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IN THE MATTER OF:

THE APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY
POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR APPROVAL
TO AMEND ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
COMPLIANCE PLAN AND RECOVER COSTS
PURSUANT TO ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
SURCHARGE, AND FOR THE ISSUANCE OF

A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE
AND NECESSITY

CASE NO. 2018-00270

N’ N N N N N N N’

MOTION FOR CONFIDENTIAL TREATMENT

Comes now East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC”), by counsel, pursuant to
KRS 61.878, 807 KAR 5:001, Section 13 and other applicable law, and in support of its request
that the Commission afford confidential treatment to certain information contained in exhibits to
EKPC’s Application filed in the above-captioned proceeding, respectfully states as follows:

la Contemporaneously with this Motion, EKPC is filing an Application seeking, inter
alia, approval to amend its Environmental Compliance Plan to include projects undertaken to
satisfy environmental obligations at its John S. Cooper Station in Pulaski County, Kentucky
(“Cooper Station”), and its Hugh L. Spurlock Station in Mason County, Kentucky (“Spurlock
Station”). EKPC is also seeking the issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
for one of these projects, specifically the project involving the modification and expansion of the
Coal Pile Runoff Pond at the Spurlock Station (the “CPR Project”).

2 EKPC has attached to its Application (as Exhibit A and Exhibit B, respectively) a
map of the Spurlock Station and map of the Cooper Station with relevant facilities and

infrastructure identified. Further, preliminary plans and specifications for the CPR Project have



been provided as an appendix to the Scoping Report prepared by Burns & McDonnell Engineering
Co., Inc. (see Attachment SY-2 to Exhibit J, the Direct Testimony of Mr. Sam Yoder, at Appendix
A). These documents, which contain detailed information regarding the location and
characteristics of actual and proposed facilities at the Spurlock and Cooper Stations, are referred
to herein collectively as the “Confidential Information.”

3, KRS 61.878(1)(m)(1) protects “[pJublic records the disclosure of which would
have a reasonable likelihood of threatening public safety by exposing a vulnerability in preventing,
protecting against, mitigating, or responding to a terrorist act....,” and specifically exempts from
public disclosure certain records pertaining to public utility critical systems. See KRS
61.878(1)(m)(1)(f).

4. The Confidential Information includes identifications and depictions of certain
critical energy infrastructure presently located and proposed to be located at EKPC’s coal-fired
generating stations. If disclosed, the Confidential Information could be utilized to commit or
further a criminal or terrorist act, disrupt critical public utility systems, and/or intimidate or coerce
the civilian population. Disclosure of the Confidential Information could also result in the
disruption of innumerable other infrastructure systems which relate to, or rely upon, the safe and
reliable provision of electricity. Moreover, disclosure of the Confidential Information could have
a reasonable likelihood of threatening the public safety, particularly because it reflects detailed,
highly-technical information about the inner-workings of sizeable generation stations fueled by
combustible materials. Put plainly, maintaining the confidentiality of the Confidential Information
relating to the location, configuration, and security of critical electric systems is necessary to

protect the interests of EKPC, its Owner-Members and end-use Members, and the region at large.



S. The Confidential Information is proprietary information that is retained by EKPC
on a “need-to-know” basis and that is not publicly available. The Confidential Information is
distributed within EKPC only to those employees who must have access for business reasons, and
it is generally recognized as confidential and proprietary in the energy industry.

6. EKPC does not object to limited disclosure of the Confidential Information,
pursuant to an acceptable confidentiality and nondisclosure agreement, to the Attorney General or
any other intervenors with a legitimate interest in reviewing the same for the sole purpose of
participating in this case.

1. EKPC seeks confidential treatment for the entirety of Exhibit A and Exhibit B to
its Application, as well as the entirety of Appendix A to Attachment SY-2 to Exhibit J to its
Application. In accordance with the provisions of 807 KAR 5:001, Section 13(2), EKPC is filing
one (1) unredacted copy of each of these documents in a separate sealed envelope marked
confidential. An original and ten (10) redacted copies of EKPC’s Application have also been
tendered to the Commission.

8. Further in accordance with the provisions of 807 KAR 5:001, Section 13(2), EKPC
respectfully requests that the Confidential Information be withheld from public disclosure
indefinitely, as the critical energy infrastructure information reflected in the Confidential
Information should remain confidential at least as long as the relevant facilities are in service. If,
and to the extent, the Confidential Information becomes publicly available or otherwise no longer
warrants confidential treatment., EKPC will notify the Commission and have its confidential status

removed, pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 13(10).



WHEREFORE, on the basis of the foregoing, EKPC respectfully requests an Order
from the Commission granting this Motion and protecting the Confidential Information from
public disclosure indefinitely.

This 3™ day of October, 2018.

Respectfully submitted,

David S.'Samford
M. Evan Buckle
GOSS SAMFORD, PLLC

2365 Harrodsburg Road, Suite B-325
Lexington, Kentucky 40504
david@gosssamfordlaw.com
ebuckley@gosssamfordlaw.com
(859) 368-7740

Counsel for East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
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MOTION TO DEVIATE FROM FILING REQUIREMENTS

Comes now East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC”), by counsel, pursuant to
807 KAR 5:001 Section 22, and in support of its request for an Order permitting a deviation from
the filing requirements contained in 807 KAR 5:001 Section 15(2)(d)(2), respectfully states as
follows:

1. Contemporaneously with this Motion, EKPC is filing an Application seeking, inter
alia, approval to amend its Environmental Compliance Plan and a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN”) to modify and expand the Coal Pile Runoff Pond at its
Hugh L. Spurlock Station (“Spurlock Station”) in Mason County, Kentucky (the “CPR Project”).
As part of a filing requesting the issuance of a CPCN, 807 KAR 5:001 Section 15(2)(d)(2) requires
the applicant to submit “plans and specifications and drawings of the proposed plant, equipment,
and facilities.”

2. EKPC has attached as Exhibit A to its Application a map of the Spurlock Station
with relevant facilities and infrastructure identified. Further, preliminary plans and specifications

for the CPR Project have been provided as an appendix to the relevant Scoping Report prepared



by Burns & McDonnell Engineering Co., Inc. (see Attachment SY-2 to Exhibit J, the Direct
Testimony of Mr. Sam Yoder). Because these documents include critical energy infrastructure
information, they are being filed under seal with an accompanying motion for confidential
treatment.  Although additional design work is being undertaken, the maps, plans and
specifications set forth in Exhibit A and Attachment SY-2 to Exhibit J are currently the most
detailed drawings available to EKPC.

% EKPC seeks Commission authorization to deviate from applicable filing
requirements which may require the submission of final, fully-detailed plans and specifications
and drawings related to the CPR Project. To the extent plans and specifications are created during
the pendency of this proceeding that are more detailed than (or materially differ from) those
submitted with EKPC’s Application, EKPC commits to filing such documents once they are
available.

WHEREFORE, on the basis of the foregoing and for good cause shown, EKPC respectfully
requests an Order from the Commission granting a deviation pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001 Section
22 from the filing requirements contained in 807 KAR 5:001 Section 15(2)(d)(2).

This 3" day of October, 2018.

R@ub itted,

David S. Samford
M. Evan Buckley
GOSS SAMFORD, PLLC

2365 Harrodsburg Road, Suite B-325
Lexington, Kentucky 40504
david@gosssamfordlaw.com
ebuckley@gosssamfordlaw.com
(859) 368-7740

/

Counsel for East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
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APPLICATION

Comes now East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC™), by counsel, pursuant to
KRS 278.020, KRS 278.183, 807 KAR 5:001 and other applicable law, and hereby requests this
Commission enter an Order: (i) approving EKPC’s proposed amendment of its Environmental
Compliance Plan (“Compliance Plan™); (ii) granting EKPC authority to recover the costs
associated with said Compliance Plan amendment through its existing environmental surcharge:
and (iii) issuing a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (*“CPCN™) for the construction
of certain facilities associated with said Compliance Plan amendment. In support of its requested
relief, EKPC respectfully states as follows:

I. Introduction

| EKPC requests Commission authorization to amend its Compliance Plan to include
additional projects necessary to comply with the Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards for
the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category (“ELG Rule™), the Disposal of Coal

Combustion Residuals (“CCR™) from Electric Utilities Rule (“CCR Rule™), and other



environmental requirements and obligations that arise from the use of coal in the generation of
electric energy. Nearly all of the projects EKPC seeks to include in its Compliance Plan have been
undertaken (or will soon be undertaken) without a CPCN, consistent with the exception reflected
in KRS 278.020(1) and 807 KAR 5:001. Section 15(3);" however, EKPC also seeks to include in
its Compliance Plan a proposed project for which it requests Commission pre-approval and a
CPCN—specifically, a project to modify and expand the Coal Pile Runoff Pond (*CPR Pond™) at
its Hugh L. Spurlock Station in Mason County, Kentucky (“Spurlock Station™) (as further
described herein, the “CPR Project™). Finally, in conjunction with its request to amend its
Compliance Plan and seek issuance of an appropriate CPCN, EKPC also proposes to recover the
costs associated with these activities through its environmental surcharge pursuant to KRS
278.183.
II. Background
A. General Filing Requirements

2, Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001 Section 14(1), EKPC’s mailing address is P.O. Box
707, Winchester, Kentucky 40392-0707. EKPC’s electronic mail address to receive service is
psc@ekpc.coop. Applicant’s counsel should be served at david@gosssamfordlaw.com and
ebuckley@gosssamfordlaw.com.

3. Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 14(1), the grounds for EKPC’s request for an
amendment of its Compliance Plan, recovery of costs through its environmental surcharge and
issuance of a CPCN are set forth herein and in the testimony filed in support hereof.

4. Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 14(2), EKPC is a Kentucky corporation, in

good standing, and was incorporated on July 9. 1941.

! Pursuant to KRS 278.020(1), a CPCN is required to begin construction of certain facilities except for “ordinary
extensions of existing systems in the usual course of business.”
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B. Overview of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

5 EKPC is a not-for-profit, rural electric cooperative corporation established under
KRS Chapter 279 with its headquarters in Winchester, Kentucky. Pursuant to various agreements,
EKPC provides electric generation capacity and electric energy to its sixteen (16) Owner-Member
Cooperatives (“owner-members™), which in turn serve approximately 530,000 Kentucky homes,
farms and commercial and industrial establishments in eighty-seven (87) Kentucky counties.
EKPC’s Board has stated its strategic objective is to maintain a generation fleet that prudently
diversifies its fuel sources while maximizing its capital investments and minimizing stranded
assets.

6. EKPC is a “utility” as that term is defined in KRS 278.010(3)(a) and a “generation
and transmission cooperative™ as that term is defined in KRS 278.010(9). Each of EKPC’s sixteen
(16) owner-members is a “utility” under KRS 278.010(3)(a). as well as a ““distribution cooperative™
under KRS 278.010(10) and a “retail electric supplier” under KRS 278.010(4).

7. In total, EKPC owns and operates approximately 2,965 MW of net summer
generating capability and 3,267 MW of net winter generating capability. EKPC owns and operates
coal-fired generation at the John S. Cooper Station in Pulaski County, Kentucky (341 MW)
(*“Cooper Station™) and the Spurlock Station (1,346 MW). EKPC also owns and operates natural
gas-fired generation at the J. K. Smith Station in Clark County, Kentucky (753 MW (summer)/989
MW (winter)) (*Smith Station™) and the Bluegrass Station in Oldham County, Kentucky (501 MW
(summer)/567 MW (winter)), and landfill gas-to-energy facilities in Boone County, Laurel
County, Greenup County, Hardin County. Pendleton County and Barren County (16 MW total).
In November 2017, EKPC added a Community Solar facility (§ MW) in Winchester, Kentucky to

its generation portfolio. Finally, EKPC purchases hydropower from the Southeastern Power



Administration at Laurel Dam in Laurel County, Kentucky (70 MW), and the Cumberland River
system of dams in Kentucky and Tennessee (100 MW). EKPC's record peak demand of 3,507
MW occurred on February 20, 2015.

8. EKPC owns 2.940 circuit miles of high voltage transmission lines in various
voltages. EKPC also owns the substations necessary to support this transmission line
infrastructure. Currently, EKPC has seventy-four (74) free-flowing interconnections with its
neighboring utilities.

C, The Spurlock Station

9. EKPC’s largest coal-fired electric generation facility is the Spurlock Station located
a few miles west of downtown Maysville, Kentucky.? The Spurlock Station is situated along the
Ohio River and consists of four (4) electric generation units. Spurlock Station Unit #1 (*Spurlock
1) began commercial operation on September 1, 1977, and has a net capacity of 300 MW.
Spurlock Station Unit #2 (*Spurlock 2*) became operational on March 2, 1981; at 510 MW of net
capacity, it is the largest electric generation unit at the Spurlock Station. Spurlock 1 and Spurlock
2 are both conventional, pulverized coal units. Spurlock Station Unit #3 is known as the E. A.
Gilbert Unit (“Gilbert Unit”) and began commercial operations on March 1, 2005. The Gilbert
Unit utilizes a Circulating Fluidized Bed (“CFB™) technology and boasts a net generating capacity
of 268 MW. Spurlock Station Unit #4 (“Spurlock 47) is a sister unit to the Gilbert Unit and also
has 268 MW of generating capacity. Spurlock 4 became operational on April 1, 2009. The
combined coal storage capacity of the Spurlock Station is 490,000 tons and the Spurlock Station

primarily burns a range of eastern bituminous coals delivered by barge.

2 Aerial maps/photographs of the Spurlock Station with its major components labeled are attached hereto and
incorporated herein as Exhibit A. The Exhibit is subject to a Motion for Confidential Treatment filed herewith.



10. EKPC has already heavily invested in environmental control equipment at the
Spurlock Station. Spurlock 1 is equipped with low NOx burners, selective catalytic reduction
(*SCR”) technology. a cold-side electrostatic precipitator (“ESP”), a wet flue gas desulfurization
(“FGD™) scrubber: and a wet ESP. Spurlock 2 is equipped with low NOx burners, SCR
technology. a hot-side ESP, wet FGD scrubber and a wet ESP. The Gilbert Unit and Spurlock 4
employ CFB combustion technology which in itself is an environmental control technology. The
Gilbert Unit and Spurlock 4 are further equipped with selective non-catalytic reduction technology,
dry FGD scrubbers and baghouses.

1.  On May 18, 2018, the Commission approved EKPC’s 2018 Environmental
Compliance Plan and various proposed modifications of existing Spurlock Station facilities to
comply with state and federal environmental requirements.® These improvements include
conversion of the plant’s bottom ash handling system, construction of a new wastewater treatment
plant and fly ash storage silo, the closure and repurposing of the on-site coal ash pond, and the
expansion of the existing landfill. These projects help ensure the ongoing safety and stability of
EKPC’s generation fleet.

12. The four (4) units at the Spurlock Station are among the least expensive electric
generation units in the EKPC fleet and have maintained favorable capacity factors following
EKPC’s full integration into the Reliability Pricing Model (“RPM™) Capacity Market administered
by PJM Interconnection, LLC (“PJM™). Likewise, prudent management practices have assured

that the Spurlock Station’s units have a high availability factor. In light of their consistent

3 In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend its Environmental
Compliance Plan and Recover Costs pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of Certain Asset Retirement
Obligations and Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Other Relief, Order, Case No.
2017-00376 (Ky. P.S.C., May 18, 2018).



availability and low-cost operations, the Spurlock Station’s units are the workhorses of the EKPC
electric generation fleet.
D. The Cooper Station

13.  The Cooper Station is EKPC’s other coal-fired electric generation facility and is
located in the Burnside community of Pulaski County, Kentucky.* The Cooper Station is situated
adjacent to Lake Cumberland and consists of two (2) electric generation units. Cooper Station
Unit #1 (“Cooper 17) is rated at 116 MW and began commercial operation on February 9, 1965.
Cooper Station Unit #2 (“Cooper 27) is larger with 225 MW of electric generation capacity and
entered service for EKPC on October 28, 1969. The combined coal storage capacity of the Cooper
Station is 250.000 tons. The Cooper Station units burn eastern bituminous coal. delivered
exclusively by truck.

14.  The Cooper Station has a dry ash handling system. In addition, the Cooper Station
has a common flue gas desulfurization system including a pulse jet fabric filter that services both
Cooper 1 and Cooper 2, and a selective catalytic reduction system that services only Cooper 2.
Because of these and other investments made by EKPC, the Cooper Station is well-positioned to
remain in compliance with existing federal and state environmental mandates.

15.  The Cooper Station’s operating costs are higher than those of the Spurlock Station.
Accordingly, the capacity factor for the Cooper Station has decreased since EKPC’s entry into
PJM and remains below that of the Spurlock Station. Nevertheless, the Cooper Station’s two (2)
units continue to be reliable and affordable sources of capacity and energy and have maintained
very favorable availability factors. The Cooper Station also provides EKPC with a physical hedge

against price volatility in the energy market during peak demand periods.

* Aerial maps/photographs of the Cooper Station with its major components labeled are attached hereto and
incorporated herein as Exhibit B. This Exhibit is also subject to a Motion for Confidential Treatment filed herewith.
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E. Overview of Environmental Regulation
1. Breadth of Requirements at the State and Federal Levels

16. Electric utilities are among the most heavily environmentally regulated companies
in the United States. Authorities at the federal and state levels oversee nearly every aspect of
EKPC’s operations, with particular emphasis on the monitoring and abatement of the wastes and
by-products that accompany coal-fired electric generation. EKPC has devoted and continues to
devote substantial resources to ensure its continued compliance with environmental requirements,
especially at its Cooper and Spurlock Stations as described herein.

17. EKPC currently complies with nearly a dozen federal rules that have been
promulgated under the authority of the Clean Air Act (“CAA™), including: New Source
Performance Standards; New Source Review: Title IV of the CAA, including rules governing
pollutants that contribute to acid deposition: Title V operating permit requirements; Mercury Air
Toxics Standards; summer ozone trading program requirements promulgated after the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) acted upon Section 126 Petitions and the Ozone
State Implementation Plan Call; National Ambient Air Quality Standards for Sulfur Dioxide,
Nitrogen Dioxide, Carbon Monoxide, Ozone, Particulate Matter, Particulate Matter of 2.5 microns
or less and Lead: the Cross State Air Pollution Rule: and the Regional Haze Rule. Additionally,
EKPC was preparing to comply with the Clean Power Plan (“CPP”) as proposed by the Obama
Administration: however, due to actions by current federal authorities, EKPC has suspended its

CPP compliance planning and awaits further guidance from federal and state environmental

3 While seeking to comply with the CPP, EKPC was also one of the lead plaintiffs in a legal challenge to the legality
of the EPA’s proposed rule. See National Rural Electric Cooperative Association, et al. v. U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Case No. 15-1376 (D.C. Cir. Filed Oct. 23, 2015). On February 9, 2016, the U.S. Supreme Court
issued an Order preventing the EPA from enforcing the CPP until such time as the pending legal challenge is resolved.
See Basin Electric Power Cooperative, et al., v. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, et. al., Case No. 15A776
(U.S. Sup. Ct., Feb. 9, 2016).



regulators as to whether the CPP will be pursued further. EKPC is examining both the proposed
Affordable Clean Energy Rule released for publication on August 21, 2018, and the latest federal
court guidance on the CCR Rule. EKPC is also discussing these developments with the Kentucky
Energy and Environmental Cabinet. It is anticipated that the EPA will seek further judicial review
and engage in addition rulemaking.

18.  As the Commission is aware, much of EKPC’s environmental compliance activity
in recent years has been undertaken as a result of the CCR Rule, which governs the classification,
collection and disposal of certain by-products of the combustion of coal (fly ash, bottom ash, boiler
slag and flue gas desulfurization materials). The final CCR Rule.® which became effective October
19, 2015, applies to owners and operators of new and existing landfills and new and existing
surface impoundments (including all lateral expansions of such landfills and surface
impoundments) where CCR material is disposed. The CCR Rule also has applicability to inactive
CCR surface impoundments.” The principal objectives of the CCR Rule are as follows: (1) to
impose structural integrity requirements to reduce the risk of catastrophic failure of CCR landfills
and impoundments; (2) protecting groundwater through monitoring and corrective actions,
location restrictions and landfill and impoundment liner design criteria; (3) adopting operating
criteria for CCR landfills and impoundments:; (4) record-keeping, notification and publicly-
available internet website posting obligations; (5) obligations for inactive CCR landfills and

impoundments; (6) administration of state programs to implement the CCR Rule: (7) CCR landfill

© See 80 Fed. Reg. 21302 (April 17, 2015).

7 The CCR Rule does not apply to: CCR landfills that ceased receiving CCR materials prior to the effective date of
the CCR Rule; CCR landfills and impoundments at facilities that have ceased producing electricity prior to the
effective date of the CCR Rule; CCR materials generated at facilities that are not part of an electric utility or
independent power producer, such as manufacturing facilities, universities and hospitals; CCR materials generated
primarily from the combustion of fuels other than coal: CCR that is beneficially reused; CCR placement at active or
abandoned underground or surface coal mines; or CCR material that is placed at municipal solid waste landfills.
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and impoundment closure obligations; and (8) guidelines for beneficial reuse of CCR materials.
Numerous projects contained in EKPC’s existing and proposed Environmental Compliance Plan
are the result of the CCR Rule, as further detailed in testimony submitted herewith.
2. The Clean Water Act and Related Regulation

19. The federal Clean Water Act (“CWA?™), and particularly the EPA’s promulgation
of the current ELG Rule thereunder, also serve as significant stimuli for EKPC’s recent
environmental compliance investment and activities. The ELG Rule was published in its proposed
form by the EPA on June 7, 2013. The ELG Rule established revised technology-based effluent
limitations and standards for various wastewater streams generated by coal-fired steam electric
generating stations. As such, the ELG Rule establishes the best available technology economically
achievable requirements for existing facilities. After taking considerable public comment, the
ELG Rule became effective on January 4, 2016. The ELG Rule requires that all permits issued in
the first permitting cycle following the third anniversary of the effective date of the ELG Rule
should include a compliance schedule established by the Kentucky Energy and Environment
Cabinet’s Division of Water (“Division of Water””). However, in a letter dated April 12, 2017,
the EPA announced it was reconsidering portions of the ELG Rule that applied to bottom ash
transport water and FGD wastewater. On September 18, 2017, the EPA published a new Final
Postponement Rule that postponed the earliest compliance deadline for these two ELG waste
streams but otherwise maintained the ELG standards during the reconsideration. Although EPA is
reconsidering the rule for bottom ash transport water and FGD wastewater, as it stands today. the
new requirements will apply for bottom ash transport water and FGD wastewater “as soon as

possible beginning November 1, 2020, but no later than December 31, 2023.”



20.  The standards set forth in the ELG Rule are incorporated into the Kentucky
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“KPDES™) requirements imposed upon EKPC by the
Division of Water. EKPC’s KPDES permit with respect to the Spurlock Station is in the process
of being renewed and, upon renewal, is expected to reflect revised and new limitations for
discharges of various effluents via designated KPDES Outfalls.® Most notable among the new
limitations to be imposed (as reflected in the draft KPDES permit) is that concerning Total
Suspended Solids (“TSS™), which is based on the ELG Rule’s requirements for coal pile runoff
(CPR) found at 40 C.F.R. 423. As further described below and in testimony submitted herewith,
concerns with continued compliance with the CWA and related rules and regulations require
EKPC’s proposal to undertake the CPR Project.

