the quantities of market purchases and 
associated prices that are expected to occur while Wilson 
is offline. 

b. 

a. Yes. All of the planned outages at Wilson are included in the 
data input into the ACES Power Marketing (“APM’) Planning 
and Risk ( “ P a r )  model, along with the conventional inclusion of 
a forced outage rate for modeling unplanned outages a t  Wilson. 
The PaR model then incorporates any Wilson outages into the 
dispatch. The PaR model reflects the fact that Big Rivers sells 
all of its generation into the Midwest Independent Transmission 
System Operator, Inc. (“MISO”) market and purchases all of the 
energy needed to meet its load from the MISO market. All of 
the costs from the PaR runs are then included in the cost- 
effectiveness evaluations referenced in the direct testimony of 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to  SC 2-11 

Witnesses: Robert  W. Berry and 
Mark A. Hite 

Page 1 of 3 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF’ PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Mark A. Hite and provided electronically on April 26, 2012, with 
Big Rivers’ response to KIUC’s Motion to Dismiss. Thus, 
because (i) any Wilson outages are included in the model runs, 
(ii) Big Rivers purchases all of its energy requirements from 
MISO, and (iii) the costs determined in the PaR model are 
incorporated into Rig Rivers’ cost-effectiveness evaluation, then 
any market energy purchases made during any Wilson outages 
are included in Rig Rivers’ determination of revenue 
requirements and NPVRR. Note that  Wilson is not expected to 
be offline any additional time for the new scrubber retrofit. Big 
Rivers will make the necessary Wilson scrubber tie-ins during 
the normal planned outage cycle and during opportunities while 
Wilson may be offline for a forced outage or poor market 
conditions. 

b. As noted above, Big Rivers purchases all of the energy needed to 
meet its load from the MISO energy market. The PaR model 
reflects this by dispatching Big Rivers’ units against the 
wholesale energy price and by purchasing energy at market 
prices up to the amount needed to serve Big Rivers’ load. 
Because Big Rivers purchases all of its load every hour from 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to S C  2-11 

Witnesses: Robert W. Berry and 
Mark A. Hite 

Page 2 of 3 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS M E N D E D  ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

ROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

MISO, unit outages have no impact on the amount o f  energy 
purchased. 

Witnesses) Robert W. Berry and 
Mark A. Hite 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-11 

Witnesses: Rober t  W. Berry and 
Mark  A. Hite  
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS M E N D E D  ENVIRONNIENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FQR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

.2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra  Club’s 
Second Reques t  for Information 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Item 12) Refer to your response to Staff 1-37: 

a. Are the market energy purchases that will be made during 
the time the BREC units are offline taken into account in 
BREC’s modeling and calcu,lations of revenue 
requirements and NPVRR? 
Please provide the quantities of  market purchases and 
associated prices that are expected to occur while the 
BREC u,nits are offline. 

b. 

Response) 
a.  and  b. 

Please see Big Rivers’ response to Item 11 of these responses. 

Witnesses) Robert W. Berry and 
Mark A. Hite 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-12 

Witnesses: Robert  W. Berry a n d  
Mark A. Hite 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG R I W R S  ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL O F  TS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR UTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACC 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

esponse to dhe Sierra Club’s 
Second Reques t  for  Information 

Dated aune 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Item 13) 
no capital cost component associated with increasing the limestone 
quality”: 

Refer to your response to Staf f  1-19, which states th,at “there is 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 
f i  

Response) 
a. 
b. 
c. 

State whether there is an  O&M cost component associated 
with increasing the limestone quality. 
I f  so, is that included in the O&Mcost estimate shown in 
Exhibit Berry-2.2 
Please provide an estimate of the O&M cost of increasing 
th,e limestone quality, by year. 
State whether limestone of better quality has been tested 
in the Coleman units to ensure that it does in  fact improve 
the performance of the scrubber. 
I f  so, please provide the results of those tests. 
I f  not, explain why not. 

Yes. 
No. 
The estimated O&M cost increases, from utilizing higher quality 
limestone at Coleman, are included in the model runs that have 
been previously provided. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-13 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
Page 1 of 2 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDE 
R CERTIFICATES O F  P 

CONVENIENCE , AND FOR AUTHORITY 

ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCH 

ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 
CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Year 
FGD SOz Removal 

Efficiency (%) 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Reques t  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

98.7 97.7 97.5 95.9 96.1 

July 6,2012 

d. Yes. 
e. Tests of different limestone quality and suppliers are currently 

being conducted at Coleman. Final results are not available but 
preliminary results have shown about a 1% improvement in SO:! 
removal efficiency. During the first three - four years of 
operation, higher quality limestone was blended with lower 
quality stone for the Coleman scrubber. Due to economics, the 
higher quality stone was phased out and 100% of the lower 
quality limestone was utilized. There were no formal tests 
performed, but the table below displays the last five years of 
Coleman scrubber SO2 removal efficiency (figures do not include 
any scrubber bypass emissions). 