3. Additional Environmental Obligations

21. While the CCR Rule and the ELG Rule are primary factors behind EKPC’s recent
requests to amend its existing Compliance Plan, there are other environmental authorities which
also make the proposed Compliance Plan amendments a prudent course of action for EKPC. For
instance, separate and apart from EKPC’s obligations under the ELG Rule as implemented during
the current KPDES permit renewal cycle, EKPC anticipates that the KPDES permitting process
itself will include requirements addressing total suspended solids and pH. Thus, even if the CCR
Rule or the ELG Rule were to be suspended. revoked or not enforced, other legal authorities will
still likely require EKPC and other coal-generating electric utilities in the state to move forward

with most, if not all, of the proposed Compliance Plan amendments.

¥ A draft revised KPDES permit was recently issued by the Kentucky Division of Water and is attached hereto as
Attachment JP-2 to Exhibit H, the Direct Testimony of Mr. Jerry Purvis. The draft permit reflects the revised and new
discharge limitations.
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III.  Environmental Compliance Efforts — Completed, Underway, and Planned

22 EKPC’s Board and managers have invested considerable time and attention to
ensuring continued compliance with the myriad of environmental requirements applicable to coal-
fired facilities owned by EKPC. Many of the projects pursued in this regard are relatively minor
in nature, undertaken in the usual course of EKPC’s business, and involve the expenditure of
limited funds: these projects, for which no CPCN is required or requested, are detailed in numerical
paragraph 34 below and in the testimony accompanying this Application. EKPC also proposes to
undertake a project it believes does require a CPCN involving the modification of Spurlock
Station’s CPR Pond. which project is also further described below. EKPC seeks to add each of
these projects to its Environmental Compliance Plan as reasonable and cost-effective means of
complying with applicable environmental requirements.

23.  In accordance with the Commission’s directive in Administrative Case 2008-
00408, EKPC also considered whether energy efficiency offered a viable alternative to
compliance with the various state and federal obligations attendant to coal-fired generation. While
EKPC is committed to cost-effective energy efficiency and other demand response programs, each
of the projects—and particularly the CPR Project—is necessary to sustain approximately 1,687

MW of reliable, coal-fired generation at the Cooper and Spurlock Stations; it is unrealistic to

? See In the Matter of Consideration of the New Federal Standards of the Energy Independence and Security Act of
2007, Rehearing Order, Case No. 2008-00408, p. 10 (Ky. P.S.C. July 24, 2012) (“Each electric utility shall integrate
energy efficiency resources into its plans and shall adopt policies establishing cost-effective energy efficiency
resources with equal priority as other resource options. In each integrated resource plan, certificate case, and rate
case, the subject electric utility shall fully explain its consideration of cost-effective energy efficiency resources as
defined in the Commission’s IRP regulation (807 KAR 5058).”). During the Commission’s consideration of EKPC’s
proposal to include Cooper Station Unit 1 in the air quality control system being construction for Cooper Station Unit
2, the Sierra Club intervened and suggested that EKPC could develop replacement capacity primarily through energy
efficiency and demand response investments. The Commission rejected this outlandish notion at that time. Given
that the potential retirement of Spurlock 1 or Spurlock 2 would be an even more significant loss of capacity, the Sierra
Club’s suggestions would make even less sense in this situation.
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believe EKPC could replace this existing capacity (or a significant portion thereof) with energy
efficiency and demand response investments.
A. The CPR Project

24.  As aforementioned, the Spurlock Station is EKPC’s largest coal-fired electric
generation facility with a combined coal storage capacity of approximately 490,000 tons. In order
to capture and retain coal pile runoff (essentially, stormwater that falls atop and through the coal
pile and plant contributing areas), the Spurlock Station currently utilizes a 3.3-acre lined CPR
Pond. The CPR Pond includes a geosynthetic clay liner (“GCL™) on the bottom and side slopes,
with concrete above the GCL on the bottom of the pond, and rip rap liner above the GCL on the
side slopes. The principal spillway consists of two (2) pumps that convey the CPR Pond water to
the Spurlock Station’s ash pond through a 10 polyethylene force main. The emergency spillway
consists of three 24™ pipes that are designed to discharge to a receiving stream of the Ohio River,
specifically through a designated KPDES Outfall (Outfall 005). EKPC’s ability to collect, contain,
and transport CPR is an essential element of its operations at the Spurlock Station.

25, The existing CPR Pond and pump system at EKPC’s Spurlock Station can contain
the volume of water and CPR of a 2-year, 24-hour storm event. The limited capacity of the CPR
Pond results in occasional overflows of the pond through the emergency spillway, which in turn
results in discharges through Outfall 005. These conditions increase EKPC’s risk of non-
compliance with respect to Spurlock Station’s KPDES permitting, particularly as that permitting
becomes more restrictive with respect to TSS consistent with the EPA’s ELG Rule.

26. Based on the Steam Electric Effluent Limitation Guidelines (40 CFR
423.12(b)(10)) and good engineering practices for sedimentation pond design, EKPC determined

that its CPR facilities must now be designed and built to contain a 10-year, 24-hour storm event,



and that other improvements should be made to ensure the safe, compliant, and effective operation
of the CPR Pond and related facilities. Specifically, EKPC proposes to modify the existing CPR
Pond and infrastructure to include new pumps, modifications to the northern coal pile ditch, and
the construction of a supplemental storage wall. The anticipated cost of the CPR Projectis $11.21
million.

27. EKPC has determined that modifying its existing CPR Pond to include new pumps
and infrastructure presents the best solution to the challenges presented by Spurlock Station’s
current CPR Pond inadequacies. Fundamentally, the CPR Project is necessitated by EKPC’s
decision to ensure that the Spurlock Station remains a valuable coal-fired generation resource
going forward.'” The CPR Project, as proposed by EKPC, is the reasonable, least-cost option to
address the Spurlock Station CPR Pond inadequacy. and the EKPC Board of Directors has directed
management to pursue this Commission’s approval of same. '

28. EKPC engaged the engineering firm Burns and McDonnell Engineering Company,
Inc. (“Burns and McDonnell”) to prepare a Scoping Report that would be useful to further develop
the CPR Project. The Scoping Report issued by Burns and McDonnell involves four (4) major

project components,'? which are as follows:

1 EKPC made minor modifications to the CPR Pond in 2016. Those modifications, discussed below, are included as
part of Project #21 in EKPC’s proposed amended Environmental Compliance Plan.

' A copy of the Board’s August 14, 2018 Resolution is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit C.

12 A copy of the Burns and McDonnell Scoping Report is attached hereto as Attachment SY-2 to Exhibit J, the Direct
Testimony of Mr. Sam Y oder.
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a. CPR Pond Pumps — EKPC will install new submersible pumps in a 4x33%
line-up (three (3) operating and one (1) spare) to convey excessive rainfall through new and
existing pipes to the planned Water Mass Balance (*“WMB™) Pond: "

b. Coal Pile North Ditch Development — EKPC will modify the northern coal
pile ditch with a new geosynthetic clay liner (“GCL™), concrete bottom and side slopes:

G, CPR Pond Supplemental Wall — EKPC will erect a 3-foot high concrete
wall to provide additional storage/freeboard in the CPR Pond and ditch to satisfy a 100-year, 24-
hour precipitation event; and

d. Balance of Plant Systems — EKPC will install new controls, instrumentation
and electrical equipment, as well as a new Power Control Module to operate the new systems.

29.  The schedule for implementing the CPR Project is designed to complement the
other construction activities taking place at Spurlock Station and will be carried out in a manner
that is cognizant and consistent with all the other normal operations taking place on the Spurlock
Station campus. Based upon the current schedule, construction should be completed in February
2021.

30. In addition to approval from the Commission, the CPR Project requires EKPC to
seek and obtain authorization from the United States Department of Agriculture’s Rural Utilities
Service, as well as a revised KPDES permit for the Spurlock Station from the Division of Water.

EKPC has begun the process of obtaining these approvals. A draft revised KPDES permit was

'3 Presently, the pumps and related facilities of the CPR Pond convey stormwater from coal pile runoff and the back-
end of the plant through existing piping to the existing coal ash pond; however, as the Commission is aware, the ash
pond is scheduled for closure and partial replacement by a WMB Pond in late 2021. The proposed CPR Project
recognizes this fact and is designed with facilities for the conveyance of CPR to the new WMB Pond upon the pond’s
completion.
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issued by the Division of Water on September 10, 2018, and a copy of it is attached hereto as
Attachment JP-2 to Exhibit H. the Direct Testimony of Mr. Jerry Purvis.

31. EKPC will finance the CPR Project through funds available to it from normal
operations or funds available through its unsecured Credit Facility. Once completed, any short-
term debt associated with the CPR Project will be refinanced using long-term debt available under
EKPC’s Trust Indenture.

32, EKPC intends to use a multiple contract approach with adjustment unit pricing to
develop and construct the CPR Project. This approach allows EKPC and its engineer to create and
procure the necessary construction and major equipment contracts. The approach involves the use
of multiple equipment and material contracts and multiple construction contracts and will allow
EKPC to minimize procurement costs by providing for competitive bidding to reduce contractor
markups.

33. In summary, the CPR Project will provide many benefits to EKPC, including,
without limitation, the following:

a. Complying with the ELG Rule and the Spurlock Station’s KPDES Permit
requirements in a reasonable, least-cost manner:;

b. Furthering EKPC’s efforts to provide reliable, safe, adequate and reasonable
service to its owner-members at rates that are fair, just and reasonable;

c. Ensuring the continued safe and responsible containment and conveyance of
CPR, particularly in light of Spurlock Station’s proximity to one of the largest
rivers in North America and its location within the 100-year flood plain; and

d. Preserving EKPC’s ability to comply with future environmental regulations

that may be imposed by state and federal authorities.
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34.

B. Other Environmental Projects

EKPC is also seeking to include ten (10) additional projects in its amended

Compliance Plan. These projects are relatively small in nature and may be listed summarily as

follows:
Waste Project Costs
Byproduct Applicable (A) Actual
Project | Location Description Controlled Regulation Completion (E) Estimated
Spurlock
Expansion of Special 401 KAR Chap 45 | November
Spurlock | 4 en CLandfill | Waste | CWA Section404 | 21,2014 | 1= 05670(A)
- Phase Two
Spurlock CCR 40 CFR 257
Spurlock | Landfill Area C Special 401 KAR Chap 45 | Fall 2018 | $4.737.105 (E)
- Phase Three Waste CWA Section 404
Spurlock 40 CFR 257
Amended - Phase Four CWA Section 404
#12 Spurlock
Landfill Area C 40 CFR 257
Spurlock Phases 3-5 - CCR 401 KAR Chap 46 Fall 2017 | $3,272,457 (A)
Haul Road CWA Section 404
Extension
Spurlock
Landfill Final .
Special 401 KAR Chap 45
Spurlock Qap and West Waste CWA Section 404 2017 $1.964.650 (A)
Side Regrade -
ARO
Cooper Station Special
Cooper | New Landfill - 401 KAR Chap 45 | May 2014 | $2.732.569 (A)
Waste
KRS Chap 224
Phase 1A
Coaper Stiblon. | ool | 401 RAR Chap45 | Devermber
Cooper | New Landfill - o $2.891.887 (A)
#17 Phase 1B Waste KRS Chap 224 2014
Cooper Landfill
- Transmission .
A ? Special 401 KAR Chap 45
Cooper Dlstnbut.lon.& Waste KRS Chap 224 2016 $618.945 (A)
Communication
Line Relocation
Cooper Station ;
Special 401 KAR Chap 45 -
#18 Cooper L.andﬁll - Waste KRS Chap 224 May 2013 | $2,163.,009 (A)
Sediment Pond
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Waste

Project Costs
Byproduct Applicable (A) Actual
Project | Location | Description | Controlled Regulation Completion (E) Estimated
Cooper Ash Spesial 401 KAR Chap 45 Neruislios
#19 Cooper Mixer Waste KRS Chap 224 2013 $260.441 (A)
Unloaders 401 KAR 63:010
Cooper Ditch
and Sediment Special 401 KAR Chap 45 | December
reclt COORE | Ty Design / Waste KRS Chap 224 2017 B1,242055 0\)
Construction
Spurlock
Station 40 CFR 257 Giotahar
Spurlock |  Drainage CCR | 401 KAR 63:010 ors | $160.574(A)
Improvement -
Gypsum
Stackout Wall
Station
Drainage
Spurlock ]mgrg;e;;fem Stormwater CK:? csﬁﬁéﬁf ;gf Nozvg‘lnéber $2,615,080 (A)
Runoftf Pond
Modifications
Station
Drainage
Spurlock '”&Tﬁ:imf‘zt Stormwater i\gg‘ CS]:’:;‘: ;gj' Ozc(t)‘f;er $3,701.821 (A)
Silo Area
#21 Paving
Station
Drainage
Spurlock | Improvement - | Stormwater | CWA Section 402 November $4.467.880 (A)
Back Side KRS Chapter 224 2016
Grading &
Paving
Station
Drainage
Improvement - rmwater 40 CFR 257 r
Spurlock | Eliminate StOCCRa " | CWA Section 402 Ozcz,oll;e $696.603 (A)
Collection Pits KRS Chapter 224
and Cleanup
Areas
Spurlock
St 40CFR257 | September
Spurlock Drainage CCR CWA Section 402 2015 $1.492.930 (A)
Improvement -
FGD




Waste Project Costs
Byproduct Applicable (A) Actual
Project | Location Description Controlled Regulation Completion (E) Estimated
Blowdown
Reroute
Sp;‘t”??k l:)c‘}”er 40 CFR 60
422 | Spurlock ation Mercury 40 CFR 63 March 2015 | $2.755.438 (A)
Compliance - 401 KAR 63:020
Unit Nos. 1 & 2 '
Spurlock
Anhydrous
#23 | Spurlock | Ammonia NH3 40 CFR 112 gzceml]’ir $1.050,780 (A)
CAA Sec 112(r) - 20
Secondary
Containment
Vacslf:‘r:";:‘uck CCR and 40 CFR 257
#24 Spurlock Ash Transfer Particulate | 401 KAR Chap. 46 | Fall 2018 $2.664.200 (E)
; Matter 401 KAR 59:010
Station
Spurlock Units
1 and 2 Dry August
#25 Spurlock Sorbeit SO3. NH3 40 CFR 63 2017 $3.876.376 (A)
Injection (DSI)
System
gk Al $52,747,470
Projects
33, Each project EKPC proposes to include in its amended Compliance Plan reflects

the cooperative’s reasonable and cost-effective efforts to satisfy environmental obligations

imposed upon its facilities utilized for the production of energy from coal. These projects are

described in greater detail in the testimony of Mr. Craig Johnson. Mr. Isaac Scott describes in his

testimony how some of these non-CPCN projects will be used to partially settle existing Asset

Retirement Obligations.




IV.  Requests for CPCN and Amendment of Environmental Compliance Plan

36. It is well established that the Commission only possesses such powers as granted
by the General Assembly.'* However. the scope of the powers expressly granted by the General
Assembly to the Commission to regulate the “rates™ and “service™ of utilities is plenary in nature,
unless otherwise expressly limited or expressed by statute.'” In the context of a request for
issuance of a CPCN, the Commission’s authority under KRS 278.020(1) remains very broad. The
General Assembly has, however, chosen to limit the Commission’s authority to prohibit or delay
recovery of certain costs arising from compliance with environmental laws and regulations by
enacting KRS 278.183, the environmental surcharge statute.

A. Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

1. KRS 278.020(1) Requires Analysis of “Need” and “Wasteful Duplication”

37.  Before undertaking a construction project that is not in the ordinary course of
business, a utility must obtain a CPCN from the Commission under the authority of KRS
278.020(1), which states in relevant part:

No person, partnership, public or private corporation, or
combination thereof shall...begin the construction of any
plant, equipment, property, or facility for furnishing to the
public any of the services enumerated in KRS
278.010...until that person has obtained from the Public
Service Commission a certificate that public convenience
and” necessity require the service or construction.... The
commission, when considering an application for a

certificate to construct a base load electric generating
facility, may consider the policy of the General Assembly to

14 See Boone Co. Water and Sewer Dist. v. Public Service Comm'n, Ky., 949 S.W.2d 588, 591 (1997); Simpson Co.
Water Dist. v. City of Franklin, 872 S.W.2d 460, 462 (Ky. 1994); Com., ex rel. Stumbo v. Kentucky Public Service
Comm’n, 243 S.W.3d 374, 378 (Ky. App. 2007); Cincinnati Bell Tel. Co. v. Kentucky Public Service Comm’n, 223
S.W.3d 829, 836 (Ky. App. 2007): Public Service Comm’n v. Jackson Co. Rural Elec. Co-op., Inc., 50 S.W.3d 764,
767 (Ky. App. 2000).

15 See KRS 278.040(2); Kentucky Public Service Comm 'nv. Commonwealth of Kentucky, ex rel. Conway, 324 S.W.3d
373,383 (Ky. 2010); Southern Bell Tel. & Tel. Co. v. City of Louisville, 265 Ky. 286, 96 S.W.2d 695, 697 (Ky. 1936).
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foster and encourage use of Kentucky coal by electric
utilities serving the Commonwealth.

38.  The statute is silent, however, with regard to the criteria which the Commission
should apply to any such request from a utility. Accordingly, case law construing KRS 278.020(1)
provides the appropriate standard for evaluating EKPC’s request for a CPCN in this proceeding.
The leading authority on CPCNs is Kentucky Ultilities Co. v. Public Service Comm'n, which
articulates a two-part test for demonstrating entitlement to a CPCN: (1) need; and (2) absence of
wasteful duplication. Kentucky Ultilities Co. provides significant guidance as to what further
considerations should be taken into account when evaluating a request for a CPCN under these
two criteria.

39.  Asto “need,” Kentucky’s highest Court wrote:

We think it is obvious that the establishment of convenience
and necessity for a new service system or a new service
facility requires first a showing of a substantial inadequacy
of existing service, involving a consumer market sufficiently
large to make it economically feasible for the new system or
facility to be constructed and operated. Second, the
inadequacy must be due either to a substantial deficiency of
service facilities, beyond what could be supplied by normal
improvements in the ordinary course of business; or to
indifference, poor management or disregard of the rights of
consumers, persisting over such a period of time as to
establish an inability or unwillingness to render adequate
service.'®

40.  The need for the CPR Project described herein is demonstrated by the fact that,
without it, EKPC would be unable to continue to safely and appropriately operate the Spurlock

Station in a manner consistent and compliant with federal and state environmental mandates.

41. With regard to what constitutes “wasteful duplication™, the Court opined:

16 Kentucky Utilities Co., at 890.

20



42.

instructed, “[w]e are of the opinion that the Public Service Commission should have considered
the question of duplication from the standpoints of excessive investment in relation to efficiency,
and an unnecessary multiplicity of physical properties.”!
duplication™ is a primary consideration for evaluating a request for a CPCN, Kentucky Utilities
Co. makes clear that the Commission must not focus exclusively upon the cost of a proposal alone.

The Commission must also look at an application for a CPCN in relation to the service to be

[W]e think that ‘duplication” also embraces the meaning of
an excessive investment in relation to productivity or
efficiency, and an unnecessary multiplicity of physical
properties, such as right of ways, poles and wires. An
inadequacy of service might be such as to require
construction of an additional service facility to supplement
an inadequate existing facility, yet the public interest would
be better served by substituting one large facility, adequate
to serve all the consumers, in place of the inadequate existing
facility, rather than constructing a new small facility to
supplement the existing small facility. A supplementary
small facility might be constructed that would not create
duplication from the standpoint of an excess of capacity, but
would result in duplication from the standpoint of an
excessive investment in relation to efficiency and a
multiplicity of physical properties. '’

In evaluating the “wasteful duplication™ aspect of CPCN analysis, the Court further

8

provided by the utility:

[W]e do not mean to say that cost (as embraced in the
question of duplication) is to be given more consideration
than the need for service. If, from the past record of an
existing utility, it should appear that the utility cannot or will
not provide adequate service, we think it might be proper to
permit some duplication to take place, and some economic
loss to be suffered so long as the duplication and resulting
loss be not greatly out of proportion to the need for service. '’

71d., at 891.

e 1d
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Id.. at 892 (emphasis in original).
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43. In other words, the complete absence of “wasteful duplication™ need not be shown
to an absolute certainty, “it is sufficient that there is a reasonable basis of anticipation™ that the
“consumer market in the immediately foreseeable future will be sufficiently large to make it
economically feasible for a proposed system or facility to be constructed....”* As recently as
2012, the Commission affirmed this point:

To demonstrate that a proposed facility does not result in
wasteful duplication, we have held that the applicant must
demonstrate that a thorough review of all alternatives has
been performed. Selection of'a proposal that ultimately costs
more than an alternative does not necessarily result in
wasteful duplication.  All relevant factors must be
balanced.”'

44, EKPC satisfies the “wasteful duplication™ component of the CPCN analysis by
virtue of the considerable due diligence it has undertaken to determine that targeted investment
should be made in the Spurlock Station to ensure its continued use as a valuable coal-fired
generation resource. The proposed CPR Project presents the reasonable, least cost option for
continued operation of the Spurlock Station and the safe and compliant storage of coal on the
property.

2. Filing Requirements

45. Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 15(2)(a), the facts relied upon to show that the

proposed construction or extension is or will be required by public convenience or necessity are

specifically set forth in numerical paragraphs 16 through 33 of this Application and in the

testimony submitted herewith.

20 Kentucky Utilities Co. v. Public Service Commission, 59 P.U.R.3d 219, 390 S.W.2d 168, 172 (Ky. 1965).

2! In re the Application of Big Rivers Electric Corporation for Approval of its 2012 Environmental Compliance Plan,
Case No. 2012-00063, Final Order, pp. 14-15 (Ky. P.S.C. Oct. 1, 2012) (citations omitted).
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46. Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 15(2)(b), EKPC states that it is in the process
of obtaining all environmental permits and approvals necessary for the proposed construction. A
matrix reflecting the permits and approvals relevant to the CPR Project is provided as Attachment
JP-1to Exhibit H, the Direct Testimony of Mr. Jerry Purvis. Mr. Purvis’s testimony (at Attachment
JP-2) contains the Draft KPDES Permit relevant to the Spurlock Station and CPR Project.

47. Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 15(2)(c), a full description of the proposed
location, route, or routes of the proposed construction or extension is contained in the testimonies
of Mr. Craig Johnson (Exhibit I) and Mr. Sam Yoder (Exhibit J), as well as reflected in the map
attached as Exhibit A hereto and incorporated herein. A description of the manner of construction
is set forth fully in the testimonies of Mr. Craig Johnson and Mr. Sam Yoder, and specifically in
Attachment SY-2 to Mr. Yoder’s testimony (the Burns & McDonnell Scoping Report). There are
no public utilities, corporations or persons with whom the proposed construction or extension is
likely to compete.

48. Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 15(2)(d), EKPC is providing herewith one (1)
copy in portable document format on electronic storage medium and two (2) copies in paper
medium of the following information: maps to suitable scale showing the location or route of the
proposed construction or extension, as well as the location to scale of like facilities owned by
others located anywhere within the map area with adequate identification as to the ownership of
the other facilities (see Exhibit A); and plans and specifications and drawings of the proposed
plant, equipment, and facilities (see Attachment SY-2 to Exhibit J, at Appendix A). The Exhibits
are the subject of a motion for confidential treatment and a motion for a filing deviation that are

filed contemporaneously herewith.
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49. Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 15(2)(e), a detailed description of the manner
in which EKPC intends to finance the proposed construction or extension is set forth in numerical
paragraph 31 herein and the testimony of Mr. Thomas Stachnik.

50. Pursuant to 807 KAR 5:001, Section 15(2)(f), EKPC estimates that the annual cost
of operation of the Spurlock Station will increase approximately $74,000 after the proposed
facilities are placed into service.

B. Request for Approval of an Environmental Compliance Plan Amendment

51, When a utility applies for a CPCN for the construction of a facility that is necessary
to comply with an environmental mandate, KRS 278.183 is also implicated. The environmental
surcharge statute was enacted “to promote the use of high sulfur Kentucky coal by permitting
utilities to surcharge their customers for the cost of a scrubber which is part of a power plant that
cleans high sulfur coal in order to meet the acid rain provisions of the Federal Clean Air Act
amendments of 1990.7?? Section 1 of the statute contains the guarantee of cost recovery for such
environmental compliance costs:

Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, effective
January 1, 1993, a utility shall be entitled to the current recovery of
its costs of complying with the Federal Clean Air Act as amended
and those federal, state, or local environmental requirements which
apply to coal combustion wastes and by-products from facilities
utilized for production of energy from coal in accordance with the
utility's compliance plan as designated in subsection (2) of this
section. These costs shall include a reasonable return on
construction and other capital expenditures and reasonable
operating expenses for any plant, equipment, property, facility, or
other action to be used to comply with applicable environmental
requirements set forth in this section. Operating expenses include all

costs of operating and maintaining environmental facilities, income
taxes, property taxes, other applicable taxes, and depreciation

22 Kentucky Indus. Utility Customers, Inc. v. Kentucky Ultilities Co., 983 S.W.2d 493, 496 (Ky. 1998).
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expenses as these expenses relate to compliance with the
environmental requirements set forth in this section.??

52. In order to obtain rate relief under the environmental surcharge statute, a utility
must “submit to the commission a plan, including any application required by KRS 278.020(1).
for complying with the applicable environmental requirements set forth in [KRS 278.183(1)].”
Following that:
...[T]The commission shall conduct a hearing to: (a) Consider and
approve the plan and rate surcharge if the commission finds the plan
and rate surcharge reasonable and cost-effective for compliance
with the applicable environmental requirements set forth in
subsection (1) of this section; (b) Establish a reasonable return on
compliance-related capital expenditures; and (c) Approve the

application of the surcharge.**

53.  The Kentucky Supreme Court characterized KRS 278.183 as ““a new right” that

3

“did not exist before the enactment of the surcharge.”® Thus, the Kentucky General Assembly
has chosen to encourage the use of coal by enacting a surcharge mechanism that guarantees a
utility the ability to recover costs associated with compliance with environmental mandates. The
Commission has commented upon the prescriptive nature of the KRS 278.183 by observing that it
“must consider the plan and the proposed rate surcharge, and approve them if [the Commission]
finds the plan and rate surcharge to be reasonable and cost effective.”* The environmental
surcharge statute, therefore, relates to and is an important adjunct to the traditional CPCN analysis

required by KRS 278.020(1).

2 KRS 278.183(1).
2 KRS 278.183(2).

35 Kentucky Indus. Utility Customers, Inc., at 500.

% In re the Application of Big Rivers Electric Corporation for Approval of its 2012 Environmental Compliance Plan,
Case No. 2012-00063, Final Order, p. 16 (Ky. P.S.C. Oct. 1, 2012).
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54. EKPC implemented its first Compliance Plan following Commission approval in
2005.%7 EKPC has subsequently amended its Compliance Plan on five (5) occasions.?®
55.  EKPC is seeking approval to amend its Compliance Plan to include the eleven (11)

? including the CPR Project, as well as

environmental compliance projects described herein.?
recover through its environmental surcharge the costs associated with those projects, which is
approximately $64.0 million. In addition, EKPC estimates that the incremental annual operations
and maintenance expense associated with the projects EKPC seeks to add to its Compliance Plan
will be approximately $3.3 million.

56. EKPC intends to finance the CPR Project as set forth in numerical paragraph 31
above. The other projects for which no CPCN is required were, or will be, financed through
EKPC’s normal budgeting process and draws upon its unsecured credit facility. Ultimately these

projects will be financed through long-term debt instruments issued pursuant to EKPC’s Trust

Indenture.

7 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an Environmental
Compliance Plan and Authority to Implement an Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No. 2004-00321 (Ky. P.S.C.,
Mar. 17, 2005).

38 See In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an Amendment to
Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No. 2008-00115, (Ky. P.S.C., Sep.
29, 2008); In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an Amendment
to Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No. 2010-00083, (Ky. P.S.C., Sep.
24, 2010); In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for Alteration of Certain Equipment at the Cooper Station and Approval of a Compliance
Plan Amendment for Environmental Surcharge Cost Recovery, Order, Case No. 2013-00259, (Ky. P.S.C., Feb. 20,
2014); In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for construction of an Ash Landfill at J.K. Smith Station, the Removal of Impounded Ash
from William C. Dale Station for Transport to J.K. Smith and Approval of a Compliance Plan Amendment for
Environmental Surcharge Recovery, Order, Case No. 2014-00252 (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 6, 2015); In the Matter of the
Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend its Environmental Compliance Plan
and Recover Costs pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of Certain Asset Retirement Obligations and
Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Other Relief , Order, Case No. 2017-00376 (Ky.
P.S.C., May 18, 2018).

% One of these projects amends an existing Environmental Compliance Plan project, Project No. 12 — Spurlock

Landfill Area C Expansion. Project No. 12 was originally approved and included in EKPC’s Environmental
Compliance Plan in Case No. 2010-00083.
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57. EKPC has given the required notice of intent as to the filing of this Application and
has provided the requisite notice to its owner-members as well.*"

58. Under KRS 278.183(2). EKPC is entitled to earn a return on its investment. The
original (and still used) methodology for determining an appropriate return is the product of the
weighted average debt cost of the debt issuances directly related to the projects in EKPC’s
Compliance Plan, multiplied by a Times Interest Earned Ratio (“TIER™) factor.’’ EKPC has
updated its weighted average debt cost at each six-month review of its Compliance Plan and states
that its current weighted average debt cost is 4.015%. Moreover, the Commission has consistently
applied a 1.50 TIER factor.*> EKPC is requesting the Commission use its updated weighted
average debt cost of 4.015% and a 1.50 TIER factor to arrive at an overall rate of return of
6.023%.3

59. Based upon the foregoing, EKPC estimates that the annual environmental
surcharge impact of its amended Compliance Plan to a residential customer using 1,150 kWh of

electricity each month will be as follows:

39 A copy of the Notice of Intent is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit D. A copy of the Notice given
to EKPC’s owner-members is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit E.

31 See In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an Environmental
Compliance Plan and Authority to Implement an Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No. 2004-00321 (Ky. P.S.C.
Mar. 17, 2005).

32 See e.g. In the Matter of an Examination by the Public Service Commission of the Environmental Surcharge
Mechanism of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for the Six-Month Billing Period Ending December 31, 2010;
and the Pass-Through Mechanism for Its Sixteen Member Distribution Cooperatives, Order, Case No. 2011-00032
(Ky. P.S.C. Aug. 2, 2011); In the Matter of an Examination by the Public Service Commission of the Environmental
Surcharge Mechanism of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for the Six-Month Billing Period Ending June 30,
2016 and the Pass Through Mechanism for its Sixteen Member Distribution Cooperatives, Order, Case No. 2016-
00335 (Ky. P.S.C. May 11, 2017).

33 See In the Matter of An Examination by the Public Service Commission of the Environmental Surcharge Mechanism
of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for the Six-Month Billing Period Ending December 31, 2017, and the Pass-
Through Mechanism for Its Sixteen Member Distribution Cooperatives, Order, Case No. 2018-00075 (Ky. P.S.C. July
23, 2018). In its response to Request 5 of the Commission Staff’s First Request for Information, EKPC proposed a
weighted average cost of debt of 4.015% based on the debt cost for each debt issuance directly related to the projects
in the environmental compliance plan as of November 30, 2017.
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60.

individuals:

Percentage Percentage Retail Estimated Increase in
12 Months Ending & & Average Residential
Wholesale Increase Increase .
Monthly Bill
March 31, 2020 1.12% 0.81% $0.64
March 31, 2021 1.16% 0.84% $0.66
March 31, 2022 1.00% 0.72% $0.57
V. Overview of Testimony

EKPC is providing written testimony to support its Application from the following

Mr. Don Mosier, P.E.. Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer,
will offer testimony supporting EKPC’s corporate profile, strategic objectives
and the due diligence that has gone into the development of this proposal.

Mr. Thomas Stachnik, Vice President of Finance and Treasurer, will provide
testimony concerning EKPC’s plans to finance the CPR Project and other
projects described herein. as well as the calculation of EKPC’s weighted
average cost of debt associated with debt issuances relating to its Compliance
Plan as of November 30, 2017. He will also provide testimony concerning
EKPC’s requested authorized return.

Mr. Jerry Purvis, Vice President of Environmental Affairs, will offer testimony
concerning the environmental obligations that EKPC must satisfy. He will
also offer detailed testimony as to the purpose, scope and requirements of the
CCR Rule, the ELG Rule and other applicable environmental authorities.

Mr. Craig Johnson, P.E., Senior Vice President of Power Production, will offer
testimony detailing the CPR Project and the other projects EKPC has proposed

for inclusion in its amended Compliance Plan.
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e. Mr. Sam Yoder, P.E.. Energy Division Project Manager at Burns and
McDonnell, will provide testimony concerning the Scoping Report prepared
by his firm for the CPR Project.

f.  Mr. Isaac Scott, Manager of Pricing, will provide testimony concerning the
cost and rate impact of the proposed Compliance Plan amendment. He will
also discuss the proposed revisions to the environmental reporting forms.

VI.  Conclusion
6l. For the past several years, state and federal environmental regulations have required
EKPC to make significant modifications to its Spurlock and Cooper coal-fired generating stations.
Each of these projects is detailed in this Application and its supporting materials, and each is
appropriate for inclusion in EKPC’s proposed amended Compliance Plan under KRS 278.183.
Accordingly, EKPC respectfully requests that the Commission allow EKPC to recover the costs
of these projects through its environmental surcharge as described herein. Finally, EKPC requests
that the Commission approve and issue a CPCN for the CPR Project.
WHEREFORE, on the basis of the foregoing, EKPC respectfully requests the Commission
enter an Order:
1) Approving the proposed amendment of EKPC’s Environmental Compliance Plan to
include eleven (11) additional projects, including the CPR Project:
2) Authorizing recovery of the costs associated with said amendment, approximately
$64.0 million, through EKPC’s existing environmental surcharge;
3) Issuing a CPCN for the CPR Project, as described herein; and

4) Granting all other relief to which EKPC may be entitled.
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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF CLARK )

Comes now Don Mosier, Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer of East
Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc., and, after being duly sworn, does hereby verify, swear and
affirm that the averments set forth in the foregoing Application are true and cgrrect based upon
my personal knowledge and belief, formed after reasonable inquiry. as of this 3" J - dayof October,

2018.
ey /»

DerrMosier, Executive Vice President
and Chief Operating Officer

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

The foregoing Verification was verified, sworn to and affirmed before me. the NOTARY
PUBLIC by Don Mosier, Executive Vlie President and Chief Operating Officer of East Kentucky

Power Cooperative, Inc.onthis 2"~ day of October, 2018.

NOTARY P{BLIC

Commission No. /‘:/ 3‘/ 202

My Commission Expires: 57 0%2
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This 3 day of October, 2018.

Respectfully submitted,

David S. Samford
M. Evan Buckley /
GOSS SAMFORD, PLLC

2365 Harrodsburg Road, Suite B-325
Lexington, Kentucky 40504
david@gosssamfordlaw.com
ebuckley@gosssamfordlaw.com
(859) 368-7740

Counsel for East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
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VII.  Exhibits

Aerial Maps/Photographs of Spurlock Station with Identified
Facilities/Infrastructure (per 807 KAR 5:001, Section 15(2)(d)(1))

Aerial Maps/Photographs of Cooper Station with Identified
Facilities/Infrastructure (per 807 KAR 5:001, Section 15(2)(d)(1))

EKPC Board of Directors Resolution dated August 14, 2018
EKPC’s Notice of Intent to File Application, dated August 14, 2018

EKPC’s Notice to Owner-Member Cooperatives of Intent to File, dated October
2,2018

Testimony of Don Mosier
Testimony of Thomas Stachnik

Testimony of Jerry Purvis
L Matrix of CPR Project permits and approvals (Attachment JP-1)
2 Draft Kentucky Division of Water KPDES Permit (Attachment JP-2)

Testimony of Craig Johnson
I Fact Sheets of Environmental Projects not requiring CPCN (Attachment
Cl-1)

Testimony of Sam Yoder

1. Curriculum Vitae (Attachment SY-1)

2 Burns & McDonnell Scoping Report, September 2017 (Attachment SY-2)
(including Plans, Specifications and Drawings per 807 KAR 5:001,
Section 15(2)(d)(2))

Testimony of Isaac Scott

1. Schedule of Current Environmental Compliance Plan and the Project
Amendments/Additions (Attachment ISS-1)

2 Sample Copy of the Monthly Environmental Surcharge Reporting Formats
which Reflect Inclusion of the Amended/Additional Projects (Attachment
ISS-2)

8. Estimate of Revenue Increase and Estimated Bill Impact (Attachment ISS-
3)
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EXHIBIT A

MAPS OF SPURLOCK STATION

Subject to Motion for Confidential Treatment
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EXHIBIT B

MAP OF COOPER STATION

Subject to Motion for Confidential Treatment
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FROM THE MINUTE BOOK OF PROCEEDINGS
OF THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.
At a regular meeting of the Board of Directors of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
held at the Headquarters Building, 4775 Lexington Road, located in Winchester, Kentucky, on

Tuesday, August 14, 2018, at 9:30 a.m., EDT, the following business transacted:

Approval to Amend the Environmental Compliance Plan and Seek to Recover Costs Associated
with the Specifically Identified Projects

After review of the applicable information, a motion to approve to Amend the Environmental
Compliance Plan and Seek to Recover Costs Associated with the Specifically Identified Projects
was made by Strategic Issues Committee Chairman Bill Shearer, seconded by Ted Holbrook, and
passed by the full Board to approve the following:

Whereas, East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc., (“EKPC”) presently
operates coal fired generating units located at the John Sherman Cooper
(“Cooper Station”) and H.L. Spurlock (“Spurlock Station™) generating stations
located in Burnside and Maysville, Kentucky, respectively;

Whereas, The projects identified below (“identified projects™) have been
completed, are in process or have been approved for implementation by the
EKPC Board of Directors (“Board™) to meet the requirements of the Federal
Clean Air Act:

*  Amendment to Project #12 — Spurlock Landfill Area C Expansion —
($19,356,882) approved

*  New Project #17 — Cooper Station New Landfill —($6,243,401) complete

*  New Project #18 — Cooper Station Landfill Sediment Pond — ($2,163,009)
complete

=  New Project #19 — Cooper Ash Mixer Unloaders — ($260,441) complete

= New Project #20 — Cooper Ditch and Sediment Trap — ($1,242,055) complete

= New Project #21 — Spurlock Station Drainage Improvement — ($13,134,888)
complete

*  New Project #22 — Spurlock Station HG Compliance Units 1 & 2 —($2,755,438)
complete

*  New Project #23 — Spurlock Anhydrous Ammonia Secondary
Containment — ($1,050,780) complete

*  New Project #24 — Spurlock Vacuum Truck Ash Transfer Station —
($2,664,200) approved

*  New Project #25 — Spurlock Dry Sorbent Injection System Units 1 & 2 —
($3,876,376) complete

*  New Project #26 — Spurlock Coal Pile Runoff Pond Supplemental
Storage — ($11,210,000) approved



Whereas, The Environmental Surcharge statute was made effective on July 14,
1992, as a means to allow recovery of costs incurred to meet Federal Clean Air
Act requirements at coal fired generating plants;

Whereas, EKPC received approval to implement an environmental surcharge
by Order of the Kentucky Public Service Commission (“KYPSC”) on March
17, 2005, and EKPC and its Member Systems implemented the surcharge
beginning in July 2005;

Whereas, The costs associated with the identified projects ($63,957,470) are
subject to recovery under the Environmental Surcharge statute;

Whereas, The approval by the KYPSC of this amendment to the
Environmental Compliance Plan would result in EKPC recovering additional
costs associated with meeting Federal Clean Air Act requirements and would
increase annual revenues by an estimated $9 million; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, The Board hereby authorizes the submittal of an application to the
KYPSC for an amendment to the Environmental Compliance Plan to include the
identified projects and to seek recovery of those projects costs per the
Environmental Surcharge statute.

The foregoing is a true and exact copy of a resolution passed at a meeting called pursuant to
proper notice at which a quorum was present and which now appears in the Minute Book of
Proceedings of the Board of Directors of the Cooperative, and said resolution has not been
rescinded or modified.

Witness my hand and seal this 14th day of August 2018.

-~

ody’E. Hu Secretary

Corporate Seal
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David S. Samford

G OS S david@gosssamfordlaw.com
(859) 368-7740
Samford

August 14, 2018

ATTORNEYS ATLAW  PLLC

VIA HAND DELIVERY

Gwen R. Pinson

Executive Director ‘
Kentucky Public Service Commission 2018
P.O. Box 615

211 Sower Boulevard

Frankfort, KY 40602

Re:  In the Matter of: The Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for
Approval to Amend its Environmental Compliance Plan and Recover Costs
Pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, and for the Issuance of a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity, Case No. 2018-00 270

Dear Ms. Pinson:

On behalf of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC”), please accept this letter as
notice, pursuant to KRS 278.183(2), of EKPC’s intent to file an Application in the above-styled
matter on or after September 14, 2018. The Application will request approval of:

1. An Amended Environmental Compliance Plan;

2. Authorization to recover the costs associated with said Amended Environmental
Compliance Plan through EKPC’s existing Environmental Surcharge Tariff;

3. Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for one of the projects
included in the Amended Environmental Compliance Plan: and

4. Granting all other relief to which EKPC may be entitled.

We respectfully request that the following parties representing EKPC be included on the
Commission’s service list in this proceeding:

David S. Samford Patrick Woods
M. Evan Buckley East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Goss Samford, PLLC patrick.woods@ekpc.coop

david@gosssamfordlaw.com
ebuckley@gosssamfordlaw.com

2365 Harrodsburg Road, Suite B-325 | Lexington, Kentucky 40504



Ms. Gwen Pinson
August 14, 2018

Page 2

CcCl

Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional information.

Sincerel;, 7
.

David S. Samford ©_

Hon. Rebecca W. Goodman
Hon. Kent Chandler
Hon. Michael L. Kurtz
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Member System CEO’s
FROM: Anthony S. Campbell
DATE: October 2, 2018

SUBJECT: Notice of Amendment to EKPC Environmental Compliance Plan and
Environmental Surcharge Mechanism

Following a recommendation from its Strategic Issues Committee, the Board of East
Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC”), during its regularly scheduled Board Meeting
on Tuesday, August 14, 2018, authorized the submittal of an application to the Kentucky
Public Service Commission (“Commission™) for approval to amend its Environmental
Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge Mechanism. Subsequently, that same day,
EKPC gave notice to the Commission of its intent to file an Application for Approval of an
Amendment to its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge
Mechanism. The notice also indicated EKPC would be seeking a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN™). EKPC plans to file this Application on or after
Wednesday, October 3, 2018.

The amendment will enable EKPC to recover costs associated with the installation of
facilities at the Spurlock and Cooper Stations that are necessary to comply with federal
regulations like the Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals from Electric Utilities Rule and
the Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating
Point Source Category as well as state regulations like the Kentucky Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System requirements. Several of the facilities have already been completed and
are in service while others are under development and construction of those facilities are
expected to be completed by 2021.

EKPC'’s largest coal-fired electric generation facility is the Spurlock Station. The four
electric generation units began commercial operation between 1977 and 2009. EKPC has
already heavily invested in environmental control equipment at the Spurlock Station. The
four units at the Spurlock Station are among the least-expensive electric generation units in
the EKPC fleet and have a high availability factor.

EKPC’s other coal-fired electric generation facility is the Cooper Station. The two electric
generation units began commercial operation in 1965 and 1969. Like the Spurlock Station,
EKPC has made significant investments in environmental control equipment at the Cooper
Station. While the two units at the Cooper Station have higher operating costs, these units
have maintained very favorable availability factors and serve as a physical hedge against
price volatility in the energy market during peak demand periods.

With the proposed environmental compliance plan amendment, EKPC is seeking to add
eleven projects to the plan. Ten of the projects have been or are nearing completion and did



Memorandum to Member System CEO's
October 2, 2018
Page 2

not require CPCNs, consistent with the exception provided in KRS 278.020(1) and 807 KAR
5:001, Section 15(3). EKPC is seeking a CPCN for one of the projects — a project to modify
and expand the Coal Pile Runoff Pond at the Spurlock Station. The compliance options
reflected by these projects will preserve the long-term usefulness of the Spurlock and Cooper
Stations. The total estimated capital cost of the eleven projects is $64.0 million.

Pursuant to KRS 278.183(2). the Commission must issue its decision on the proposed
compliance plan amendment and revisions to the surcharge mechanism within six months of
the filing of the application. If EKPC files its application by October 3, 2018 and it is
accepted as filed, a decision on the application could be expected by April 3, 2019. If the
application is approved, cost recovery for the amendment could begin with the first monthly
surcharge filing submitted after April 3, 2019.

EKPC’s surcharge mechanism, as well as the Member Systems’ surcharge pass-through
mechanism, reflect formula-based calculations that are prepared each month to provide for
the recovery of actual environmental compliance costs incurred during the period. EKPC’s
surcharge factor and the Member Systems’ surcharge pass-through factors are billed to
customers using the percentage of revenues approach. Consequently, there are no present or
proposed rates associated with this application.

If approved. construction would be completed in 2021. The expected increase in the
environmental surcharge at the wholesale level, retail level, and the estimated impact on the
average monthly residential bill during the 2020 through 2022 period is shown in the table
below. The estimated impact on average monthly residential bills is based on a monthly
usage of 1.150 kWh.

Estimated pa} o

12 Months Anninal Reveiiiie Increase at Increase at Average

Ending Requi Wholesale Level Retail Level Monthly

equirement AP
Residential Bill

March 31, 2020 $9.010.852 1.12% 0.81% $0.64
March 31, 2021 $9.347.421 1.16% 0.84% $0.66
March 31, 2022 $8.035.673 1.00% 0.72% $0.57

Once it is filed, a person may examine this Application at the offices of EKPC located at
4775 Lexington Road, Winchester, Kentucky. This Application may also be examined at the
offices of the Commission located at 211 Sower Boulevard, Frankfort, Kentucky, Monday
through Friday. 8:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m., or through the Commission’s Web site at
http://psc.ky.gov . Any comments regarding this Application may be submitted to the
Commission through its Web site or by mail to Public Service Commission, P. O. Box 615,
Frankfort, Kentucky 40602.

The estimated bill impact contained in this notice is based on the environmental compliance
plan amendment as proposed by EKPC but the Commission may order an environmental
compliance plan that differs from the proposed environmental compliance plan and resulting
estimated bill impacts contained in this notice.