14 
15 f. Not applicable. 
16 

17 Witness) Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-13 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVE=RS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPRO OF ITS 2012 PLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS A 
RE URCH 

ENCE 
ESTABLISH A REGIJLATORY ACCOU 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 Item 14) 
2 

3 

Refer top. 8 lines 4-11 of the testimony of William DePriest, 
which describes the types and quantities of projects for which S&L has 
provided, or is providing, engineering services. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

a. 

b. 
C. 

d .  

e. 
f. 

Res p onse) 
a. 
b. 
C. 

d. 

State whether S&L; is providing or has provided 
engineering services for any projects relating to the Coal 
Combustion Residuals rule. 
I f  so, h,ow many? 
I f  not, how many utilities have asked S&L for estimates of 
the expected cost of compliance with the CCR rule? 
State whether S&L is providing or h,as provided 
engineering services for any projects relating to the 316(b) 
rule? 
I f  so, how many? 
I f  not, how many utilities have asked S&L for estimates of 
the expected cost of  compliance with the 316(b) rule? 

Yes. 
Twenty-four. 
Not applicable. 
Yes. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-14 

Witness: William DePriest 
Page 1 of 2 
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APPLICATION OF BIG R m R S  ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TQ 
ESTABLISH A REGULATO Y ACCOIJNT 

FQR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra  Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

J u l y  6,2012 

e. Twenty. 
f. Not applicable. 

1 

2 
3 
4 
5 Witness) William DePriest 
6 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-14 

Witness: William DePriest  
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APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
OR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 E ~ R O N M E ~ T ~ ~  COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

D NECESSITY, AND FOR AU 
SEI A REGUI,ATORU ACCOU 
CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Reques t  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

J u l y  6,2012 

Item 15) 
which recommends low NOx burners at th,e Coleman units in order to 
reduce the burden of purchasing allowances to comply with CSAPR, but 
states that ‘‘@ture allowance pricing will play a role in whether this 
recommendation is exercised.” 

Refer top. 15 lines 11-22 of the testimony of William DePriest, 

a. When does BREC expect to make a decision as to whether 
low NOx burners will be installed at the Coleman units? 
What is the allowance price at which, BREC believes low 
NOx burners on the Coleman units become the more 
economic choice for NOx compliance? 

b. 

Response) 
a. All three Coleman units have low NOx burners with overfire air 

(OFA) systems installed. Mr. DePriest was referring to 
advanced low NOx burners where NOx emit rates would be 
lower. In Coleman’s case, the NOx emit rates would improve 
10% from the current NOx emit rate of 0.33 lb/MMBtu to 0.30 
lb/MMBtu. Big Rivers currently has no plans to install 
advanced NOx burners at Coleman. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-15 

Witnesses: Robert  W. Berry  (a. and  b.) and  
William DePriest  (b.) 

Page 1 of 2 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

CONVENIENCE AND NE 
ESTABLISH A 

esponse to t h e  Sierra Club’s 
Second Reques t  for Information 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 

J u l y  6,2012 

Big Rivers will be compliant in NOx emissions after the 
Green 2 SCR is in operation. A 10% reduction in NOx emit rate 
from Coleman will lower emissions by 550 NOx tons per year. 
The budget estimate to install advanced low NOx burners at 
Coleman is $4.5 million. In order to achieve a two year pay 
back, the NOx allowance prices would need to average over 
$4,000 per ton ($4,500,000 / 2 years / 550 tons = $4,090 per NOx 
ton). 
See also “Break Even Credit Cost” on tab “NPV (Tech)” of S&L 
Excel spreadsheet “Capital & O&M.xls” and Tables 5-4 and 5-5 
in Exhibit DePriest-2 attached to the Direct Testimony of 
William DePriest (Application Exhibit 5). 

b. 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 William DePriest (lo.) 

17 

Witnesses) Robert W. Berry (a. and b.) and 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-15 

Witnesses: Robert  W. Berry (a. and b.) a n d  
William DePriest  (b.) 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG R RS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
R APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

CONVENIENC 
EST 

RECOWCRY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF P 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for Information 

ated 3une 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

I tem 16) 
which, states that BREC will have the option of purchasing NOx 
compliance allowances in lieu of w i n g  low NQx burners at th,e Coleman 
u,n,its. Are these NQx allowance purch,ases taken into account in BREC’s 
modeling and calculations of reverme requirements and NPVRR? 

Refer t o p .  20 lines 13-16 of  the testimony of William DePriest, 

Response) Yes. 

Witness) Mark A. Hite 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-16 

Witness: Mark  A. Hite 
Page 1 of 1 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request  for  Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Item 17) 
which states that the Wilson FGD and Green 2 SCR projects will not be 
completed in time to meet current CSAPR requirements in 2014. 

Refer top.  21 lines 12-23 of the testimony of William DePriest, 

a. Has BREC quantified and modeled the SO2 and NOx 
allowances that it expects to have banked in  2014.Z 
Has BREC quantified and modeled the SO2 and NOx 
allowances that it expects to need to purchase from 2014 
until the time these projects are completed? 
Does BREC expect that the emissions control projects 
necessary to comply with the MATS rule will be completed 
by the compliance deadline? 
I f  not, how does BREC expect to comply with the MATS 
rule? 

b. 

c. 

d. 

Response) 
a. Yes, the SO2 and NOx allowance surplus and deficits are 

identified in the Production Cost Model (Big Rivers 2012-2026 
(CAIR) Base Case exhibits determin (2-2-12).xlsx). Plant 
emissions, allowances allocated, and emission pricing from the 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-17 

Witnesses: Rober t  W. Berry, 
M a r k  A. Wite, and 

Br ian  el. Azman 
Page 1 of 2 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
OR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPL ANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Secand Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

b. 
C. 

d. 

Production Cost Model are fed into the PCM tab lines 81 

through 94 of the financial model net of the City of Henderson’s 
share of HMP&L Station 2. Tracking of allowances banked, 
purchased, and sold can be found on lines 98 through 117 of the 
PCM tab of the financial model. An effort was made to maintain 
the same allowance bank at the end of the 15-year period as 
existed in the beginning in each scenario so that the scenarios 
are comparable. The current delay in the CSAPR regulation has 
created uncertainty as to the actual implementation date of 
Phase I and Phase I1 of the CSAPR regulations. 
Please see part a, above. 
Yes. Big Rivers fully expects to have MATS emission control 
projects completed in time to meet the MATS compliance 
deadline. 
Not applicable. 

18 Witnesses) Robert W. Berry, 
19 Mark A. Hite, and 
20 Brian J. Azman 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response t o  SC 2-17 

Witnesses: Rober t  W. Berry, 
Mark  A. Hite, and 

Br ian  J. Azman 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED E ~ I R ~ N M E N T A ~  COST 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, ANI) FOR 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY AGC 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

esponse to  the Sierra  Club's 
eques t  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July (6,2012 

Item 18) 
cost estimates for emission control projects do  not include ow12er costs or 

Refer to Exhibit DePriest-2, page 5-1, which states that capital 

L4FUDC. 

a. 

b. 

Response) 
a. 

Please provide estimates of  owner costs for each of the 
emission control projects examin,ed by Sargent & Lundy in, 
this study, in.cludin,g those not selected by BREG for 
instal 1 at ion. 
Please provide estimates of  AHJDC for each of the 
emission control projects examined by Sargent & Lundy in, 
this study, including those n,ot selected by BREG for 
install at ion. 

Estimates of owner's cost for the capital projects are shown in 
the table on the following page. These amounts were considered 
to be part of the contingency included in the S&L estimates. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-18 

Witnesses: Robert  W. Berry and 
William DePriest  
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPRO 
RECOVERY SIJRCH 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