Memorandum to Member System CEQO's
October 2, 2018
Page 3

A person may submit a timely written request for intervention to the Public Service
Commission, P. O. Box 615, Frankfort, Kentucky 40602, establishing the grounds for the
request including the status and interest of the party. If the Commission does not receive a
written request for intervention within thirty (30) days of the initial publication or mailing of
the notice, the Commission may take final action on the Application.
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

THE APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY
POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR APPROVAL
TO AMEND ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
COMPLIANCE PLAN AND RECOVER COSTS
PURSUANT TO ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
SURCHARGE, AND FOR THE ISSUANCE OF

A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE
AND NECESSITY

CASE NO. 2018-00270

N N ' ' ' ' - -

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF DON MOSIER
ON BEHALF OF EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.

Filed: October 3, 2018



Please state your name, position, and business address.

My name is Don Mosier and my business address is East Kentucky Power
Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC™), 4775 Lexington Road. Winchester, Kentucky 40391.
I am Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer at EKPC.

Please briefly describe your education and professional experience.

I obtained my Bachelor of Science degree in civil engineering from the University
of Virginia and my Master of Business Administration degree from the Kenan-
Flagler Business School at the University of North Carolina. My professional
experience includes work at Carolina Power & Light (now Duke Energy Carolinas)
in Raleigh, North Carolina, developing merchant generation projects and marketing
activities, regulatory affairs, and nuclear power plant engineering and operations.
I also was an engineering manager of U.S. Operations for Canatom Corp., a
Toronto-based engineering firm that provides nuclear plant engineering and
construction services. Immediately prior to joining EKPC, I served as Vice
President of St. Louis-based Ameren Energy Marketing (“AEM?™), a subsidiary of
Ameren Corp. At AEM, I managed wholesale power trading, plant dispatch, North
American Electric Reliability Corporation and SERC compliance, transmission and
congestion management activities, and customer account management for Ameren
Corporation’s unregulated merchant generation fleet located in the Midcontinent
ISO and PJM Interconnection, LLC (*PJM™), a Regional Transmission

Organization.
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Please provide a brief description of your duties at EKPC.

I manage the day-to-day operations of power production and construction, power
delivery, power supply., and system operations. | report directly to EKPC’s
President and Chief Executive Officer, Mr. Anthony S. Campbell.

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

The purpose of my testimony is to support EKPC’s application in this proceeding
by first discussing EKPC’s corporate profile and strategic goals. [ will describe
EKPC’s generation fleet, with a particular emphasis on its coal-fired generation
facilities and the efforts undertaken to ensure those facilities remain compliant with
environmental regulation. Finally, 1 will discuss the overall advantages and
benefits that will inure to EKPC, its Owner-Member Cooperatives (“owner-
members™) and their End-Use Retail Members (“retail members™) as a result of
EKPC’s proposal to modify and expand the Coal Pile Runoff Pond (“CPR Pond™)
at its Hugh L. Spurlock Station in Mason County, Kentucky (“Spurlock Station™)
(as further described herein, the “CPR Project™), and the other projects EKPC seeks
to add to its Environmental Compliance Plan.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits?

No.

Please describe EKPC and its owner-members’ system.

EKPC is a not-for-profit, rural electric cooperative corporation established under
KRS Chapter 279 with its headquarters in Winchester, Kentucky. EKPC has $3.8
billion in assets and 688 employees. In 2017, EKPC’s energy sales exceeded 12.5

million megawatt hours, contributing to an operating revenue of $862 million and

39}
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a net margin of $22 million. Pursuant to various agreements, EKPC provides
electric generation capacity and electric energy to its sixteen (16) owner-members:
Big Sandy RECC. Blue Grass Energy. Clark Energy, Cumberland Valley Electric,
Farmers RECC, Fleming-Mason Energy. Grayson RECC, Inter-County Energy,
Jackson Energy, Licking Valley RECC, Nolin RECC, Owen Electric, Salt River
Electric, Shelby Energy. South Kentucky RECC and Taylor County RECC. Those
owner-members in turn serve approximately 530,000 Kentucky homes, farms and
commercial and industrial establishments in eighty-seven (87) Kentucky counties.

In total, EKPC owns and operates approximately 2,965 MW of net summer
generating capability and 3.267 MW of net winter generating capability. EKPC
owns and operates coal-fired generation at the John S. Cooper Station in Pulaski
County, Kentucky (341 MW) (“Cooper Station™) and the Spurlock Station (1,346
MW). EKPC also owns and operates natural gas-fired generation at the J. K. Smith
Station in Clark County, Kentucky (753 MW (summer)/989 MW (winter)) (“Smith
Station™) and the Bluegrass Station in Oldham County, Kentucky (501 MW
(summer)/567 MW (winter)), and landfill gas-to-energy facilities in Boone County,
Laurel County, Greenup County, Hardin County, Pendleton County and Barren
County (16 MW total). In November 2017, EKPC added a Community Solar
facility (8§ MW) in Winchester, Kentucky to its generation portfolio. Finally, EKPC
purchases hydropower from the Southeastern Power Administration at Laurel Dam
in Laurel County, Kentucky (70 MW), and the Cumberland River system of dams
in Kentucky and Tennessee (100 MW). EKPC’s record peak demand of 3,507 MW

occurred on February 20, 2015.



EKPC also owns 2,940 circuit miles of high voltage transmission lines in
various voltages and the substations necessary to support this transmission line
infrastructure. Currently, EKPC has seventy-four (74) free-flowing
interconnections with its neighboring utilities.

Please describe EKPC’s Strategic Plan.

EKPC’s Board of Directors has developed a strategic plan that it reviews and
updates regularly with a goal of guiding management in the day-to-day operations
of the cooperative while also providing a roadmap for what EKPC hopes to
accomplish over the long-term. The current Strategic Plan was last updated in 2016
and includes eight (8) strategic objectives in the areas of governance, people,
financial integrity, generation and transmission assets, rates and regulatory
relations, communications and public relations, economic development and cyber
and physical security. The Strategic Plan has been instrumental in guiding
management to identify and develop the best possible solutions to challenges
presented by environmental regulations, operational constraints, and other
influences. EKPC’s decision to pursue the CPR Project, as well as the other
projects it seeks to add to its Environmental Compliance Plan, is consistent with its
Strategic Plan, and particularly the cooperative’s objective to “maximize returns on
capital investments and mitigate exposure to stranded costs to limit impact on

system reliability and exposure to future regulatory changes.”
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Q. How has EKPC’s Strategic Plan influenced decisions relative to EKPC’s
generation fleet?

A First, EKPC has stated that one of its strategic objectives is to “provide leadership
and vision to identify, exercise due diligence and recommend...supply resources
that diversify the portfolio via increased reliance on natural gas, viable renewable
resources, distributed generation and bilateral market purchases.” At the same
time, EKPC also has a strategic objective to “maximize returns on capital
investments and mitigate exposure to stranded costs to limit impact on system
reliability and exposure to future regulatory changes.” Two (2) examples from
recent history illustrate how these strategic objectives are actually put into practice.

In 2016, EKPC was forced to retire the Dale Station as a coal-fired electric
generating station due to impacts of the Mercury Air Toxics Standards Rule
(“MATS™). The retirement of the four (4) units at the Dale Station resulted in a
loss of 200 megawatts (MW) of electric generating capacity. After a lengthy
process, EKPC was able to secure 567 MW of new winter capacity by acquiring
the Bluegrass Station following receipt of Commission approval in Case No. 2015-
00267." The Bluegrass Station acquisition represented a shift in EKPC’s
generation portfolio away from coal towards natural gas, but it also allowed us to
maximize our peak diversity within PJM. It was a good business transaction that

achieved value for our owner-members while also advancing the Board’s efforts to

' See In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of the
Acquisition of Existing Combustion Turbine Facilities from Bluegrass Generation Company, LLC at the
Bluegrass Generating Station in LaGrange, Oldham County, Kentucky and for Approval of the Assumption
of Certain Evidences of Indebtedness, Order, Case No. 2015-00267 (Ky. P.S.C. Dec. 1. 2015).
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diversify EKPC’s generation portfolio. ~EKPC is presently seeking this
Commission’s approval to implement dual fuel capability at the Bluegrass Station
to promote the Station’s continued reliable and economic operation in light of
Capacity Performance requirements instituted by PJM.?

Prior to the Bluegrass Station acquisition, EKPC was confronted with the
question of what to do at the Cooper Station in light of the MATS requirements. In
that situation, the most prudent course of action was to tie Cooper 2 into the existing
air quality control system serving Cooper 1.° By taking this course of action, EKPC
was able to preserve a valuable, existing coal-fired generation resource at a very
favorable price.

The lesson from these two prior situations is that EKPC’s strategic
objectives to diversify its fleet and mitigate the risk of stranded assets are not
mutually exclusive options. Sometimes it makes sense to make additional
investments in the coal-fired generation that we already have in place. Other times,
diversification is the better option. EKPC’s Strategic Plan is flexible enough to not
rigidly dictate any particular outcome which may or may not be in the best interest
of EKPC’s owner-members. The relief EKPC seeks in this proceeding, and

specifically the CPR Project and its proposed amended Environmental Compliance

2 Case No. 2018-00292, In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for the Construction of Backup Fuel Facilities at its
Bluegrass Generating Station (filed August 24, 2018).

3 See Case No. 2013-00259, Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for Alteration of Certain Equipment at the Cooper Station and Approval of a
Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental Surcharge Cost Recovery (Ky. P.S.C. Feb. 20, 2014).



Plan, falls squarely within the scope of what the Board is trying to accomplish
strategically.

Q. Please explain the relief EKPC seeks in this proceeding.
EKPC seeks to amend its Environmental Compliance Plan to include the CPR
Project and several other projects as described herein. These projects include
completed, ongoing, and proposed undertakings pursued for the purpose of
environmental compliance at the Spurlock Station or Cooper Station. Further,
EKPC seeks authority to recover the costs associated with said Compliance Plan
amendment through its existing environmental surcharge, pursuant to KRS
278.183, and to settle certain Asset Retirement Obligations (“AROs™) associated
with the relevant projects. Finally, EKPC seeks a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity (“CPCN”) for the CPR Project.

Q. Please describe EKPC’s Environmental Compliance Plan.

A. Pursuant to KRS 278.183, EKPC implemented its first Environmental Compliance
Plan following Commission approval in 2005.4 EKPC has subsequently amended

its Compliance Plan on five (5) occasions® to include new or amended projects

4 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an
Environmental Compliance Plan and Authority to Implement an Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No.
2004-00321 (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 17, 2005).

3 See In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an
Amendment to Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No. 2008-
001135, (Ky. P.S.C., Sep. 29, 2008); /n the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative,
Inc. for Approval of an Amendment to Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge,
Order, Case No. 2010-00083, (Ky. P.S.C., Sep. 24, 2010); /n the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky
Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for Alteration of Certain
Equipment at the Cooper Station and Approval of a Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental
Surcharge Cost Recovery, Order, Case No. 2013-00259, (Ky. P.S.C., Feb. 20, 2014); /n the Matter of the
Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

for construction of an Ash Landfill at J.K. Smith Station, the Removal of Impounded Ash from William C.

Dale Station for Transport to J.K. Smith and Approval of a Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental
Surcharge Recovery, Order, Case No. 2014-00252 (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 6, 2015); /n the Matter of the
Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend its Environmental Compliance

7
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undertaken in connection with its coal-fired generation assets. All of the projects
approved for inclusion in EKPC’s Compliance Plan have been reasonable and cost-
effective for compliance with “those federal, state, or local environmental
requirements which apply to coal combustion wastes and by-products from
facilities utilized for production of energy from coal,” as required by statute.
When was EKPC’s Environmental Compliance Plan last amended?

On May 18, 2018, the Commission approved EKPC’s 2018 Environmental
Compliance Plan and various proposed modifications of existing Spurlock Station
facilities to comply with state and federal environmental requirements.® These
improvements include conversion of the plant’s bottom ash handling system,
construction of a new wastewater treatment plant and fly ash storage silo, the
closure and repurposing of the on-site coal ash pond, and the expansion of the
existing landfill. These projects help ensure the ongoing safety and stability of
EKPC’s generation fleet.

How many projects does EKPC seek to add to its Environmental Compliance
Plan?

EKPC seeks to amend its Environmental Compliance Plan to reflect eleven (11)
additional projects, including the CPR Project. One of these projects amends an

existing Environmental Compliance Plan project, Project No. 12 — Spurlock

Plan and Recover Costs pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of Certain Asset Retirement
Obligations and Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Other Relief , Order,
Case No. 2017-00376 (Ky. P.S.C.. May 18, 2018).

S In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend its
Environmental Compliance Plan and Recover Costs pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of
Certain Asset Retirement Obligations and Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and
Other Relief, Order, Case No. 2017-00376 (Ky. P.S.C., May 18, 2018).

8
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Landfill Area C Expansion. Project No. 12 was originally approved and included
in EKPC’s Environmental Compliance Plan in Case No. 2010-00083.

Please briefly describe the environmental rules and regulations that
necessitated or necessitate the projects EKPC proposes to add to its
Environmental Compliance plan.

As the Commission is aware, electric utilities like EKPC are among the most
heavily environmentally regulated companies in the United States. Authorities at
the federal and state levels oversee nearly every aspect of EKPC’s operations, with
particular emphasis on the monitoring and abatement of the wastes and by-products
that accompany coal-fired electric generation. EKPC has devoted and continues to
devote substantial resources to ensure its continued compliance with environmental
requirements, especially at its Cooper and Spurlock Stations.

The testimony submitted herewith of Mr. Jerry Purvis, EKPC’s Vice
President of Environmental Affairs, provides extensive detail concerning the
purpose, scope and requirements of various state and federal environmental
regulations that have necessitated the projects EKPC proposes to add to its
Compliance Plan. These include the Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards
for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source Category (“ELG Rule™), the
Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals from Electric Utilities Rule (“CCR Rule™),
and other applicable environmental regulations and requirements (including those
associated with the Kentucky Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(“KPDES™)), all of which apply to coal combustion wastes and by-products from

EKPC facilities utilized for production of energy from coal.
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Please briefly summarize EKPC’s efforts to comply with the CCR Rule, as well
as the ELG Rule, KPDES, and other environmental requirements, with
respect to its Spurlock and Cooper Stations.

EKPC has invested significant resources in its Spurlock and Cooper Stations to
ensure continued compliance with environmental requirements. These
investments, both in the generation assets and the plant infrastructure necessary to
support those assets, are specifically targeted to comply with regulations and rules
imposed by various governmental authorities.

With respect to the generation assets themselves, Spurlock Station Units #1
and #2 are equipped with low NOx burners, selective catalytic reduction
technology, a cold-side (or, in the case of Spurlock Station Unit #2, hot-side)
electrostatic precipitator (“ESP™), a wet flue gas desulfurization (“FGD™) scrubber,
and a wet ESP. The Spurlock Station’s other two (2) units employ Circulating
Fluidized Bed combustion technology and are further equipped with selective non-
catalytic reduction technology, dry FGD scrubbers and baghouses. EKPC’s Cooper
Station has a dry ash handling system. The Cooper Station’s two (2) units share a
common FGD system including a pulse jet fabric filter, and one of its units is
serviced by a selective catalytic reduction system.

In addition to modifications to its generating assets, EKPC has made many
other investments and undertaken numerous other measures to comply with
applicable requirements governing the collection, storage, and disposal of wastes
and by-products from the production of energy from coal. These have included

projects related to waste water treatment, fly ash storage, site drainage, ash pond
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and landfill construction and maintenance, and other plant systems. Each of these
projects has been designed to best position EKPC’s coal-fired generation assets for
continued compliance and economic operation in light of significant environmental
regulation.

Q. Has EKPC sought and obtained the Commission’s approval to undertake
certain of its compliance measures at the Cooper Station or Spurlock Station?

A. Yes. On several past occasions, EKPC has sought the Commission’s approval to
pursue environmental compliance projects necessitating construction at the Cooper
and Spurlock Stations. For example, in 2009 EKPC was granted a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN™) to retrofit Cooper Station Unit #1 to
include its existing Air Quality Control System (*AQCS”).” and in 2014 EKPC was
granted a CPCN to re-route Cooper Station Unit #2°s duct work in order to utilize
the AQCS.® Most recently, EKPC was granted a CPCN to proceed with extensive
modifications to the Spurlock Station’s coal ash handling and storage systems
(among other items) in order to comply primarily with the CCR Rule and the ELG
Rule.” These are some of the more significant projects that comprise EKPC’s

continuum of compliance efforts; many others pursued by EKPC, though also

7 Case No. 2008-00472, Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for the Construction of an Air Quality Control System at Cooper Power Station
(Ky. P.S.C. May 1, 2009).

8 Case No. 2013-00259, Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for Alteration of Certain Equipment at the Cooper Station and Approval of a
Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental Surcharge Cost Recovery (Ky. P.S.C. Feb. 20, 2014).

¢ Case No. 2017-00376, Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend its
Environmental Compliance Plan and Recover Costs pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of
Certain Asset Retirement Obligations and Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and
Other Relief (Ky. P.S.C. May 18, 2018).
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necessary to satisfy environmental requirements imposed upon coal-fired
generation, have been relatively minor in nature, undertaken in the usual course of
EKPC’s business, and not the subject of earlier Commission proceedings.

Can you describe the deliberative process that EKPC undertook when
considering how to best comply with the CCR Rule, the ELG Rule, and other
relevant regulatory and permitting requirements at the Spurlock and Cooper
Stations?

EKPC’s Board and managers have invested considerable time and attention to
ensuring continued compliance with the myriad of environmental requirements
applicable to coal-fired facilities owned by EKPC, particularly the CCR Rule and
ELG Rule. Once the initial drafts of the CCR Rule and ELG Rule were published,
EKPC staff began evaluating the potential fleet impacts of pending environmental
regulations for CCR and ELG and started communicating on a regular basis with
the EKPC Board regarding the emergence of the rules and the status of the
evaluation. Additionally, a cross-functional team of internal and external attorneys
and engineers were engaged to evaluate and assess strategies and site-specific
options for meeting the combined CCR Rule, ELG Rule and KDOW's
requirements in their preliminary forms. That work continued and the team closely
monitored the federal rulemaking process until the rules were issued in final form
and went into effect. The EKPC Board was informed regularly regarding the
details of the rulemaking, as well as the development of actions that became or may

become necessary for compliance.
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Most of the projects EKPC seeks to include in its amended Environmental
Compliance Plan are relatively minor in nature and were undertaken by EKPC as
part of its normal course of business. These projects are detailed more fully in the
testimony submitted herewith of Mr. Craig Johnson. Though this Commission’s
pre-approval was not sought or obtained by EKPC for these projects, each was
necessary and appropriate to comply with environmental requirements imposed
upon the Spurlock Station and/or Cooper Station.

With specific reference to the CPR Project, EKPC undertook extensive
examination of applicable permitting limitations and the risk posed by its existing
CPR Pond and associated facilities. EKPC engaged the engineering firm Burns &
McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. (“Burns & McDonnell™) to prepare a
Scoping Report in further development of the CPR Project, a copy of which is
provided as Attachment SY-2 to the testimony of Mr. Sam Yoder. The Scoping
Report is intended to provide EKPC and other interested parties, such as this
Commission, an understanding of the CPR Project scope, assumptions, conceptual
design, schedule and associated cost estimate.

Please explain the proposed CPR Project.

The CPR Project, the technical specifications for which are more fully described in
the testimonies of Mr. Craig Johnson and Mr. Sam Yoder submitted herewith,
includes modification of the Spurlock Station’s existing CPR Pond and
infrastructure to better capture and retain coal pile runoff (essentially, stormwater
that falls atop and through the coal pile and plant contributing areas). The Spurlock

Station currently utilizes a 3.3-acre lined CPR Pond, a principal spillway that
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conveys the CPR Pond water to the Spurlock Station’s ash pond, and an emergency
spillway designed to discharge to a receiving stream of the Ohio River, specifically
through a designated KPDES Outfall (Outfall 005). The limited capacity of the
existing CPR Pond, which the CPR Project is intended to address, results in
occasional overflows of the pond through the emergency spillway, which in turn
results in discharges through Outfall 005. The Burns & McDonnell Scoping Report
estimates the CPR Project will cost $11.21 million.

How will the proposed CPR Project allow EKPC to comply with applicable
environmental regulation?

Spurlock Station’s existing CPR Pond and related facilities can contain the volume
of water of a 2-year, 24-hour storm event; following completion of the CPR Project.
the relevant facilities will be capable of containing a 100-year, 24-hour storm event.
EKPC’s CPR Project is designed based on the Steam Electric Effluent Limitation
Guidelines (40 CFR 423.12(b)(10)) and good engineering practices for
sedimentation pond design, and to ensure the safe, compliant, and effective
operation of the CPR Pond and related facilities. By expanding and improving the
capacity and operation of the CPR Pond and related facilities, there will be fewer
discharges through KPDES Outfall 005 as a result, EKPC’s risk of non-compliance
with the Spurlock Station’s KPDES Permit is minimized.

Are there other reasons to support EKPC’s pursuit of the CPR Project?

Yes. On September 10, 2018, the Kentucky Division of Water issued a draft revised
KPDES permit for the Spurlock Station. The draft permit reflects new and revised

discharge limitations, including requirements addressing Total Suspended Solids
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and pH. The CPR Project is designed to promote EKPC’s compliance with these
environmental obligations, as more fully discussed in the testimony of Mr. Purvis
submitted herewith.

How will the CPR Project be financed?

Mr. Stachnik provides a more detailed response to this question in his testimony
submitted herewith, but in brief EKPC intends to finance the CPR Project through
funds available to it from normal operations or funds available through its
unsecured Credit Facility. Once completed, any short-term debt associated with
the CPR Project will be refinanced using long-term debt available under EKPC’s
Trust Indenture.

What benefits to EKPC and its owner-members are expected to result from
the CPR Project?

EKPC has identified multiple benefits that will accrue to it and its owner-members
as a result of pursuing the CPR Project. The CPR Project presents the reasonable,
least-cost method for pursuing compliance with environmental regulation of
EKPC’s CPR Pond and resulting outfalls. It will ensure the continued safe and
responsible containment and conveyance of CPR, particularly in light of Spurlock
Station’s proximity to one of the largest rivers in North America and its location
within the 100-year flood plain. Most importantly, the CPR Project will promote
EKPC’s compliance with the ELG Rule and the Spurlock Station’s KPDES Permit,
thereby furthering EKPC’s efforts to provide reliable, safe, adequate and reasonable

service to its owner-members at rates that are fair, just and reasonable.



Why is the CPR Project needed?

Put simply, and as described in EKPC’s Application, in the testimony of EKPC’s
other witnesses and in my own testimony herein, the need for the CPR Project is
demonstrated by the fact that, without it, EKPC would be unable to continue to
safely and appropriately operate the Spurlock Station in a manner consistent and
compliant with federal and state environmental mandates.

Will the project result in wasteful duplication of facilities?

No, and in fact, the CPR Project prevents the wasteful duplication of facilities
because it allows EKPC to utilize its existing generation resources to their fullest
potential. EKPC has conducted considerable due diligence to determine that
targeted investment should be made in the Spurlock Station to ensure its continued
use as a reliable and cost-effective generation resource. The proposed CPR Project
presents the reasonable, least-cost option for mitigation of risk associated with
environmental non-compliance resulting from the Spurlock Station’s CPR Pond
and related facilities and helps ensure the Station’s units may continue to be
valuable resources within the PJM marketplace. Moreover, the CPR Project helps
ensure that EKPC’s owner-members and their retail members are able to recognize
and achieve the full value of the investments they have already made in the
Spurlock Station through rates by minimizing the amount of stranded or unavailable
assets.

Has EKPC provided its customers with the requisite notice of its filing?

Yes, EKPC filed its notice of intent as to the filing of this Application on August

14, 2018, and has provided the requisite notice of its filing to its owner-members



as well. Copies of these notices are attached to the Application as Exhibits D and
E, respectively.