equest for Information 

~~~ 

Owner’s Cost for Capital Projects 
1,030,000 Engineering i j $ 

Wilson 

Green SCR 

HMPL 

Reid 

MATS and 
Precip testing 

Total 

2,535,000 Construction ~ 

Management j 
Enpneering - -  _ _  I 400,000 

1,229,000 Construction 1 

Management 
Engineering ; 250,000 

351,000 Construction 
Management I 
Engineering 1 150,000 
Construction 1 
Management 
Engineering 1 1,100,000 
Construction ~ 

Management i 975,000 

/ $  8,195,000 

176,000 

The total amount represents 2.9 % of the overall cost estimate. 
Rig Rivers has not calculated Owners Costs for those projects 
not selected for the 2012 ECP. 
Please see Big Rivers’ response to Item 3 of these responses for 
total Interest Charged to Construction ( i e . ,  capitalized interest) 
on the 2012 Environmental Compliance Plan projects selected 
by Big Rivers for installation. Big Rivers has not calculated 

b. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-18 

Witnesses: Robert W. Berry and 
William DePriest 
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capitalized interest on the environmental compliance plan 
projects not selected for installation. 
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Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to S C  2-18 

Witnesses: Robert  W. Berry a n d  
William DePriest  

Page 3 of 3 





IG RIVlERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

1 

2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 

8 

9 

10 
11 

12 
13 

14 

1.5 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 
22 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY TO 
ESTABLISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 CE PLAN, 

.2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Reques t  for Information 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Item 19) 

lists “emissions allowance expense” as one of the cost components to be 
included in BREC’s proposed ES tariff rider. 

Refer top. 9 line 18 of  the testimony of John Wolfram, which 

a. Please provide all work papers that demonstrate how 
BREC qu,antified the amount of  emissions allowances it 
expects to purchase and the associated cost. 
What does BRECplan to do i f  the emissions allowance 
expense is much higher than anticipated? 
What does BRECplan to do i f  the emissions allowance 
expense is mu,ch lower than anticipated? 

b. 

c. 

Response) 
a. The assumption in the APM planning models was that Big 

Rivers would not bank allowances. In other words, emissions 
would comply with the SO2 and NOx limits, either through 
added control equipment or by capping generation at emission 
allowances allocated plus allowances purchased up to the 
variability limit. 

b. and c. 
From an  operations perspective, Rig Rivers actively manages its 
allowances as part of its Energy Services operation. As the cost 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response t o  SC 2-19 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
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9 Witness) 

10 

of emission allowances varies, Big Rivers will manage its 
dispatch and its allowance inventory in an effort to optimize the 
economics of its allowance portfolio. From a planning 
perspective, Big Rivers will continue to monitor allowance costs, 
both actual and forecast, and will incorporate any changes into 
its planning processes. 

Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-19 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
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(b) The permittee shall maintain records of the maintenance conducted on the engine in 
order to demonstrate that the engine was operated and maintained, including any after- 
treatment control device, according to the maintenance plan for the engine. 
[40 CFR 63.6655(e)] 

(c) If the engine is not certified to the standards applicable to non-emergency engines 
(see Table 2d to 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ), then the permittee must keep records of 
the hours of operation of the engine that is recorded through the non-resettable hour 
meter. The permittee must document how many hours are spent for emergency 
operation; including what classified the operation as emergency arid how many hours 
are spent for non-emergency operation. If the engine is used for demand response, 
records must be kept of the notification of the emergency situation, and the time the 
engine was operated as part of demand response. [40 CFR 63.6655(f)(l)] 

6. SDecific ReDortincr Reauirements: 

(a) The permittee must report each instance in which the operating limitations in 
Subsection 1 have not been met. These instances are deviations from the emission and 
operating limitation in 40 CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ arid must be reported according to 40 
CFR 63.6650. [40 CFR 63.6640(b)] 

(b) The permittee must report cach instance in which the requirements of Table 8 to 40 
CFR 63 Subpart ZZZZ, that apply, have not been met. The notifications listed 40 CFR 
63.7(b) and (c), 40 CFR 63.8(e), (Q(4) and (f)(6), 40 CFR 63.9(b) through (e) and (g) 
are not required. [40 CFR 63.6645(a)(S)] 

(c) See Section F. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Attachment for Response to SC 2-43c 

Witness: Thomas L,. Shaw 
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Emission Unit 7: xisting CI Emergency 

Emission 
Unit Deserip tion 

Detroit 
Model 91237305, 
Serial AB91 393DM 
(Emergency Generator) 

Maximum 
Mode' Engine Fuel 
year Rating 
1980 380 PIP Diesel None 

Control 

- - 

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS: 
40 CFR 63, Subpart ZZZZ - National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
for Stationary Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (ICE). 