Please summarize your testimony.

The CPR Project is a prudent solution to EKPC’s need to comply with applicable
environmental regulation impacting its Spurlock Station. Based on this fact and
others, EKPC seeks a CPCN to pursue the CPR Project. Additionally, EKPC seeks
authorization to amend its Environmental Compliance Plan to include not only the
CPR Project, but also the other projects that were/are necessary to comply with
state and federal rules and regulations impacting coal-fired generation facilities.
Finally, pursuant to KRS 278.183, EKPC requests approval to recover the costs of
the relevant projects through its environmental surcharge mechanism.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

THE APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY
POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR APPROVAL
TO AMEND ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
COMPLIANCE PLAN AND RECOVER COSTS
PURSUANT TO ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
SURCHARGE, AND FOR THE ISSUANCE OF

A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE
AND NECESSITY

CASE NO. 2018-00270

S v St S St v e’ e’

VERIFICATION OF DON MOSIER, P.E.

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF CLARK )

Don Mosier, P.E., Executive Vice President and Chief Operating Officer at East Kentucky
Power Cooperative, Inc., being duly sworn, states that he has read the foregoing prepared direct
testimony and that he would respond in the same manner to the questions if so asked upon taking
the stand, and that the matters and things set forth therein are true and correct to the best of his

knowledge, information and belief.
2 ML,

Don Mosier, P.E.

The foregoing Verification was signed, acknowledged and sworn to before me this 3,,
day of October, 2018 by Don Mosier.

9, Ll s

"NOTARY PUBLIC il
Comunission No, O f 0st7

My Commission Expires: ///%? /202]
—7




EXHIBIT
G



COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

THE APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY
POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR APPROVAL
TO AMEND ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
COMPLIANCE PLAN AND RECOVER COSTS
PURSUANT TO ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
SURCHARGE, AND FOR THE ISSUANCE OF

A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE
AND NECESSITY

CASE NO. 2018-00270

N S ' w w wt w' ’

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF THOMAS STACHNIK
ON BEHALF OF EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC.

Filed: October 3, 2018



(3]

13

14

15

16

17

18

Please state your name, position, and business address.

My name is Thomas Stachnik and my business address is East Kentucky Power
Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC™), 4775 Lexington Road, Winchester, Kentucky 40391.
I am Vice President of Finance and Treasurer at EKPC.

Please briefly describe your education and professional experience.

I have a Bachelor’s degree in Chemical Engineering from the University of Illinois
and an MBA from the University of Chicago: additionally, I hold the Chartered
Financial Analyst and Certified Treasury Professional designations. Prior to
establishing a career in finance, | enjoyed work as a chemical engineer for
approximately ten (10) years. | worked in the Treasury Department of Brown-
Forman Corporation for thirteen (13) years before joining EKPC in August 2015.
In 2017, I was promoted from Treasurer and Director of Finance to Vice President
of Finance and Treasurer at EKPC.

Please briefly describe your duties at EKPC.

I am responsible for the management and direction of the treasury area including
borrowing, investing, and cash management. [ also oversee the financial
forecasting, budgeting, and risk management functions. I report directly to
EKPC’s Executive Vice President and Chief Financial Officer, Mr. Mike
McNalley.

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

My testimony is intended first to generally describe the financial condition of
EKPC and its strategic objectives with respect thereto. 1 will discuss EKPC’s plan

to finance its proposal to modify and expand the Coal Pile Runoff Pond (“CPR
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Pond™) at its Hugh L. Spurlock Station in Mason County, Kentucky (“Spurlock
Station™) (as further described herein, the “CPR Project™), and the other projects
EKPC seeks to add to its Environmental Compliance Plan. 1 will further describe
the calculation of EKPC’s weighted average cost of debt associated with debt
issuances relating to its Compliance Plan as of November 30, 2017: I have provided
that calculation to Mr. Isaac Scott to utilize in his calculations and testimony
regarding the impact of the proposed CPR Project and other projects upon EKPC’s
rates. Finally, I will discuss EKPC’s requested authorized return.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits?

No.

Please generally describe EKPC’s financial performance during the most
recent year.

EKPC has enjoyed several years of solid performance and has benefitted from
weather patterns, cost control, and advantages from its membership in PJM
Interconnection, LLC (“PJM™). For the year ended December 31, 2017, EKPC had
sales to Owner-Member Cooperatives (“owner-members™) of 12.536,264 MWh
resulting in total operating revenue of $862 million. EKPC earned a net margin of
$22 million and ended the year with $612 million in Members® Equities. EKPC’s
equity-to-assets ratio was 16.0%. EKPC’s Debt Service Coverage (“DSC™) ratio

was 1.26 and its Times Interest Earned Ratio (“TIER™) was 1.19.

(39



Q. What are some of EKPC’s long-term strategic objectives with regard to its
financial position?

A. EKPC always seeks to balance three goals: financial strength, financial flexibility
and affordability. To ensure financial strength, EKPC seeks to maintain appropriate
ratios for DSC and TIER metrics. Likewise, EKPC’s equity is managed to ensure
adequacy for anticipated major investments while also allowing for the eventual
return of excess equity to owner-members through the payment of capital credits.
EKPC maintains its financial flexibility by tracking liquidity measures that are in
line with “A™ credit-rated generation and transmission cooperatives around the
country. Finally, EKPC seeks to be affordable to its owner-members by striving to
keep its costs as low as possible while continuing to safely provide reliable service.

Q. What resources does EKPC have available to it to fund large capital projects?
EKPC has a number of options available to it in order to pay the costs of
construction of capital projects. While working capital funds are generally
available to fund all or some of such costs, in most cases that involve a significant
capital investment EKPC will use the proceeds of its existing Credit Facility to
finance the construction of a project. EKPC’s Credit Facility is essentially a line
of credit in the amount of $600 million that was approved by the Commission in

Case No. 2013-00306 and reauthorized in Case No. 2016-00116." Most recently,

! See In the Matter of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. Application for Approval of the Issuance of Up
to $200,000,000 of Secured Private Placement Debt, for the Amendment and Extension of an Unsecured
Revolving Credit Agreement in an Amount Up 1o $500,000,000, and for the Use of Interest-Rate Management
Instruments, Order, Case No. 2013-00306, (Ky. P.S.C. Sep. 27, 2013); /n the Matter of Application of East
Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of the Amendment and Extension or Refinancing of an
Unsecured Revolving Credit Agreement in an Amount Up to $800,000,000 of Which Up to $100,000,000
May Be in the Form of an Unsecured Renewable Term Loan and $200,000,000 of Which Will Be in the Form
of a Future Increase Option, Order, Case No. 2016-00116. (Ky. P.S.C. Apr. 11, 2016).
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the Commission approved EKPC’s application to issue up to $300 million of
secured private placement debt in anticipation of necessary future capital
investments.’

While utilizing EKPC’s Credit Facility is generally a financially-sound
financing approach in the short term, EKPC and its owner-members are best served
if large portions of the Credit Facility do not remain tied up in construction debt.
Accordingly, EKPC routinely rolls short-term indebtedness into long-term
indebtedness in accordance with the terms of its Trust Indenture. EKPC’s Trust
Indenture was approved by the Commission in Case No. 2012-00249.3

Q. How much of the $600 million authorized under the Credit Facility is currently
available to EKPC?

A. As of September 25, 2018, $350 million is available under EKPC’s credit facility.

Q. Please explain how the Credit Facility works.
The Credit Facility allows EKPC to borrow, with as little as one day notice, up to
the available amount. Our existing rate under the credit facility is LIBOR + 95 bps,
currently about 3.0%. Amounts extended to EKPC under the credit facility are fully
pre-payable and may be replaced by other debt or paid with operational cash at

EKPC’s option.

2 See In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of the Authority
to Issue up to $300,000,000 of Secured Private Placement Debt and/or Secured Tax Exempt Bonds and For
the Use of Interest Rate Management Instruments, Order, Case No. 2018-00115 (Ky. P.S.C. July 24, 2018).

3 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Obtain a Trust
Indenture, Order, Case No. 2012-00249 (Ky. P.S.C. Aug. 9, 2012).
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Please describe the process for converting short-term debt to long-term debt
through the Trust Indenture.

EKPC’s two (2) main avenues for borrowing under the Trust Indenture are the
Private Placement market and the Rural Utilities Service (“RUS”)/Federal
Financing Bank. As I stated. proceeds from the issuance of long-term debt can be
used to pay down the Credit Facility when advantageous to EKPC.

Does the Trust Indenture have a limit as to the amount that EKPC can
borrow?

Yes. EKPC must show sufficient bondable additions or principal repayments for
the Trustee to authorize new debt under the Indenture. The current amount that
EKPC may borrow after certifying available bondable additions is at least $700
million, so these requirements will not constrain EKPC from borrowing what is
necessary to fund this project.

What are the advantages of having the Credit Facility and Trust Indenture
available to EKPC?

The credit facility allows EKPC to borrow to fund short-term needs or to
temporarily finance long-term projects until long-term financing can be put into
place. Notably. for RUS borrowing in particular, the Credit Facility is utilized
because EKPC cannot generally receive RUS funds until the subject asset is on
EKPC’s books. The advantage of the Trust Indenture is that it allows EKPC to
borrow on a secured basis from different lenders without having to seek permission
from other lenders: prior to the Indenture, any non-RUS debt would require a Lien

Accommodation, and thus the Indenture effectively opened up the Private
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Placement market to EKPC. The Private Placement market, while incrementally
more expensive than RUS, can be accessed in a matter of weeks rather than years
(which can help to opportunistically lock-in fixed rates) and will sometimes finance
items (such as regulatory assets) for which RUS funding is not available.

Are you familiar with the CPR Project and its estimated costs?

Yes, as | have been involved in meetings and discussions relating to the financing
of the CPR Project. According to estimates prepared by EKPC’s consultant, Burns
& McDonnell Engineering Co.. Inc. (*“Burns & McDonnell™), the total anticipated
cost of the CPR Project is $11.21 million and will be incurred almost entirely during
the 2019-2020 timeframe. Additionally, Burns & McDonnell estimates that the
annual cost of operation of the Spurlock Station will increase approximately
$74.000 after the proposed facilities are placed into service. EKPC has recognized
these figures in its budgeting and financial planning processes.

How does EKPC intend to finance the construction of the proposed CPR
Project?

EKPC intends to finance the CPR Project through funds available to it from normal
operations or funds available through its unsecured Credit Facility. Once
completed, any short-term debt associated with the CPR Project will be refinanced
using long-term debt available under EKPC’s Trust Indenture.

Will the Credit Facility and Trust Indenture be sufficient to accommodate the
borrowing needs of EKPC during the development, planning and construction
of the CPR Project?

Yes.



Q. Will the CPR Project have any adverse impact upon EKPC’s credit ratings?
[ would not expect it to have any impact on EKPC’s ratings.

Q. Do you have any concern as to whether EKPC will see its financial position
deteriorate as a result of the CPR Project?

A. No. Of course, an important financial consideration with respect to the CPR Project
is its eligibility for cost recovery under KRS 278.183.

Q. Please describe EKPC’s Environmental Compliance Plan.
Pursuant to KRS 278.183. EKPC implemented its first Environmental Compliance
Plan following Commission approval in 2005.* EKPC has subsequently amended
its Compliance Plan on five (5) occasions® to include new or amended projects
undertaken in connection with its coal-fired generation assets. EKPC is “entitled
to the current recovery of its costs™ with respect to projects approved for inclusion

in its Environmental Compliance Plan, as well as a reasonable return.

4 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an
Environmental Compliance Plan and Authority to Implement an Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No.
2004-00321 (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 17, 2005).

3 See In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an
Amendment to Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No. 2008-
00115, (Ky. P.S.C., Sep. 29, 2008); /n the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative,
Inc. for Approval of an Amendment to Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge,
Order, Case No. 2010-00083, (Ky. P.S.C., Sep. 24, 2010); /n the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky
Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for Alteration of Certain
Equipment at the Cooper Station and Approval of a Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental
Surcharge Cost Recovery, Order, Case No. 2013-00259, (Ky. P.S.C., Feb. 20, 2014): /n the Matter of the
Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
for construction of an Ash Landfill at J.K. Smith Station, the Removal of Impounded Ash from William C.
Dale Station for Transport to J.K. Smith and Approval of a Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental
Surcharge Recovery, Order, Case No. 2014-00252 (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 6, 2015); In the Matter of the
Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend its Environmental Compliance
Plan and Recover Costs pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of Certain Asset Retirement
Obligations and Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Other Relief , Order,
Case No. 2017-00376 (Ky. P.S.C., May 18, 2018).
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Please generally explain the Compliance Plan amendments EKPC proposes as
part of this proceeding.

EKPC seeks to amend its existing Environmental Compliance Plan to reflect eleven
(11) additional projects (ten (10) new projects and one (1) amended project),
including the CPR Project. These projects include completed, ongoing, and
proposed undertakings pursued for the purpose of environmental compliance at
EKPC’s coal-fired generation facilities. EKPC seeks to recover the costs of these
projects through its environmental surcharge.

Are not several of the projects EKPC seeks to add to its Environmental
Compliance Plan long-complete and “paid for”?

While several of the projects included in the amended Environmental Compliance
Plan were completed in previous years and have been in service for some time,
these are not necessarily “paid for”. As noted elsewhere in my testimony, EKPC
would have initially financed these projects utilizing the unsecured credit facility
and then later utilizing long-term debt. It should also be remembered that all of
these projects have been added since the end of the test year in EKPC’s last base
rate case. Consequently, there has been no recovery of either the investment
through depreciation expense or the on-going operation and maintenance expenses
through base rates or the environmental surcharge. These expenses have placed
downward pressure on the margins EKPC earned in the years since these

investments went into service.
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Other than with respect to the CPR Project, how did EKPC finance (or how
does EKPC intend to finance) the projects it seeks to add to its Environmental
Compliance Plan?

As stated previously, EKPC intends to finance the CPR Project through funds
available to it from normal operations or funds available through its unsecured
Credit Facility. The other projects were, or will be, similarly financed through
EKPC’s normal budgeting process and draw upon EKPC’s unsecured credit
facility. Ultimately these projects will have been financed through long-term debt
instruments issued pursuant to EKPC’s Trust Indenture.

What is the total cost of all the projects EKPC seeks to add to its
Environmental Compliance Plan?

The total anticipated cost of the projects EKPC seeks to include in its
Environmental Compliance Plan is $64.0 million. EKPC estimates that the
incremental annual operations and maintenance expense associated with these is
approximately $3.3 million.

Does EKPC also seek to earn a return?

Yes. One of the components of the environmental surcharge is the return that is
allowed on the utility’s investment. For investor owned utilities, this return is based
upon their overall capital structure. For cooperatives such as EKPC, the original
(and still used) methodology for determining an appropriate return is the product of
the weighted average debt cost of the debt issuances directly related to the projects

in EKPC’s Compliance Plan, multiplied by a TIER factor.



(8]

Q. What is EKPC proposing to use for its average cost of debt and TIER in this
case?

A. EKPC has updated its weighted average debt cost at each six-month review of its
Compliance Plan and proposes an average cost of debt factor equal to 4.015% be
used in this case as this figure is based upon EKPC’s average cost of debt as of
November 30, 2017. With respect to TIER, EKPC proposes to keep the 1.50 TIER
that is currently in place and that was most-recently approved in Case No. 2018-
00075.° Utilizing these figures results in an overall return of 6.023%. Although
EKPC’s preferred metric for measuring financial strength is the DSC ratio, TIER
closely approximates the DSC calculation and is an acceptable method for
calculating the return.

Q. What is the difference between TIER and DSC?

TIER measures the amount of income that is available to cover interest expenses:
DSC measures the amount of cash flow that is available to cover debt service
(principal and interest payments). While they are both similar measures, the rating
agencies tend to concentrate on DSC.

Q. Why do you believe that a 1.50 TIER is still appropriate?

Achieving a 1.50 TIER results in nearly the same result as achieving our target
DSC. This has been shown in EKPC’s Environmental Surcharge cases and is

described more fully in the testimony provided in those cases by Mr. Isaac Scott.

© In the Matter of An Examination by the Public Service Commission of the Environmental Surcharge
Mechanism of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for the Six-Month Billing Period Ending December
31, 2017, and the Pass-Through Mechanism of Its Sixteen Member Distribution Cooperatives, Order, Case
No. 2018-00075, (Ky. P.S.C., July 23, 2018).
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Do you believe that EKPC’s plan to finance the development and construction
of the CPR Project is reasonable and will result in the lowest possible cost to
EKPC’s owner-members?

Yes.

Do you believe EKPC has proceeded reasonably and prudently with respect to
the financing of the other projects it seeks to add to its Environmental
Compliance Plan?

Yes.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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Please state your name, business address, and occupation.

My name is Jerry B. Purvis and my business address is East Kentucky Power
Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC™), 4775 Lexington Road, Winchester, Kentucky 40391.
I am the Vice President of Environmental Affairs for EKPC.

Please state your education and professional experience.

I received a B.S. degree in Chemistry from Morehead State University and a B.S.
degree in Chemical Engineering from the University of Kentucky. I also received
a Master of Business Administration from Morehead State University. | have been
employed by EKPC for 23 years serving in various positions. In 2011, I became
the Director of Environmental Affairs at EKPC. I was promoted in 2017 to the
position of Vice President of Environmental Affairs.

Please provide a brief description of your duties at EKPC.

I am responsible for compliance with environmental laws, the preparation of
applications for all environmental permits required for the construction and
operation of generation stations, transmission facilities and landfills, and the
preparation of supplemental environmental impact statements and documentation
necessary to demonstrate compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act.
I have also been heavily involved in the development of compliance plans for
EKPC. Ireport directly to the Chief Operating Officer/Executive Vice President,
Mr. Don Mosier.

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

The purpose of my testimony is first to describe the environmental obligations

EKPC must satisfy, particularly with respect to its coal-fired generation. 1 will



(8]

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

discuss in detail the impetus of EKPC’s proposal to modify and expand the Coal
Pile Runoff Pond (“*CPR Pond™) at its Hugh L. Spurlock Station in Mason County,
Kentucky (“Spurlock Station™) (as further described herein, the “CPR Project™),
and the other projects EKPC seeks to add to its Environmental Compliance Plan. |
will also explain the purpose, scope and requirements of the Effluent Limitation
Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source
Category (“ELG Rule™), the Disposal of Coal Combustion Residuals from Electric
Utilities Rule (“CCR Rule™), and other applicable environmental regulations and
requirements (including those associated with the Kentucky Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (“KPDES™)), all of which apply to coal combustion wastes and
by-products from EKPC facilities utilized for production of energy from coal.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits?

Yes. Attached hereto as Attachment JP-1 is a matrix reflecting the permits and
approvals relevant to the CPR Project. Attached hereto as Attachment JP-2 is a
draft revised KPDES permit issued by the Kentucky Enegy and Environmental
Cabinet’s Divison of Water (“Division of Water™) with respect to the Spurlock
Station. The draft permit, issued September 10, 2018, incorporates restrictions and
obligations contained in the Environmental Protection Agency’s ELG Rule and the
Clean Water Act Section 316(b).

Please briefly describe EKPC’s generation assets.

EKPC owns and operates a total of approximately 2,965 MW of net summer
generating capability and 3,267 MW of net winter generating capability. In

addition to multiple landfill gas-to-energy facilities and a Community Solar facility,

o
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EKPC’s generation portfolio includes two (2) natural gas-fired power plants (the J.
K. Smith Station in Clark County, Kentucky, and the Bluegrass Station in Oldham
County, Kentucky) and two (2) coal-fired power plants (the Spurlock Station in
Mason County, Kentucky, and the John S. Cooper Station in Pulaski County,
Kentucky (the “Cooper Station™). All of these facilities are subject to state and
federal environmental regulation; however, the Spurlock and Cooper Stations are
most heavily burdened and are the focus of my testimony and this proceeding.
Please generally describe the environmental mandates and obligations with
which EKPC and other electric utilities must comply.

Electric utilities are among the most heavily environmentally regulated companies
in the United States. Authorities at the federal and state levels oversee nearly every
aspect of EKPC’s operations, with particular emphasis on the monitoring and
abatement of the wastes and by-products that accompany coal-fired electric
generation; for instance, EKPC currently complies with nearly a dozen federal rules
that have been promulgated under the authority of the Clean Air Act (“*CAA™) and
Clean Water Act (“CWA”) alone. EKPC has devoted and continues to devote
substantial resources to ensure its continued compliance with environmental
requirements, especially at its Cooper and Spurlock Stations.

Please generally describe EKPC’s obligations under the CAA.

EKPC is subject to a plethora of rules under the CAA, including: New Source
Performance Standards (“NSPS”); New Source Review (“NSR™); Title IV of the
CAA, including rules governing pollutants that contribute to acid deposition (“Acid

Rain Program™); Title V operating permit requirements (“Title V*); Mercury Air
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Toxics Standards (*“MATS™); summer ozone trading program requirements
promulgated after the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™)
acted upon Section 126 Petitions and the Ozone State Implementation Plan Call
(*Summer Ozone Program™); National Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS™)
for Sulfur Dioxide (*SO2"). Nitrogen Dioxide (“NO>"), Carbon Monoxide (“CO™),
Ozone, Particulate Matter (“PM”), Particulate Matter of 2.5 microns or less (“PM
2.5”) and Lead: the Cross State Air Pollution Rule (“CSAPR™); and the Regional
Haze Rule.

What is the status of the federal Clean Power Plan?

EKPC was preparing to comply with the Clean Power Plan (“CPP”) as proposed
by the Obama Administration; however, due to actions by current federal
authorities, EKPC has suspended its CPP compliance planning and awaits further
guidance from federal and state environmental regulators as to whether the CPP
will be pursued further. EKPC is examining both the proposed Affordable Clean
Energy Rule released for publication on August 21, 2018, and the latest federal
court guidance on the CCR Rule. EKPC is also discussing these developments with
the Kentucky Energy and Environmental Cabinet. It is anticipated that the EPA
will seek further judicial review and engage in addition rulemaking.

What obligations does EKPC have under the CWA?

EKPC’s obligations under the CWA are numerous and varied, particularly in light
of the current ELG Rule promulgated thereunder. The ELG Rule was published in
its proposed form by the Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA™) on June 7,

2013. The ELG Rule established revised technology-based effluent limitations and
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standards for various wastewater streams generated by coal-fired steam electric
generating stations. As such, the ELG Rule establishes the best available
technology economically achievable requirements for existing facilities. After
taking considerable public comment, the ELG Rule became effective on January 4,
2016. The ELG Rule requires that all permits issued in the first permitting cycle
following the third anniversary of the effective date of the ELG Rule should include
a compliance schedule established by the Division of Water. However, in a letter
dated April 12, 2017, the EPA announced it was reconsidering portions of the ELG
Rule that applied to bottom ash transport water and wet flue gas desulfurization
(“FGD”) wastewater. On September 18, 2017, the EPA published a new Final
Postponement Rule that postponed the earliest compliance deadline for these two
ELG waste streams but otherwise maintained the ELG standards during the
reconsideration. Although EPA is reconsidering the rule for bottom ash transport
water and FGD wastewater. as it stands today, the new requirements will include
bottom ash transport water and FGD wastewater “as soon as possible beginning
November 1, 2020, but no later than December 31, 2023.”

Did EKPC take any actions to comply with the ELG Rule prior to the issuance
of the Final Postponement Rule?