1. Operating Limitations: 

The emergency engine must be operated according to the following conditions; 

I .  Any operation other than emergency operation, maintenance and testing, and 
operation in non-emergency situations for fifty ( S O )  hours per year is prohibited. 
There is no limit on the use of emergency stationary RICE in emergency 
situations and for routine testing and maintenance. 
[40 CFR 63.6640(f)(2)(i), 40 CFR 63.6640(f)(2)(ii), 40 CFR 63.6640(1)(2)(iii)] 

None 

3. Testing Reuuirernents: 

None 

4. Specific Monitoring Requirements: 

Pursuant to 40 1 KAR 52:020, Section 10, the permittee shall monitor the hours of 
operation in non-emergency situations other than maintenance and testing. 

5. S~ecific Recordkeepinv Requirements: 

None 

6. Specific Reporthef Requirements: 

None 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Attachment for Response to S C  2-43c 

Witness: Thomas L. Shaw 
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Potential To Emit (PTE) ea culations 
for the Reciprocating Engines 

Case No. 2012-00063 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDE 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTTF 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR 

ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

RITY TO 
O F  PUBLIC 

ES ULATORY ACCOUNT 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Reques t  for Information 

ated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Item 44) 
regarding SESS Budget Proposal No. 4296. 

Refer to the November 11, 201 1 Bu,dget Letter from Siemens 

a. Identify the SOz removal percentage being achieved by th,e 
wet FGD at the Coleman facility. 
Given that SESS Ru,dget Proposal No. 4296 is proposing a 
“design which, is expected to provide Wilson [/nit 1 with 
SO2 removal levels similar to th,e Coleman facility,” i f  the 
wet FGD at the Coleman, facility is achieving less than 
99% removal, identify the additional capital and O&M 
costs over those in the SESS Budget Proposal that would 
be needed for the wet FGD at Wilson Unit 1 to achieve an 
average annu,al SOz removal of  99%. 

6. 

Response) 
a. Please see the table below displaying the SO2 removal 

percentage by the Coleman FGD for the last 5 years (2007 - 
2011). The listed percentages are for SO2 removal of flue gas 
that flows through the Coleman FGD and does not include any 
bypass emissions. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response t o  SC 2-44 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
Page 1 of 2 



BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

Year 

FGD SO2 Removal Efficiency, % 

APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

FOR APPROVAL F ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENCrIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

E IJRCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF 
ENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORIT 

A REGULATO 
CASE NO. 2012-00063 

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 

98.7 97.7 97.5 95 9 96.1 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Reques t  for  Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 

I/ Coleman Scrubber Performance 1 

lower quality limestone. 
As shown above, the Coleman FGD system is capable of near 
99% removal efficiency (98.7%). The SESS proposal was 

b. 

10 
11 

12 
1.3 
14 higher quality limestone 
15 
16 

17 Witness) Robert W. Berry 
1s 

increased slightly to cover any minimal design change 
(maximizing liquidlgas contact) needed to achieve 99% removal 
efficiency. Please see Big Rivers’ response t o  Item 13 of these 
responses (SC 2-13) for the O&M cost increase for utilizing a 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-44 

Witness: Robert  W. Berry 
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BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION O F  BIG R W E R S  ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMEN ED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND RITY TO 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CE O F  PUBLIC 

EGULATORY ACC 
CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the S ie r r a  Club’s 

Dated J u n e  22,2012 
Second Reques t  for 

July 6,2012 

1 Ttem45) 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 

Refer to page 7 of th,e Rig Rivers 2010 IRP, Appendix R. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

15 Response) 
16 a. 
17 
18 
19 
20 b. 
21 

Explain the basis for limiting the Big Rivers energy 
efficiency program budget to $1 1.2 million from 201 1-2020. 
State what level of  annulall energy efficiency program 
budget would be needed to achieve the level of  energy 
savings and peak demand redmtion identified for  the 
achievable potential scenario. 
Identify the basis for  assuming a 30% market penetration 
by 2020 for achievable cost effective energy efficient-y 
programs, rather th,an a higher market penetration level. 
Produce any documents supporting or regarding that 30% 
market penetration assumption. 

The $11.2 million from 2011-2020 is based on a projected budget 
of $1 million in 2011, followed by an increase of 2.5% annually 
from 2012-2020. The projected 2011 budget of $1 million is 
approximately 1% of rural system sales in 2011. 
The achievable potential scenario was estimated to result in an  
approximate cost of $48 million over the 10 year study period 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-45 

Witness: Rober t  W. Berry 
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APPLICATION OF BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL OF ITS m E N D E D  ENVIRONMENTAT, COST 
RE URCHARGE TARIFF, FO OF P C 

ENCE AND NECESSITY, RITY 
EGUBATORY 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Request for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

(2011-2020). This results in an average annual cost of $4.8 

million dollars. 
Estimates of achievable potential can vary widely depending on 
the assumed level of penetration and incentives. Maximum 
achievable potential is typically represented by an  
unconstrained budget with 100% incentives, aggressive and 
sustained marketing and program designs, and high levels of 
market penetration. For example, the Northwest Power and 
Conservation Council assumes maximum achievable penetration 
at 85%. This is based on the widely-referenced “Hood River 
Project” that  performed a community-wide direct install, 
primarily weatherization effort. There was no cost to customers, 
and the 85% represents the portion of measures installed. 

c. 

However, the National Energy Efficiency Best Practices 
Study concluded that use of an incentive level of 100% of 
measure costs is not recommended or realistic as a program 
strategy. This best practices report notes that if incentives are 
set too high, free-ridership rates will increase and dilute the 
market impact of program dollars. Big Rivers opted to set the 
achievable potential estimate incentive levels at a more 
conservative 35% of incremental measure cost in an effort to 
encourage potential participants (in an effort not to overpay 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-45 

Witness: Robert W. Berry 
Page 2 of 3 
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Dated June 22,2012 

J u l y  6,2012 
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2 

3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 Witness) Robert W. Berry 

10 

participants and simultaneously allow a more constrained 
budget to impact additional participants) . The study then 
linearly estimated the achievable potential long-term 
participation at 30% based on a ratio of (Achievable Incentive % 

/ Max. Achievable Incentive % : Achievable Penetration Rate / 
Max. Achievable Penetration Rate, or 35%/100%: X/85% = 30%). 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-45 

Witness: Rober t  W. Berry  
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RIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 

APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES OF PUBLIC 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AN 
LISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sier ra  Club’s 
Second Reques t  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 I t em46)  
2 

3 

4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 

Refer top.  29 of the Big Rivers 2010 IRP, Appendix 13. 

a. 

b. 

C. 

15 Response) 
16 a. 
17 

18 b. 
19 

20 C. 

21 

State how the annual avoided energy costs identified in 
Table 5.1 compare to the annual energy costs assumed in 
the 2012 Plan. 
State how the annual avoided capacity costs identified in 
Table 5.2 compare to the annual capacity costs assumed 
in the 2012 Plan. 
Identify the levels of economic, achievable, and program 
potential energy and capacity savings using the annu,al 
energy and capacity costs assu,med in the 2012 Plan 
rath,er than the annual energy and capacity costs 
assumed in the 2010 IRP. 

The avoided costs for energy used in the 2010 TRP analysis were 
the same as those used in the 2012 Plan. 
The avoided costs for capacity used in the 2010 IRP analysis 
were the same as those used in the 2012 Plan. 
Due to no changes in the assumed avoided cost of energy and 
capacity between the 2012 Plan and 2010 IRP, there would be 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-46 

Witness: Rober t  W. Berry 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL OF ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AIM[ENI)ED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
RECOVERY SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  P'tJBLIC 
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CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club's 
Second Reques t  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

1 

2 
3 

4 Witness) Robert W. Berry 
5 

no resulting change in the levels of economic, achievable, and 
program potential energy and capacity savings. 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response t o  SC 2-46 

Witness: Rober t  W. Berry 
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APPLICATION O F  BIG RIVERS ELECTRIC CORPORATION 
FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS 2012 ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN, 

FOR APPROVAL O F  ITS AMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL COST 
R E C O W R Y  SURCHARGE TARIFF, FOR CERTIFICATES O F  PUBLIC 

CONVENIENCE AND NECESSITY, AND FOR AUTHORITY T 
LISH A REGULATORY ACCOUNT 

CASE NO. 2012-00063 

Response to the Sierra Club’s 
Second Reques t  for Information 

Dated June 22,2012 

July 6,2012 

Item 47) 
id en t i fy: 

With regards to either of Big Rivers’ two smelter customers, 

a. Any energy efficiency, demand side management, or 
demand response programs that Big Rivers has evaluated 
to achieve energy savings or reduce peak demand for 
either of  the two smelters. 
Any energy efficiency, demand side management, or 
demand response programs that Big Rivers has offered to 
eith,er of  the two smelters. 
Any energy efficiency, demand side management, or 
demand response program that either of the two smelters 
is currently implementing 

b. 

e. 

Response) 
a. 

b. 
Please see Big Rivers’ response to Item 26 of these responses. 
Current demand side management offerings are available to 
members under the Rural Deliver Service tariff only. 
Please see Big Rivers’ response to Item 26 of these responses. c. 

Witness) Robert W. Berry 

Case No. 2012-00063 
Response to SC 2-47 

Witness: Rober t  W. Berry 
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