Yes. EKPC has been actively engaged in designing a compliance option that would
satisfy the ELG Rule’s requirements. To illustrate, prior to the EPA announcing its
partial reconsideration of the ELG Rule, EKPC elected to seek the alternative
technology allowed under the rule for evaporation, which allowed EKPC to comply

with the ELG Rule no later than December 31, 2023. While EKPC will monitor



[§9]

(%)

o
(39

o
(%)

any changes in the ELG standards for bottom ash transport water and FGD
wastewater due to the EPA’s reconsideration of those standards, the underlying
mandates have not yet actually changed. EKPC must, under the September 18,
2017 Final Postponement Rule still meet the current ELG standards by these two
waste-streams by no later than December 31, 2023. The EPA has stated that it
hopes to complete its reconsideration of the standards by the Fall of 2020, but
without an extension of the compliance deadlines right away, that reconsideration
will likely come too late, practically speaking.

Are the standards set forth in the ELG Rule reflected in EKPC’s
environmental permitting?

Yes. In Kentucky, the EPA has delegated authority under the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System (“NPDES™) program to the Division of Water, and
the standards set forth in the ELG Rule and CWA 31(b) (and subsequent, new water
quality-based standards) are incorporated into the KPDES requirements imposed
upon EKPC by the Division of Water. In addition, after the issuance of the new
KPDES water permits, the Division of Water becomes the lead enforcement agency
for those standards on behalf of the EPA.

Is EKPC’s Spurlock Station permitted under KPDES?

Yes. EKPC’s KPDES permit with respect to the Spurlock Station is in the process
of being renewed and, upon renewal, is expected to reflect revised and new
limitations for discharges of various effluents designated by KPDES Outfalls. Most
notable among the new limitations to be imposed is that concerning Total

Suspended Solids (*"TSS™). which is based on the ELG Rule’s requirements for coal
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pile runoff (CPR); as further discussed herein, concerns with continued compliance
with the CWA and related rules and regulations require EKPC’s proposal to
undertake the CPR Project. Moreover, the CWA, ELG Rule, and related Division
of Water requirements have necessitated other compliance projects undertaken by
EKPC at its Cooper and Spurlock Stations, as described below.

In addition to the ELG Rule, what other EPA promulgations significantly
impact EKPC’s coal-fired generation?

As the Commission is aware, much of EKPC’s environmental compliance activity
in recent years has been undertaken as a result of the CCR Rule, which governs the
classification, collection and disposal of certain by-products of the combustion of
coal (fly ash, bottom ash, boiler slag and flue gas desulfurization materials). The
CCR Rule was first published in its proposed form by the EPA on June 21, 2010.
Initially, the EPA offered alternative methods for classifying CCR materials as
either hazardous or non-hazardous, “special” waste under Subtitle C of the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (“RCRA™) or as a solid waste under
Subtitle D of the RCRA. Under either proposal, the EPA stated that it supported
and endeavored to maintain the beneficial reuse of CCR material. Ultimately. the
EPA’s final CCR Rule was issued on December 19, 2014 and determined that CCR
is a solid waste, classified as non-hazardous. The final CCR Rule is set forth in 80
Fed. Reg. 21301-21501 (April 17, 2015), with the effective date corrected in Fed.
Reg. 21302 from October 14, 2015 to become effective on October 19, 2015. The

CCR Rule applies to owners and operators of new and existing landfills and new
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and existing surface impoundments, including all lateral expansions of such
landfills and surface impoundments, where CCR material is disposed.

Does the CCR Rule apply to inactive surface impoundments?

Yes. The CCR Rule also has applicability to inactive CCR surface impoundments.
However, the CCR Rule does not apply to: CCR landfills that ceased receiving
CCR materials prior to the effective date of the CCR Rule; CCR landfills and
impoundments at facilities that have ceased producing electricity prior to the
effective date of the CCR Rule; CCR materials generated at facilities that are not
part of an electric utility or independent power producer, such as manufacturing
facilities, universities and hospitals; CCR materials generated primarily from the
combustion of fuels other than coal; CCR that is beneficially reused; CCR
placement at active or abandoned underground or surface coal mines; or CCR
material that is placed at municipal solid waste landfills.

What was the EPA’s objective in promulgating the CCR Rule?

The principle objectives of the CCR Rule are as follows: (1) to impose structural
integrity requirements to reduce the risk of catastrophic failure of CCR landfills
and impoundments; (2) protecting groundwater through monitoring and corrective
actions, location restrictions and landfill and impoundment liner design criteria: (3)
adopting operating criteria for CCR landfills and impoundments; (4) record-
keeping, notification and publicly-available internet website posting obligations:
(5) obligations for inactive CCR impoundments; (6) administration of state
programs to implement the CCR Rule; (7) CCR landfill and impoundment closure

obligations: and (8) guidelines for beneficial reuse of CCR materials.
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Q.

Why is the structural integrity of CCR landfills and impoundments
important?

The structural integrity of CCR landfills and surface impoundments are important
in order to safely protect the public and the environment from spillage of the
contained coal combustion by-products. The new CCR Rule changes the standards
by which CCR landfills and surface impoundments are designed, located. lined.
managed, and rated. New safety and seismic factors standards and more frequent
structural inspections are required by the CCR Rule to further minimize structural
failures. The goal of the CCR Rule is to close surface impoundments and ash
landfills that pose a threat to the public, health and welfare.

What new structural integrity requirements has the EPA imposed?

Except for incised units, owner/operators of all CCR surface impoundments are
required to comply with technical requirements designed to maintain the structural
integrity of the unit. For all CCR surface impoundments, owner/operators must
identify units with a permanent ID marker and conduct periodic hazard potential
classification assessments. The three classifications are “high hazard,” “*significant
hazard” and “low hazard.”

Owner/operators must develop an Emergency Action Plan (“EAP”) if a unit is
designated as a “high™ or “significant™ hazard. They must also cover embankment
or dike slopes with either vegetation or an alternative form of slope protection.
Additional structural integrity requirements apply to CCR surface impoundments
that exceed a specified size threshold, either: a height of five feet or more and a

storage volume of 20-acre feet or more; or a height of 20 feet or more.
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Owner/operators of these units are required to compile a history of construction for
existing units or design and retain construction plans for new units. They must also
conduct periodic structural stability assessments to identify any structural stability
deficiencies and recommend any necessary improvements. Owner/operators must
remedy deficiencies as soon as feasible. They must also conduct periodic safety
factor assessments to ensure that each unit meets a calculated static factor of safety
(“FOS™) under end-of construction loading equal to, or exceeding, 1.30 for new
units or a calculated static FOS under long-term, maximum storage pool conditions
equal to, or exceeding, 1.50. A calculated FOS under the maximum surcharge pool
loading condition must equal or exceed 1.40. A calculated seismic FOS must equal
or exceed 1.00. The calculated liquefaction FOS must equal or exceed 1.20. Units
that fail to meet the requisite FOS, or fail to conduct the FOS assessment, must stop
receiving CCR and initiate closure.

All assessments (i.e., Hazard Potential, Structural Stability, FOS) must be
conducted and completed every five years. The Key Implementation Dates for
existing units to install a permanent marker is within eight months of the CCR
Rule’s publication. A history of construction must be prepared within 18 months
of'the CCR Rule’s publication. Likewise, the initial hazard potential classification
assessment, structural stability assessment, and FOS assessment must be completed
within 18 months of the CCR Rule’s publication. If applicable, an owner/operator
must prepare an EAP within 24 months of the CCR Rule’s publication. New units
must meet all structural integrity requirements prior to placing CCR materials in

the unit.

10
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Q. How does the CCR Rule use monitoring and corrective action activities to
protect groundwater?

A. All CCR surface impoundments, landfills and lateral expansions must install a
groundwater monitoring system network to conduct groundwater monitoring. This
includes inactive surface impoundments at active facilities unless they are closing
within the three-year timeframe.! CCR units must be in compliance with
requirements (up through detection monitoring and determination of background
levels) within two years of the effective date of the CCR Rule.

The CCR Rule requires an annual report certifying compliance, including
data, to be posted on the facility’s website. Groundwater requirements must be met
throughout the active life and closure/post-closure period. The System
Requirements Performance Standards must consist of a sufficient number of wells,
installed at appropriate locations and depths, to yield groundwater samples from
the uppermost aquifer that accurately represent background quality and the
groundwater passing the waste boundary. There is a minimum of one upgradient
and three downgradient wells, however, owner/operators must justify using the
minimum number of wells.

Alternatively, owner/operators may choose to install a multi-unit system,
certified by a professional engineer, that is equally as capable of detecting
monitored constituents at the waste boundary of the CCR unit as the individual
groundwater monitoring system. The engineer must specify sampling and analysis

procedures and test methods and establish background levels based upon a

' The CCR Extension Rule came after the promulgated CCR Rule and required inactive surface

impoundments closing within three years to install a groundwater monitoring system.

11
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minimum of eight samples. The engineer must choose a statistical procedure to
compare the background to upgradient concentrations. The number of samples for
assessment and detection monitoring must be consistent with the statistical
procedure chosen. The CCR Rule uses these requirements to monitor and measure
the specified parameters and mathematical techniques to determine if a CCR unit
may or may not be affecting groundwater.

Q. What location restrictions does the CCR Rule impose on CCR landfills and
impoundments?

A. The CCR Rule establishes five location restrictions to ensure units are appropriately
sited: 1) placement above the uppermost aquifer; 2) wetlands; 3) fault areas: 4)
seismic impact zones; and 5) unstable areas. Units are prohibited from being sited
in these areas unless specific demonstrations can be made and certified by a

qualified professional engineer.’

Q. What liner design criteria are imposed upon CCR landfills and impoundments
under the CCR Rule?
A. The CCR Rule requires new CCR units to have either a composite or alternative

composite liner. The composite liner must consist of an upper component
consisting of a 30-mil geomembrane (*GM™) and a lower component of at least two
feet of compacted soil with a hydraulic conductivity of no more than 1x1077 cm/sec.
A GM of high density polyethylene must be at least 60 mil thick. The upper and
lower component must be installed in direct and uniform contact with one another.

The alternative composite liner must consist of an upper component consisting of

2 The CCR Rule does not require location restrictions until October 17, 2018.

12
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a 30 mil GM and a lower component that is not a GM with a liquid flow rate of no
more than two feet of compacted soil with a hydraulic conductivity of no more than
1x107 em/sec using Darcy’s law.? If the lower component is compacted soil. the
GM or upper component must be installed in direct and uniform contact.

New CCR landfills must also have a leachate collection and removal system
that maintains less than 30-centimeter depth of leachate over the liner. Existing
CCR landfills, regardless of liner type, can continue to operate for the remainder of
their useful life. Existing CCR surface impoundments can continue to operate but
must identify the liner design (composite, alternative composite, or a two-foot layer
of compacted soil with hydraulic conductivity no more than 1 x10”7 cm/sec) no later
than 18 months from the date of publication. Existing CCR surface impoundments
that do not meet any of these three criteria for liner types or fail to make the
designation within the specified timeframe are to be designated as “unlined.”
Existing “unlined” CCR surface impoundments that, as a result of leakage, exceed
a groundwater protection standard must retrofit or close in accordance with

requirements of the CCR Rule.

3 Darcy’s Law is a widely-recognized method for determining the simple proportional relationship between
the instantaneous discharge rate through a porous medium, fluid viscosity and the decrease in pressure over
a known distance at a constant elevation. It is defined as:

Q =- kA (pp—pa)
uL

13
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You mentioned the adoption of operating requirements for CCR landfills and
impoundments. Can you please elaborate on that subject matter?

Yes. The operating requirements fall into four main categories: fugitive dust
control; run-on/run-off (*RORO™): hydrologic and hydraulic capacity
requirements; and inspections. I will briefly describe each of these categories.

With regard to fugitive dust control, owner/operators of CCR units must
adopt measures that will effectively minimize CCR from becoming airborne at the
facility by developing and operating in accordance with a fugitive dust plan with
adequate dust control measures for each site. Examples of control measures
include: conditioning CCR with water or other liquid, locating CCR inside an
enclosure or partial enclosure; operating a water spray or fogging system; using
wind barriers, compaction, or vegetative covers; paving and sweeping roads:
covering trucks transporting CCR; reducing or halting operations during high wind
events; or applying a daily cover. In addition, they must log citizen complaints
about fugitive dust; prepare an annual CCR fugitive dust report that must include a
description of the controls used, any citizen complaints received, and a summary of
any corrective actions taken.

With regard to landfill RORO, all landfills must have a control system to
prevent flow onto the active portion of the CCR unit during the peak discharge from
a 24-hour, 25-year storm and collect and control the water volume from. at
minimum, a 24-hour, 25- year storm. Owner/operators must prepare an initial

RORO control system plan within 18 months of the CCR Rule’s publication and
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revise these plans at least every five years. A RORO control system plan must
document the system’s design and construction, including engineering calculations.

The operating requirements relating to hydrologic and hydraulic capacity
for surface impoundments state that all surface impoundments must have an inflow
design flood control system to manage flow into and from the unit during, and
following, the peak discharge of the inflow design flood. The inflow design flood
is determined based on the hazard potential rating. Incised units must be designed
for a 25-year flood and the owner/operator must prepare initial and periodic (every
five years) inflow design flood control plans documenting how the system has been
designed and constructed, including appropriate engineering calculations.

Finally, the operating requirements include specific mandates for
inspections of surface impoundments and landfills. For instance, all CCR surface
impoundments must be inspected weekly by a qualified person for any signs of
structural weakness or other conditions that are disrupting, or have the potential to
disrupt, the operation or safety of the unit. This would include abnormal
discoloration, flow, or discharge of debris or sediment from all outlets of hydraulic
structures that pass underneath the base of, or through, the dike of the unit. All
CCR surface impoundments must also be inspected monthly by a person qualified
to monitor instrumentation. Any CCR surface impoundment exceeding a height of
five feet or more and a storage volume of 20-acre feet or more, or having a height
of 20 feet or more, must be inspected annually by a qualified professional engineer
to ensure that the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the unit is

consistent with recognized and generally accepted good engineering practices.
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These annual inspections must include a review of all available information and
documentation regarding the status and condition of the unit. Visual inspection of
the unit and appurtenant structures (including any hydraulic structure underlying
the base, or passing through, the dike of the unit) for signs of distress or malfunction
is also required. Inspection results must be entered into the operating record. If a
deficiency or release is identified during any inspection, the owner/operators must
remedy the deficiency or release as soon as feasible. Weekly inspections must begin
six months from the date of the CCR Rule’s publication. The initial annual
inspection must be completed nine months from publication.

All CCR landfills must be inspected weekly by a qualified person for any
signs of structural weakness or other conditions that are disrupting or have the
potential to disrupt the operation or safety of the unit. All CCR landfills must be
inspected annually by a qualified professional engineer. These annual inspections
must include:

1) A review of all available information/documentation regarding the status

and condition of the unit;

2) Visual inspection of the unit for signs of distress or malfunction of the unit:
3) Inspection results must be entered into the operating record;
4) If a deficiency or release is identified during any inspection, the owner or

operator must remedy the deficiency or release as soon as feasible; and
5) Weekly inspections must begin six months from rule publication. The initial

annual inspection must be completed nine months from rule publication.
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What additional record-keeping, notification and internet posting obligations
does a utility have under the CCR Rule?

Owner/operators are required to document how the provisions of the CCR Rule are
being satisfied by placing information in an operating record and providing
notification of these actions to the State Director, which in this case is the Director
of the Division of Waste Management. The owner/operator must also establish
and maintain a publicly accessible internet site that posts documentation that has in
many instances also been entered into the operating record. Most files must be
maintained in the operating record and on the internet site for five years. As long
as the facility remains active, the following documents must be maintained: 1) an
Emergency Action Plan (only required for “high hazard™ and “significant hazard™
ash impoundments); 2) a Fugitive Dust Control Plan; and 3) a Closure Plan. The
State Director may request any demonstration or documentation required by the
CCR Rule if such information is not available via the facility’s publicly accessible
internet site.

What additional obligations are imposed for inactive CCR landfills and
impoundments under the CCR Rule?

The CCR Rule also applies to inactive CCR surface impoundments that contain
both CCR and liquid located at active facilities. If a unit closes within three years
of publication of the CCR Rule.* it is excluded from further regulation. Inactive

CCR landfills are not subject to the CCR Rule.

* The CCR Extension Rule came after the promulgated CCR Rule and required inactive surface
impoundments closing within three years to install a groundwater monitoring system.

17
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Can you describe the CCR landfill and impoundment closure obligations that
arise from the CCR Rule?

Owner/operators must prepare closure and post-closure care plans. Closure of a
CCR unit must be completed either by leaving the CCR material in place and
installing a final cover system or by removing the CCR material and rehabilitating
the unit (clean closure). The CCR Rule establishes timeframes to initiate and
complete closure activities and authorizes an owner/operator to obtain extensions
of time due to circumstances beyond the facility’s control. Thus, CCR landfills
must complete closure within six months, with the possibility of one two-year
extension. CCR surface impoundments must complete closure within five years.
with the possibility of one two-year extension for units smaller than 40 acres and
five two-year extensions for units greater than 40 acres. The CCR Rule also
establishes alternative closure procedures in situations where an owner/operator has
no alternative disposal capacity or is permanently closing the coal-fired boiler in
the foreseeable future. Extensions are not available for units that fail to demonstrate
or meet FOS requirements.

What guidelines for beneficial reuse of CCR materials are included in the CCR
Rule?

The CCR Rule does not regulate CCR that is beneficially used. The CCR Rule
provides a comprehensive description of beneficial reuse to distinguish between
beneficial reuse and disposal. Any beneficial reuse projects started six months after

publication of the CCR Rule need to determine if they comply with the criteria
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contained in the definition of beneficial reuse of CCR. For instance, the CCR Rule
clarifies that a use of CCR material that does not satisfy the regulation is disposal.

There are two types of beneficial reuse. The first category is encapsulated
beneficial reuses which bind the CCR material into a solid matrix that minimizes
mobilization to the surrounding environment. Examples include filler or
lightweight aggregate in concrete, a replacement for, or a raw material used in, the
production of cementitious components in concrete or bricks. The second category
is unencapsulated beneficial reuses, which does not bind the CCR material into a
solid matrix. Examples of unencapsulated beneficial reuses include flowable fill,
structural fill and soil modification/stabilization.

To qualify as beneficial reuse, the CCR material must: 1) provide a
functional benefit; 2) substitute for the use of a virgin material, thereby conserving
natural resources that would otherwise need to be attained through practices such
as extraction: 3) meet relevant product specifications, regulatory standards, or
design standards when available, and when such standards are not available, the
CCR material must not be used in excess quantities; and 4) be comparable to or
lower than environmental releases to ground water, surface water, soil, and air from
analogous products made without CCR materials, or below relevant regulatory and
health-based benchmarks for human and ecological receptors, if the CCR material
is used in an unencapsulated form involving placement on the land of 12,400 tons

or more in non-roadway applications.



You also mentioned that there are portions of the CCR Rule that describe the
administration of state programs to implement the CCR Rule. Can you please
describe those portions of the CCR Rule in more detail?

Kentucky adopted and promulgated the federal CCR Rule under 401 KAR 46. The
state regulations are developing a mechanism by which new facilities can be
permitted and existing special waste landfills can be transitioned to federal CCR
program. In addition, Kentucky’'s regulations implement and adopt the federal
CCR regulations by reference and will provide a permit program, likely including
financial assurances and transitional documentation. Once guidance for permitting
is complete at the federal level, Kentucky will enhance and revise its existing permit
program under the standards of 401 KAR 46.

Notably, Kentucky’s CCR program has been challenged in the Franklin County
District Court by a third party and, as a result, Kentucky authorities are working to
build a quasi- 401 KAR 45 program with public notice and comment under the
federal CCR standards promulgated within 401 KAR 46.110. The Kentucky
Energy and Environmental Cabinet is in the process of developing the new set of
CCR permit program regulations; upon information and belief. the earliest
scheduled set of regulations could be released in March 2019.

Please briefly summarize EKPC’s efforts to comply with the CCR Rule, as well
as the ELG Rule, KPDES, and other environmental requirements, with
respect to its Spurlock and Cooper Stations.

EKPC has invested significant resources in its Spurlock and Cooper Stations to

ensure continued compliance with environmental requirements. These
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investments, both in the generation assets and the plant infrastructure necessary to
support those assets, are specifically targeted to comply with regulations and rules
imposed by various governmental authorities.

With respect to the generation assets themselves, Spurlock Station Unit #1
and Unit #2 are equipped with low NOx burners, selective catalytic reduction
(“SCR”) technology, a cold-side (or, in the case of Spurlock Station Unit #2. hot-
side) electrostatic precipitator (“ESP”). a wet flue gas desulfurization (“FGD™)
scrubber, and a wet ESP. The Spurlock Station’s other two (2) units employ
Circulating Fluidized Bed (“CFB™) combustion technology and are further
equipped with selective non-catalytic reduction technology, dry FGD scrubbers and
baghouses. EKPC’s Cooper Station has a dry ash handling system. The Cooper
Station’s two (2) units share a common dry CFB FGD system including a pulse jet
fabric filter, and additionally, Unit 2 has a SCR system for NOx. As a result of the
Cooper Station’s design, it does not have to comply with ELG.

As a prudent utility, EKPC has made many other investments and
undertaken numerous other measures to comply with applicable environmental
requirements governing the collection, storage, and disposal of wastes and by-
products from the production of energy from coal. These have included projects
related to waste water treatment, fly ash storage, site drainage, ash pond and landfill
construction and maintenance, and other plant systems. Each of these projects has
been designed to best position EKPC’s coal-fired generation assets for continued
compliance and economic operation in light of significant environmental

regulation.
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Q. Has EKPC sought and obtained the Commission’s approval to undertake
certain of its compliance measures at the Cooper Station or Spurlock Station?

A. Yes. On several past occasions, EKPC has sought the Commission’s approval to
pursue environmental compliance projects necessitating construction at the Cooper
and Spurlock Stations. For example, in 2009 EKPC was granted a Certificate of
Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN™) to retrofit Cooper Station Unit #1 to
include its existing Air Quality Control System (*AQCS™).> and in 2014 EKPC was
granted a CPCN to re-route Cooper Station Unit #2°s duct work in order to utilize
the AQCS.® Most recently, EKPC was granted a CPCN to proceed with extensive
modifications to the Spurlock Station’s coal ash handling and storage systems
(among other items) in order to comply primarily with the CCR Rule and the ELG
Rule.” These are some of the more significant projects that comprise EKPC’s
continuum of compliance efforts; many others pursued by EKPC, though also
necessary to satisfy environmental requirements imposed upon coal-fired
generation, have been relatively minor in nature, undertaken in the usual course of
EKPC’s business, and not the subject of earlier Commission proceedings.

Q. Please describe EKPC’s Environmental Compliance Plan.

3 Case No. 2008-00472, Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for the Construction of an Air Quality Control System at Cooper Power Station
(Ky. P.S.C. May 1, 2009).

© Case No. 2013-00259, Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for Alteration of Certain Equipment at the Cooper Station and Approval of a
Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental Surcharge Cost Recovery (Ky. P.S.C. Feb. 20, 2014).

7 Case No. 2017-00376, Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend its
Environmental Compliance Plan and Recover Costs pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of
Certain Asset Retirement Obligations and Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and
Other Relief (Ky. P.S.C. May 18, 2018).
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A. Pursuant to KRS 278.183. EKPC implemented its first Environmental Compliance
Plan following Commission approval in 2005.* EKPC has subsequently amended
its Compliance Plan on five (5) occasions’ to include new or amended projects
undertaken in connection with its coal-fired generation assets. All of the projects
approved for inclusion in EKPC’s Compliance Plan have been reasonable and cost-
effective for compliance with “those federal, state, or local environmental
requirements which apply to coal combustion wastes and by-products from
facilities utilized for production of energy from coal,” as required by statute.

Q. Please generally explain the Compliance Plan amendments EKPC proposes as
part of this proceeding.

A. EKPC seeks to amend its existing Environmental Compliance Plan to reflect eleven
(11) additional projects (ten (10) new projects and one (1) amended project). These
projects include completed, ongoing, and proposed undertakings pursued for the

purpose of environmental compliance at the Spurlock Station or Cooper Station.

8 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an
Environmental Compliance Plan and Authority to Implement an Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No.
2004-00321 (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 17, 2005).

9 See In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an
Amendment to Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No. 2008-
00115, (Ky. P.S.C., Sep. 29, 2008); /n the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative,
Inc. for Approval of an Amendment to Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge,
Order, Case No. 2010-00083, (Ky. P.S.C., Sep. 24, 2010); /n the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky
Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for Alteration of Certain
Equipment at the Cooper Station and Approval of a Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental
Surcharge Cost Recovery, Order, Case No. 2013-00259, (Ky. P.S.C., Feb. 20, 2014); /n the Matter of the
Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity

for construction of an Ash Landfill at J.K. Smith Station, the Removal of Impounded Ash from William C.

Dale Station for Transport to J.K. Smith and Approval of a Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental
Surcharge Recovery, Order, Case No. 2014-00252 (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 6, 2015); /n the Matter of the
Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend its Environmental Compliance
Plan and Recover Costs pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of Certain Asset Retirement
Obligations and Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and Other Relief , Order,
Case No. 2017-00376 (Ky. P.S.C., May 18, 2018).
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Consistent with historical practice, EKPC has assigned a numeric identifier (Project
Nos. 17 through 26) to each project newly added and references the amended
project by its original identifier (Amended Project No. 12).

What regulated coal combustion wastes or by-products were/are the relevant
projects designed to address?

De minimis amounts of coal combustion wastes, special wastes as defined by 401
KAR 45 and 46, controlling coal related sedimentation as a result of precipitation
that becomes stormwater run-off is what is relevant for the project to address.
Please briefly explain the proposed Compliance Plan Project No. 26, the CPR
Project.

The CPR Project, the technical specifications for which are more fully described in
the testimony of Mr. Craig Johnson and Mr. Sam Yoder submitted herewith,
includes modification of the Spurlock Station’s existing CPR Pond and
infrastructure to better capture and retain coal pile runoff (essentially, stormwater
that falls atop and through the coal pile and plant contributing areas). The Spurlock
Station currently utilizes a 3.3-acre lined CPR Pond, a principal spillway that
conveys the CPR Pond water to the Spurlock Station’s ash pond, and an emergency
spillway designed to discharge to a receiving stream of the Ohio River, specifically
through a designated KPDES Outfall (Outfall 005). The limited capacity of the
existing CPR Pond, which the CPR Project is intended to address, results in
occasional overflows of the pond through the emergency spillway. which in turn

results in discharges through Outfall 005.



Are the contents of discharges from KPDES Outfalls monitored and required
to be within certain legal limits?

In general terms, the KPDES requires facilities to monitor industrial activity, report
in units of measure, monthly averages, daily maximums, and concentrations for
effluent characteristics as required by EPA Steam Electric Effluent Limitation
Guidelines and the Kentucky Water Quality based standards.

The limitations imposed upon Outfall 005 at the Spurlock Station are reflected in
the relevant KPDES permit; on September 10, 2018, the Kentucky Division of
water issued a draft revised version of the Spurlock Station’s KPDES Permit (see
Attachment JP-2). Consistent with 40 C.F.R. 423, EKPC expects its CPR facilities
will need to accept and control 4 to 5 inches of rainfall to meet limitations for Total
Suspended Solids of 50 mg/l as a daily maximum, as well as maintain
concentrations of pH from a minimum of 6 and a maximum of 9.

Is EKPC at risk of non-compliance with Spurlock Station’s KPDES permit as
a result of the limited capacity of the existing CPR Pond?

Yes. Asaforementioned, EKPC’s draft KPDES permit with respect to the Spurlock
Station is in the process of being renewed and. upon renewal, is expected to reflect
revised and new limitations for discharges of various effluents via designated
KPDES Outfalls. The draft permit issued by the Division of Water on September
10, 2018, reflects the revised and new discharge limitations; most notable among
the new limitations to be imposed are Total Suspended Solids (“TSS™), which is
based on 40 CFR 423 (b)(9) and (10), specifically, the Kentucky Water Quality

based standards 401 KAR 10 and the ELG Rule’s requirementsfor Steam Electric.
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How will the proposed CPR Project allow EKPC to comply with its KPDES
permit and applicable environmental regulation?

Spurlock Station’s existing CPR Pond and related facilities can contain the volume
of water and CPR of a 2-year, 24-hour storm event: following completion of the
CPR Project, the relevant facilities will be capable of containing a 100-year, 24-
hour storm event. EKPC’s CPR Project is designed based on the Steam Electric
Effluent Limitation Guidelines (40 CFR 423.12(b)(10)) and good engineering
practices for sedimentation pond design, and the ensure the safe, compliant, and
effective operation of the CPR Pond and related facilities. By expanding and
improving the capacity and operation of the CPR Pond and related facilities, there
will be fewer discharges through KPDES Outfall 005: as a result, EKPC’s risk of
non-compliance with the Spurlock Station’s KPDES Permit is minimized.
Moreover, the updated design of the CPR Pond and related infrastructure is
intended to expand the time period during which stormwater and CPR is subject to
retention and settling, thereby improving the quality and constituencies of the
Spurlock Station’s internal wastewater stream.

Are there other reasons to support EKPC’s pursuit of the CPR Project?

Yes. EKPC must comply with the ELG Rule until such time as it is vacated. Under
the NPDES rules, Kentucky must demonstrate whether existing effluent sources
cause, or contribute to, harm to streams. Industrial activity that includes
discharging effluents into receiving streams must meet water quality-based effluent
limitations (“WQBELs"™) under the delegated EPA water program. The final

authority on WQBELs under the NPDES / KPDES program is the Division of
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Water pursuant to 401 KAR 10:026 — 10:031. The Division of Water reviews the
water quality data submitted by EKPC and determines through a reasonable
potential analysis (“RPA”) if the industrial activity causes, or contributes to, harm
to the receiving stream. For Spurlock Station that stream is primarily the Ohio
River.

If current or projected water quality data shows the Spurlock Station’s
discharge will have a reasonable potential to exceed an applicable water quality
standard, limits will be imposed on the discharge point. Importantly, these
WQBELs are in addition to any ELG limits that have been imposed. Often.
however, the same control equipment used to meet ELGs will ensure compliance
with WQBELs.

Is the Division of Water’s regulation of WQBEL:s in addition to the regulations
that EKPC faces under the ELG Rule?

Yes. Under the applicable administrative regulation, 401 KAR 10:031, industrial
water dischargers are required to meet the state-based WQBELs. The
administrative regulation establishes water quality standards to protect surface
waters in regards to human health, ecology and the environment. Sections 2(1)(a),
(b). (d) & (e) of 401 KAR 10:031 require facilities to meet the minimum criteria
applicable to all surface waters by not degrading receiving streams (aesthetically or
otherwise) with objectionable deposits that settle, float as debris, injure or produce
physiologically or behavioral responses in humans, animals, fish and other aquatic
life, or produce undesirable aquatic life or result in the dominance of nuisance

species. Section 4(1)(b) provides that for aquatic life in warm water habitat the pH
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shall not be less than 6 and zero tenths (6.) nor more than nine and zero tenths (9.0)
and not fluctuate more than one and a tenth (1.1) over the period of twenty-four
(24) hours. Sections 4(f) and 4(g) provide that the total dissolved solids or specific
conductance shall not be changed to the extent that the indigenous aquatic
community is adversely affected; and the KPDES permit sets a daily maximum of
50 mg/1 for the coal pile run-off pond.

What is the status of EKPC’s efforts to comply with the Division of Water
rules?

EKPC developed a KPDES permit renewal application and submitted it to the
Division of Water. In issuing the renewal permit, the Division of Water must make
a determination on whether EKPC’s industrial activity wastewater discharges
cause, or contribute to. instream exceedances of water quality standards or
otherwise harms the receiving stream in accordance with the CWA and pursuant to
the NPDES program. Should the RPA demonstrate that pollutants will be above
the water quality standards, the Division of Water will place new WQBELSs in the
permit. EKPC will have to comply with the new WQBELSs as authorized in the
KPDES permit. Regardless of the compliance timeline for ELG, EKPC will be
required to meet new WQBELSs contained in the KPDES permit as authorized by
the Division of Water at the Ohio River. In order to meet the new WQBELSs and

the ELGs, EKPC has determined to pursue the CPR Project.
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In addition to the CCR Rule, the ELG Rule and the Division of Water
WQBELs mandate, are there any other environmental standards which
support EKPC’s plan to construct the CCR/ELG Project?
Yes. EKPC is also subject to the authority of the Ohio River Valley Water
Sanitation Commission (“ORSANCO™). which is proposing its own onerous
permitting limitations on discharges into the Ohio River.
What is the source of ORSANCQO’s authority?
The 74" Congress of the United States authorized by Public Resolution 104 and
approved a Compact between the States of Indiana, West Virginia, Ohio, New
York. Illinois, Kentucky, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Tennessee by Public Act No.
739 on June 8. 1936, effective July 11, 1940 to protect the drainage area basin of
the Ohio River. Each of the signatory States pledge to faithfully cooperate to
control future pollution in, and abatement of, the existing pollution from the rivers.
streams and water in the Ohio River basin: 1) in a satisfactory sanitary condition
suitable for use as a public and industrial water supply after reasonable treatment;
2) for recreational usage; 3) capable of maintaining fish and other aquatic life: 4)
free from unsightly or malodorous nuisances due to floating solids or sludge
deposits; and 5) adaptable to such other uses as may be legitimate.
What is ORSANCO planning?
ORSANCO plans to protect human health, by instituting the following criteria for
bacteria and chemical constituents to be met outside the mixing zone:
A.BACTERIA:

1. Protection of public water supply use -- public water supply
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use shall be protected at all times. Fecal coliform bacteria
content shall not exceed 2,000/100 mL as a monthly
geometric mean based on not less than five samples per
month.

2. Maximum allowable level of E. coli bacteria for contact
recreation -- for the months of April through October,
measurements of E. coli bacteria shall not exceed 130/100
mL as a 90-day geometric mean, based on not less than five
samples per month, nor exceed 240/100 mL in more than 25
percent of samples.

B. CHEMICAL CONSTITUENTS:

Not to exceed the following concentrations:

Constituent Concentration (mg/L)

Arsenic (total) 0.010

Barium (total) 1.0

Chloride 250.0

Fluoride 1.0

Mercury (total) 0.000012

Nitrite + Nitrate Nitrogen 10.0

Nitrite Nitrogen 1.0

Phenolics 0.005

Silver (total) 0.05

Sulfate 250.0

30
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How would you summarize all of these authorities?

Even if the CCR Rule or the ELG Rule were to be suspended, revoked or not
enforced, other environmental agencies will still likely require EKPC to move
forward with the CPR Project because of the requirements contained in the KPDES
permit and the risk of new and more onerous ORSANCO limitations.

Is the CPR Project necessary for EKPC to be able to comply with the ELG
Rule and the other environmental mandates you mentioned?

Yes.

Were/are each of the remaining projects proposed for inclusion in the EKPC’s
amended Environmental Compliance Plan also necessary to satisfy applicable
environmental requirements applicable to coal combustion wastes and by-
products?

Yes. The Fact Sheets for each of these non-CPCN projects, which are included as
Attachment CJ-1 to the direct testimony of Mr. Craig Johnson, provide a summary
of the environmental mandates that are driving each of these compliance actions.
As with the CPR Pond Project, the non-CPCN projects are intended to address
federal and state rules regulating coal combustion wastes and by-products.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF:

THE APPLICATION OF EAST KENTUCKY
POWER COOPERATIVE, INC. FOR APPROVAL
TO AMEND ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
COMPLIANCE PLAN AND RECOVER COSTS
PURSUANT TO ITS ENVIRONMENTAL
SURCHARGE, AND FOR THE ISSUANCE OF

A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE
AND NECESSITY

CASE NO. 2018-00270
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VERIFICATION OF JERRY PURVIS

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )

)
COUNTY OF CLARK )

Jerry Purvis, Vice President of Environmental Affairs at East Kentucky Power
Cooperative, Inc., being duly sworn, states that he has read the foregoing prepared direct testimony
and that he would respond in the same manner to the questions if so asked upon taking the stand,
and that the matters and things set forth therein are true and correct to the best of his knowledge,
information and belief.

—

rry Pufvi

gi

The foregoing Verification was signed, acknowledged and sworn to before me this

day of October, 2018 by Jerry Purvis.
W(- WM&E/"O\/

NOTARYOPUBLIC
Commission No. §f0 YA 7

My Commission Expires: ///}a/z,n—.'




ATTACHMENT JP-1

Matrix of CPR Project permits and approvals



Permit/Clearance

Clean Water Act - Section 404

Regulatory Agency

Required to dredge or place fill in jurisdictional waters of
the U.5. (WOUS), including wetlands. Nationwide Permit

Applicability

Required

Regulatory Position

Not required - no jurisdictional WOUS impacts anticipated. Pond
is a Clean Water Act treatment system that is serving a KPDES

1 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Loulsville District (NWP): Less than 0.5 acre/300 linear feet of Not Applicable (NA) No No
Permit permitted waste management purpose; therefore, it is
wetland /stream impacts, Individual Permit: Greater than )
a non-jurisdictional feature
0.5 acre/300 linear feet of wetland/stream impacts
If the project will potentially impact protected species or
their respective habitat, or if a Section 404 permit is
Section 7 Threatened and
U.S. Fish & Wildiife Service (FWS), Ecological required, then the FWS must be contacted. The FWS will Not required - due to the nature of the propesed construction
2 Endangered Species Consultation NA No No i
and Clearan Services determine the level of effort needed for the project to activities, no Endangered Species impactes anticipated
ce
proceed (e.g., habitat assessment, species surveys, avian
impact studies, ete )
Migratory Bird Treaty Act / Bald and| Required when construction or operation of a proposed
St glacty U5, Fish & Wildiife Service (FWS), Ecological g P G NA - Due to the nature of the proposed construction activities,
3 Golden Eagle Protection Act facility could impact migratory birds, their nests, and No No NA
Services no impacts to migratory birds are anticipated
Compliance especially threatened or endangered species
Spill Prevention, Control. and Not required to submit
a Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan LS. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) SPCC Plan is up-to-date NA No the SPCC Plan to the EPA §SPCC plan is up-to-date
Amendment for review
A FRP is required for facilities that could reasonably be
ted v se “substantial harm” to the No determination
5 Facility Response Plan (FRP) 5. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) [ Sy "\ n NA . No No
environment by discharging oil into or on navigable required
waters
Per RUS's Environmental Policy and Procedures (7 CFR
National E tal Policy Act Part 1970}, the proposed action meets the criteria for a RUS agrees with FKPC assessment that the project is
6 ationa’ Environmental Policoy At Lusoia rural Utility Services (RUS) I+ the-grog Yes Yes Categorically Excluded ¥ roy
(NEPA) Review Categorical Exclusion due to the site being previously categorically excluded
disturbed
INHPA -Section 106 Addressed through this process
Required for the construction of electric generating
7 CPCN Kentucky Public Service Commission Yes Yes Yes in progress
facilities
8 Title V - Air Permit Kentucky Division of Air Quality Clean Air Act and title V authorization is for any plant NA No No Coal pile pond run-off does not have an air emissions impact
imodifications with regards to air emissions.
dificat
Plant that Activity KXY Divison of Water issued a draft KPDES petmit on September
9 Section 402, KPDES Kentucky Division of Water ) vt irribival nd ssttiirm) vekits: stresm st Applicable Yes Yes

seek approval under NPDES and KPDES programs:

10, 2018




ATTACHMENT JP-2

Draft Kentucky Division of Water KPDES Permit



— KPDES

KENTUCKY POLLUTANT
DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
SYSTEM

» PERMIT—~

AUTHORIZATION TO DISCHARGE UNDER THE
KENTUCKY POLLUTANT DISCHARGE ELIMINATION SYSTEM

PERMIT NO.: KY0022250
AGENCY INTEREST NO.: 3004

Pursuant to Authority in KRS 224,

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
4775 Lexington Road
Winchester, Kentucky 40391

is authorized to discharge from a facility located at

EKPC H.L. Spurlock Power Station
1301 West Second Street
Maysville, Mason County, Kentucky

to receiving waters named
Ohio River
UT to Lawrence Creek

in accordance with effluent limitations, monitoring requirements and other conditions set forth in this
permit.

This permit shall become effective on

This permit and the autharization to discharge shall expire at midnight,

{Signature}

Peter T. Goodmann, Director
Date Signed
Division of Water

DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
Division of Water, 300 Sower Blvd, Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Printed on Recycled Paper



KPDES Permit KY0022250 Page 2

THIS KPDES PERMIT CONSISTS OF THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS:

1. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING REQUIREMENTS........ccmmmimmiimmmmrnenniieenseeineeneesnniensnnnns 5
1.1. Compliance Monitoring Locations (OULfalls) ........cceeiiiieiiiiiiee e 5
1.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring ReqQUIreMEeNTS .........cccoiiiiriiiiiiiiiceice e 6
1.3. Standard Effluent ReQUITEMENTES v svssssssssssvissnsissmassismssismiasissiessmisssissmraiasmsrivsrasmvmetimaie 20
2. STANDARD CONDITIONS . cxecsscisssssnssnsossssnssnsnssssessssnnnnsnssesssssssnsess 5o rbssassissssssssnssoosenisngesssnssas 22
2.1, DULY 10 COMPIY oottt ettt e e et e e e s b e e e e e nt e e e e nt e e e naee e e ba e e e e nnraeeenaeaeen 22
2.2, DULYEO: READPIYinsesnsssesnsmmninsnninssssnsonssansnss s sdisas s dsosn sremi o 5 Soass 16 vihsm s s RS AT s 87 S s s s v s 22
2.3. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity NOt @ Defense......c.cccovrieniiiiiiieiiiececiccie et 22
2.4, DULYTO NMIBAEE  ccuenesosmmssconssrsns sommorsss snungosminsassusssonssnssess s siies oo sasin sess sssds ae o unt o6 e sSaTsaE SR oo I UL oSBT 3P 22
2.5. Proper Operation and MaintenanCe .......cc.uieeiiiieiiiiiie et eiee e et e e et e e e et e e eensaeeeenseeeeanaeeenns 22
2.6,  Permit ACHIONS iuieiisweiscrssisnasvoivan aniosssonsnssssss s igamssessess s sesiasaus Ssvanarsisessassois bogssimpavsssinsvios sismisesemisssas 22
2.7 PrOPErEY RIBITS sevuvnsssmvemusmoniorsnesmssesassmsssuims s s o s eon 55 o es s 0h Ao R s ¥ e o3 22
2.8. Duty to Provide INfOrmation ...... .o eiiii ettt 22
2.9. INSPECLiON AN ENLIY ....ccioiriirreinncersnnsasesssrisiossaransssssessonssesasinsbessonsssasnassessnsnnasssanssnsassnsassssomsnsassnrassns 23
2.10. Monitoring and RECOFMS .sisssissssusssnsossdemminsasssssussssssdonsessmvsssanenssnssssiaes omssssss s sansssaosmssmsossonssassneshers 23
2.11: Signatory REQUITEIMIBIL .. cosemmmuenisnononnyssurisssniisnssasoi s e siesmtsssmass s e s sy Soa Ee sy SRS e s oSS E AR 23
2.12. Reporting REQUITEMEBNTS ... ..ttt e et e e e b e s et n e e e st e e e easeaeesasaaeans 24
203, BYDASS iiisssvimvomieisisimesisnnisess it m o S o sas s Ry VA LR S e e DS s AR S S Y A ST v S msti mman 25
.01 17 TN U o L - U Sy B0 e O HOP GO ST SO O ST S 26
3. BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES PLAN (BMPP) REQUIREMENTS .........ccomriimmrecnreeiieeesssnneeecnneas 28
o o T o] T S A 28
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SECTION 1

EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING
REQUIREMENTS



1.
1.1:

Compliance Monitoring Locations (Outfalls)
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The following table lists the outfalls authorized by this permit, the location and description of each, and the DOW assigned KPDES outfall number:

TABLE 1.
O;l‘t:all Outfall Type Latitude (N) | Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall

Current- Discharge from the Secondary Lagoon which contains flows from
the following: Cooling tower blowdown, coal pile runoff, FGD wastewater,
low volume waste, ash sluice water, chemical and nonchemical metal
cleaning wastewater, and stormwater
Ash Pond Dewatering-The ash pond will be decanted and pumped to the

001 External 38°42'9.1" 83°48’52.8” Ohio River Secondary Lagoon. The discharge will contain all the flows mentioned
above.
Future- Discharge from the Secondary Lagoon which contains flows from
the following: Cooling tower blowdown, coal pile runoff, treated FGD
wastewater, low volume waste, chemical and nonchemical metal cleaning
wastewater, stormwater and new water mass balance pond

002 Internal 38°41'59.4” 83°48'46.3” Outfall 001 Unit #1 Cooling Tower Blowdown

003 Internal 38°41'59.6” 83°48’46.3” Outfall 001 Unit #2 Cooling Tower Blowdown

004 Internal Varies Varies Outfall 001 Chemical Metal Cleaning Wastewater

005 External 38°42'9.8” 83°48'59.3” Ohio River Emergency Coal Pile Runoff

006 External 38°42'7.9” 83°48'50.4” Ohio River Stormwater Runoff

007 External 38°42'0.2" 83°48'46.9” Ohio River Reverse Osmosis Reject

008 External 38°41'9.01” 83°49'46.76" UT to Lawrence Creek Coal Combustion Residual Landfill Leachate and Stormwater Runoff

009 External 38°42'9.6” 83°48'23.5” Plant Intake from Ohio River Raw Water Intake

010 Internal 38°41'59.5” 83°48'47.9” Outfall 001 Unit #3 Cooling Tower Blowdown

Tier 1 - Coal Combustion Residual Landfill Stormwater Runoff

i Eoctaciyt] il Mok aad Ut e lanirenion ek Tier 2- Coal Combustion Residual Landfill Leachate and Stormwater Runoff

012 Internal 38°41'51.5” 83°48’39.56” Outfall 001 Unit #4 Cooling Tower Blowdown

013 Internal 38°42'06.7” 83°49'22.3” Outfall 001 FGD Wastewater

00A External N/AY N/A! Ohio River Stormwater from Road west of Coal Storage Area

00B External N/A N/A? Ohio River Stormwater from area around Fuel Oil Tanks

00C External N/A N/A? Ohio River Stormwater from area around Waste Water Treatment
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TABLE 1.
Outfall )
No Outfall Type Latitude (N) | Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
00D External N/A N/A? Ohio River Stormwater from Unit 1 and 2 Cooling Towers
(0]0]3 External N/A? N/A? Ohio River Stormwater from Unit 3 and 4 Cooling Towers and Acid storage tanks
Railroad tracks and d
00F Externai N/A! N/A! Ohio River Stormwater from area between Ash Pond and Railroad tracks and roa
west of Ash Pond
00G External N/A? N/Al Lawrence Creek Stormwater from main Entrance Road
O0H External N/A? N/A! Lawrence Creek Stormwater from Road south Coal Storage Area
00l External N/A! N/A! UT to Lawrence Creek Stormwater from north Haul Road drainage
00J External N/A! N/A! Lawrence Creek Stormwater from east Haul Road drainage
00K External N/A N/A! UT to Lawrence Creek Stormwater from landfill access road
ooL External N/A? N/A! UT to Lawrence Creek Stormwater from landfill access road

These outfall represent drainage areas for stormwater that are to be covered under BMP’s. Plant Drainage Area Map can be found in the KPDES application

1.2.
1.2.1.

Outfall 001 will undergo operational changes as the facility transitions from existing conditions of an active ash pond to proposed conditions of a process water
basin. To accomplish this, the ash pond will be dewatered and closed. To capture the transition, effluent limitations tables have been developed for three phases.
Please note that the permittee shall notify the Division of Water, Surface Water Permits Branch at least 30 days prior to commencement of dewatering operations.

Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

Outfall 001

The permittee shall also notify the Division of Water, Surface Water Permits Branch at least 30 days prior to when dewatering operations are complete.

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit or commencement of Ash Pond dewatering, discharges from Outfall 001 shall comply

with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 2.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily st Monthly D?lly Maximum Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A Report 110 N/A 2/Month Grab
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 30.0 78.9 N/A 2/Month Grab
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TABLE 2.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Moinlinssiin Monthly D;.nly Niksckim s Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 8.9 11.9 N/A 2/Month Grab
pH SU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 2/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.307 Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/kg dry 3 .
| (Fish Tissue) welaht N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 8.6 @) A
Total Recoverable Thallium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Acute WET! TUa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.00 1/Year ?

WET — Whole Effluent Toxicity

2Two (2) discrete grab samples shall be collected 12 hours apart

3Should the monthly average concentration of Total Recoverable Selenium exceed 0.307 mg/I, see permit Section 5.10 for additional requirements.

There shall be no discharge of pollutants in bottom or fly ash transport water generated on and after December 31, 2023.
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Upon commencement of Ash Pond dewatering and lasting through the term of this permit or completion of Ash Pond dewatering, discharges from Outfall 001
shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 3.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units IXI‘::::;IZ M:::::. - Wt l\::;:;l;l: Mali?:'l'yu - - Frequency Sample Type
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A Report 110 N/A 2/Month Grab
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 30.0 78.9 N/A 2/Month Grab
Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 8.9 11.9 N/A 2/Month Grab
pH SuU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 2/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/I N/A N/A N/A 0.307 Report N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium me/kg
(Fish Tissue) W:irgyht N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 8.6 ) *)
Hardness (as mg/l CaCOs) mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Antimony? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 9.27 Report N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Arsenic! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.31 0.31 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Beryllium?! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 6.60 Report N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Cadmium? mg/I N/A N/A N/A 0.0081 0.0081 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Chromium? mg/I N/A N/A N/A 164.4 Report N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Copper! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.047 0.047 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Lead! mg/I N/A N/A N/A 0.020 0.020 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Mercury! mg/I N/A N/A N/A 0.000046 0.0013 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Nickel! mg/I N/A N/A N/A 1.37 1.37 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Silver? mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 0.037 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Thallium!? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.40 0.40 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Zinc! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.35 0.35 N/A 1/Month Grab
Acute WET? TUa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.00 1/Month )
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TABLE 3.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units l‘\\n‘::er:tal;lz " :::‘I"yu - Mitimuis I;\n:er:tat;lz M:::'I‘\:‘ - Masirum Frequency Sample Type

The Monthly Average and Daily Maximum concentrations for these pollutants are not effluent limitations, but water quality triggers that, if exceeded for two (2) consecutive
months, require permittee action. See the Best Management Practices Plan Section - Additional BMP Conditions Subsection for additional requirements related to these triggers.

2WET — Whole Effluent Toxicity
3Two (2) discrete grab samples shall be collected 12 hours apart

“Should the monthly average concentration of Total Recoverable Selenium exceed 0.307 mg/|, see permit Section 5.10 for additional requirements.

There shall be no discharge of pollutants in bottom or fly ash transport water generated on and after December 31, 2023.
Upon completion of Ash Pond dewatering and water mass balance pond is operational and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 001
shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 4,
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily s, Monthly Da.:ily P Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A Report 110 N/A 2/Month Grab
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 30.0 66.7 N/A 2/Month Grab

Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 6.0 8.0 N/A 2/Month Grab

pH SuU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 2/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.307 Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/kg dry 5 e

(Fish Tissue) weight NiA N/A N/A N/A NfA D5 ) )
Total Recoverable Thallium mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Acute WET! TUa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.00 1/Year )

'WET — Whole Effluent Toxicity

>Two (2) discrete grab samples shall be collected 12 hours apart

3Should the monthly average concentration of Total Recoverable Selenium exceed 0.307 mg/l, see permit Section 5.10 for additional requirements.
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TABLE 4.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units hAll;r::;IZ Mali?:‘yu . Minimum m:::::: M::'i‘l‘yum Maximum Frequency Sample Type

There shall be no discharge of pollutants in bottom or fly ash transport water generated on and after December 31, 2023.

1.2.2. Outfall 002

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 002 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 5.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Minimum Monthly Daily Maximum Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Free Available Chlorine! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.5 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Total Residual Oxidants* mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 0.2 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Oxidant Discharge Time? Min/unit/day N/A N/A N/A N/A 120 N/A 1/Occurrence? Log
Total Chromium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.2 N/A 1/Year Grab
Total Zinc? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Year Grab
Priority Pollutants'® No Detectable Amount 1/Year Calculated®

'Sampling of cooling tower blowdown must be taken at the nearest accessible point prior to discharge to or mixing with the receiving waters or wastestreams from other

outfalls.

“The measurement frequency “Occurrence” means during periods of chlorination or oxidation addition to cooling water, but no more frequent than once per week.

3The sample type ‘Multiple Grab’ means grab samples collected at the approximate beginning of oxidant discharge and once every fifteen (15) minutes thereafter until the end

of the oxidant discharge.

“The term Total Residual Oxidants (TRO) means the value obtained by using the amperometric titration or DPD methods for Total Residual Chlorine described in 40 CFR Part

136. In the event of addition of an oxidant other than Chlorine, the permittee shall receive prior approval from the DOW permitting staff before the initial use. TRO monitoring

and limits only apply if the applicant chooses to utilize an oxidant other than Chlorine.

>Priority Pollutants are those contained in chemicals added for cooling tower maintenance and shall be monitored annually by grab sample or by engineering calculations. The
results of the analyses/engineering calculations shall be totaled and reported as a single concentration on the DMR. The laboratory bench sheets/engineering or electronic
equivalent calculations showing the results for each pollutant shall be attached to the DMR. The term priority pollutants means the 126 priority pollutants listed in 40 CFR Part
423 Appendix A except total chromium and total zinc.
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TABLE 5.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
: Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units :Il:;:&;l: Mal:::‘:yu . Minimum l;n‘:::t:;l: M:(T:,Il. - Maximum Frequency Sample Type

éCompliance with the limitations, for the 126 priority pollutants, in paragraph (b)(10) of 40 CFR 423.15 may be determined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that
the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine or oxidants may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in
any plant may discharge free available chlorine or total residual chlorine or oxidants at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the DOW that the units in a particular
location cannot operate at or below this level of chlorination or oxidant addition.

1.2.3. Outfall 003

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 003 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 6.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic _Units Monthly Di:nly Mibinum Monthly D?lly Maximbn Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Free Available Chlorine! mg/I N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.5 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Total Residual Oxidants'* mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 0.2 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Oxidant Discharge Time? Min/unit/day N/A N/A N/A N/A 120 N/A 1/Occurrence? Log
Total Chromium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.2 N/A 1/Year Grab
Total Zinc? mg/! N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Year Grab
Priority Pollutants®® No Detectable Amount 1/Year Calculated®

1Sampling of cooling tower blowdown must be taken at the nearest accessible point prior to discharge to or mixing with the receiving waters or wastestreams from other
outfalls.

’The measurement frequency “Occurrence” means during periods of chlorination or oxidation addition to cooling water, but no more frequent than once per week.

3The sample type ‘Multiple Grab’ means grab samples collected at the approximate beginning of oxidant discharge and once every fifteen (15) minutes thereafter until the end
of the oxidant discharge.

“The term Total Residual Oxidants (TRO) means the value obtained by using the amperometric titration or DPD methods for Total Residual Chlorine described in 40 CFR Part
136. In the event of addition of an oxidant other than Chlorine, the permittee shall receive prior approval from the DOW permitting staff before the initial use. TRO monitoring
and limits only apply if the applicant chooses to utilize an oxidant other than Chlorine.
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TABLE 6.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units l:\n‘:::l:ey " :(?::{, . Minimum lxl‘z::l;l: Ma[::ri'lxl ~ Maximum Frequency Sample Type

*Priority Pollutants are those contained in chemicals added for cooling tower maintenance and shall be monitored annually by grab sample or by engineering calculations. The
results of the analyses/engineering calculations shall be totaled and reported as a single concentration on the DMR. The laboratory bench sheets/engineering or electronic
equivalent calculations showing the results for each pollutant shall be attached to the DMR. The term priority pollutants means the 126 priority pollutants listed in 40 CFR Part
423 Appendix A except total chromium and total zinc.

fCompliance with the limitations, for the 126 priority pollutants, in paragraph (b)(10) of 40 CFR 423.15 may be determined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that
the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine or oxidants may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in
any plant may discharge free available chlorine or total residual chlorine or oxidants at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the DOW that the units in a particular
location cannot operate at or below this level of chlorination or oxidant addition.

1.2.4. Outfall 004

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 004 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 7.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
v - . - =
ffluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Minimum Monthly D?uly T e Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Batch! Instantaneous
Total Recoverable Copper mg/| N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Batch? Grab
Total Recoverable Iron mg/I N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Batch?! Grab

IMonitoring shall be conducted once per metal cleaning operation.




1.2.5. Outfall 005

KPDES Permit KY0022250

Page 13

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 005 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 8.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units IXI\::;I;IZ o al:(:i'l'yu . Minimum xl\z:;l;lz Mal::ri'lx‘ . Maximam Frequency Sample Type

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Discharge Instantaneous
Total Suspended Solids mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report 50 N/A 1/Discharge Grab
pH SU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Discharge Grab
Hardness (as mg/l CaCO3) mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Arsenic mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Cadmium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Chromium mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Copper mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Lead, mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Mercury ng/l N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Nickel mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Silver mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Zinc mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab

The monitoring frequency for this outfall is once per discharge, but no more frequent than once per quarter. Should more than one discharge occur during a given quarter the
permittee will be responsible for collection at least one of those discharges.
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Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 006 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 9.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly D?ily e — Monthly D?lly S Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Quarter Instantaneous
Settleable Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 10 15 N/A 1/Quarter Grab
pH SuU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Quarter Grab

1.2.7. Outfall 007

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 007 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 10.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Da.:ily Minimum Monthly Da.:ily Wsadirat Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Quarter Instantaneous
Dissolved Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
pH Su N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Thallium ug/l N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
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Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 008 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 11.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
i mple T
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Minkissiinn Monthly D:.ally Mt Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Month Instantaneous
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 30.0 100.0 N/A 1/Month Grab
Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 15.0 20.0 N/A 1/Month Grab
pH SU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Thallium ug/l N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium ug/! N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/kg dry
Y 1
(Fish Tissue) welght N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Report 1/Year )

ISee Section 5.11 of the permit for additional requirements.

1.2.9. Outfall 009

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 009 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 12.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Sissum Monthly D?ily Mtisss Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Daily Grab
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A Daily Grab

1 : H =

Conling Water ltake palil N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Report? 1/Week Inspection?

Inspection Pass=0

and operated.

!'Weekly monitoring of the cooling water intake system shall be performed, during the period the cooling water intake structure is in operation, to ensure that the design and
construction technology required by §125.94 (i.e., intake flow commensurate with closed cycle cooling) is functioning as designed and are being appropriately maintained
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TABLE 12.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units l:l‘:r::;l: " ;?:,I:, i P xl‘::er:tahglz M::,i:,yum Slisod it Frequency Sample Type

2If the intake flow through the screen is not commensurate with closed cycle cooling a “1” is to be reported. If intake flow is commensurate with closed cycle cooling “0” is to
be reported

3This inspection may take the form of either visual inspections or the use of remote monitoring devices.

1.2.10. Outfall 010

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 010 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 13.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Wbt Monthly Da_nly Mo Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Free Available Chlorine! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.5 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Total Residual Oxidants* mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 0.2 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Oxidant Discharge Time! Min/unit/day N/A N/A N/A N/A 120 N/A 1/Occurrence? Log
Total Chromium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.2 N/A 1/Year Grab
Total Zinc? mg/I N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Year Grab
Priority Pollutants'® No Detectable Amount 1/Year Calculated®

1Sampling of cooling tower blowdown must be taken at the nearest accessible point prior to discharge to or mixing with the receiving waters or wastestreams from other
outfalls.

’The measurement frequency “Occurrence” means during periods of chlorination or oxidation addition to cooling water, but no more frequent than once per week.

3The sample type ‘Multiple Grab’ means grab samples collected at the approximate beginning of oxidant discharge and once every fifteen (15) minutes thereafter until the end
of the oxidant discharge.

“The term Total Residual Oxidants (TRO) means the value obtained by using the amperometric titration or DPD methods for Total Residual Chlorine described in 40 CFR Part
136. In the event of addition of an oxidant other than Chlorine, the permittee shall receive prior approval from the DOW permitting staff before the initial use. TRO monitoring
and limits only apply if the applicant chooses to utilize an oxidant other than Chlorine.

SPriority Pollutants are those contained in chemicals added for cooling tower maintenance and shall be monitored annually by grab sample or by engineering calculations. The
results of the analyses/engineering calculations shall be totaled and reported as a single concentration on the DMR. The laboratory bench sheets/engineering or electronic
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TABLE 13.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
; ; - Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units T\:;:I:ey M:::,yu - Minimum T,:::::Z " al:))(a::'yu - Maximum Frequency Sample Type

equivalent calculations showing the results for each pollutant shall be attached to the DMR. The term priority pollutants means the 126 priority pollutants listed in 40 CFR Part
423 Appendix A except total chromium and total zinc.

fCompliance with the limitations, for the 126 priority pollutants, in paragraph (b)(10) of 40 CFR 423.15 may be determined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that
the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine or oxidants may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in
any plant may discharge free available chlorine or total residual chlorine or oxidants at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the DOW that the units in a particular
location cannot operate at or below this level of chlorination or oxidant addition.

1.2.11. Outfall 011 Tier 1

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit or until land leachate starts discharging through this outfall, discharges from Outfall
011 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 14,
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily M Monthly D;.nly Mssdiom Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Quarter Instantaneous
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 100.0 N/A 1/Quarter Grab
pH SuU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Quarter Grab

1.2.12. Outfall 011 Tier 2

Once landfill leachate starts discharging through this outfall and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 011 shall comply with the
following effluent limitations. The permittee shall notify the Division of Water, Surface Water Permits Branch at least 30 days prior to commencement of land fill
leachate discharging through outfall 011 requesting to switch to the Tier 2 limits
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TABLE 15.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
“ Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units l‘\\n‘:::tal:z M:::,‘:, - Minkiniom :n:et:tal;lz M:(?,I,Ix, - T Frequency Sample Type
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Month Instantaneous
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 30.0 100.0 N/A 1/Month Grab
Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 15.0 20.0 N/A 1/Month Grab
pH SuU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Month Grab
Hardness (as mg/l CaCOs) mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Antimony mg/! N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Arsenic mg/! N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Beryllium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Cadmium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Chromium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Copper mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Lead mg/! N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Mercury mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Nickel mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Silver mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Thallium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Zinc mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
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Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from OQutfall 012 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 16.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily L Monthly Daily Sk Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Free Available Chlorine? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.5 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Total Residual Oxidants'* mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 0.2 N/A 1/Occurrence’ Multiple Grab?
Oxidant Discharge Time? Min/unit/day N/A N/A N/A N/A 120 N/A 1/Occurrence? Log
Total Chromium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.2 N/A 1/Year Grab
Total Zinc! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Year Grab
Priority Pollutants'® No Detectable Amount 1/Year Calculated®

1Sampling of cooling tower blowdown must be taken at the nearest accessible point prior to discharge to or mixing with the receiving waters or wastestreams from other
outfalls.

’The measurement frequency “Occurrence” means during periods of chlorination or oxidation addition to cooling water, but no more frequent than once per week.

3The sample type ‘Multiple Grab’ means grab samples collected at the approximate beginning of oxidant discharge and once every fifteen (15) minutes thereafter until the end
of the oxidant discharge.

“The term Total Residual Oxidants (TRO) means the value obtained by using the amperometric titration or DPD methods for Total Residual Chlorine described in 40 CFR Part
136. In the event of addition of an oxidant other than Chlorine, the permittee shall receive prior approval from the DOW permitting staff before the initial use. TRO monitoring
and limits only apply if the applicant chooses to utilize an oxidant other than Chlorine.

SPriority Pollutants are those contained in chemicals added for cooling tower maintenance and shall be monitored annually by grab sample or by engineering calculations. The
results of the analyses/engineering calculations shall be totaled and reported as a single concentration on the DMR. The laboratory bench sheets/engineering or electronic
equivalent calculations showing the results for each pollutant shall be attached to the DMR. The term priority pollutants means the 126 priority pollutants listed in 40 CFR Part
423 Appendix A except total chromium and total zinc.

®Compliance with the limitations, for the 126 priority pollutants, in paragraph (b)(10) of 40 CFR 423.15 may be determined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that
the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine or oxidants may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in
any plant may discharge free available chlorine or total residual chlorine or oxidants at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the DOW that the units in a particular
location cannot operate at or below this level of chlorination or oxidant addition.
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1.2.15. Outfall 013

Beginning on December 1, 2023 and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfall 013 shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 17.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly D?lly PR Monthly D?I'V P Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Month Instantaneous
Total Recoverable Arsenic ug/l N/A N/A N/A 8 11 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Mercury ng/l N/A N/A N/A 356 788 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium ug/! N/A N/A N/A 12 23 N/A 1/Month Grab
Nitrate/nitrite as N mg/I N/A N/A N/A 4.4 17.0 N/A 1/Month Grab

1.2.16. Outfalls 00A, 00B, 00C, 00D, 00OE, 00F, 00G, 00H, 00l, 00J, 00K, and OOL

Beginning on the effective date and lasting through the term of this permit, discharges from Outfalls 00A, 00B, 00C, 00D, 0O0E, 00F, 00G, 00H, 00l, 00J, 00K, and
00L shall comply with the following effluent limitations:

TABLE 18.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Da-uly Miteshseacs Monthly Dz.uly Masdmian Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Due to the absence of any industrial processes, equipment or storage areas being located within the areas served by theses outfalls, the DOW has determined that
implementation of BMPs would be the most effective approach for controlling pollutants from these areas. The BMP Plan shall specifically mention controls and practices
| used to control or abate the discharge of pollutants in stormwater discharges from these outfalls.

1.3. Standard Effluent Requirements

The discharges to Waters of the Commonwealth shall not produce floating solids, visible foam or a visible sheen on the surface of the receiving waters.
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SECTION 2

STANDARD CONDITIONS
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2. STANDARD CONDITIONS
The following conditions apply to all KPDES permits.
2.1 Duty to Comply

The permittee must comply with all conditions of this permit. Any permit noncompliance constitutes a
violation of KRS Chapter 224 and is grounds for enforcement action; for permit termination, revocation
and reissuance, or modification; or denial of a permit renewal application. Any person who violates
applicable statutes or who fails to perform any duty imposed, or who violates any determination, permit,
administrative regulation, or order of the Cabinet promulgated pursuant thereto shall be liable for a civil
penalty as provided at KRS 224.99.010.

2.2, Duty to Reapply

If the permittee wishes to continue an activity regulated by this permit after the expiration date of this
permit, the permittee must apply for a new permit.

2.3. Need to Halt or Reduce Activity Not a Defense

It shall not be a defense for a permittee in an enforcement action that it would have been necessary to
halt or reduce the permitted activity in order to maintain compliance with the conditions of this permit.

2.4. Duty to Mitigate

The permittee shall take all reasonable steps to minimize or prevent any discharge or sludge use or
disposal in violation of this permit which has a reasonable likelihood of adversely affecting human health
or the environment.

2.5. Proper Operation and Maintenance

The permittee shall at all times properly operate and maintain all facilities and systems of treatment and
control (and related appurtenances) which are installed or used by the permittee to achieve compliance
with the conditions of this permit. Proper operation and maintenance also includes adequate laboratory
controls and appropriate quality assurance procedures. This provision requires the operation of back-up
or auxiliary facilities or similar systems which are installed by a permittee only when the operation is
necessary to achieve compliance with the conditions of the permit.

2.6. Permit Actions

This permit may be modified, revoked and reissued, or terminated for cause. The filing of a request by the
permittee for a permit modification, revocation and reissuance, or termination, or a notification of
planned changes or anticipated noncompliance does not stay any permit condition.

2.7. Property Rights
This permit does not convey any property rights of any sort, or any exclusive privilege.
2.8. Duty to Provide Information

The permittee shall furnish to the Director, within a reasonable time, any information which the Director
may request to determine whether cause exists for modifying, revoking and reissuing, or terminating this
permit or to determine compliance with this permit. The permittee shall also furnish to the Director upon
request, copies of records required to be kept by this permit.



KPDES Permit KY0022250 Page 23

2.9. Inspection and Entry

The permittee shall allow the Director, or an authorized representative (including an authorized
contractor acting as a representative of the Administrator), upon presentation of credentials and other
documents as may be required by law, to:

(1) Enter upon the permittee's premises where a regulated facility or activity is located or conducted, or
where records must be kept under the conditions of this permit;

(2) Have access to and copy, at reasonable times, any records that must be kept under the conditions of
this permit;

(3) Inspect at reasonable times any facilities, equipment (including monitoring and control equipment),
practices, or operations regulated or required under this permit; and

(4) Sample or monitor at reasonable times, for the purposes of assuring permit compliance or as otherwise
authorized by the Clean Water Act, any substances or parameters at any location.

2.10. Monitoring and Records

(1) Samples and measurements taken for the purpose of monitoring shall be representative of the
monitored activity.

(2) Except for records of monitoring information required by this permit related to the permittee's sewage
sludge use and disposal activities, which shall be retained for a period of at least five (5) years (or longer
as required by 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(10) [40 CFR 503]), the permittee shall retain records of all
monitoring information, including all calibration and maintenance records and all original strip chart
recordings for continuous monitoring instrumentation, copies of all reports required by this permit, and
records of all data used to complete the application for this permit, for a period of at least three (3) years
from the date of the sample, measurement, report or application. This period may be extended by request
of the Director at any time.

(3) Records of monitoring information shall include:

a) The date, exact place, and time of sampling or measurements;

b) The individual(s) who performed the sampling or measurements;
c) The date(s) analyses were performed;

d) The individual(s) who performed the analyses;

e) The analytical techniques or methods used; and

f) The results of such analyses.

(4) Monitoring must be conducted according to test procedures approved under 401 KAR 5:065, Section
2(8) [40 CFR 136] unless another method is required under 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(9) or (10) [40 CFR
subchapters N or O].

(5) KRS 224.99-010 provides that any person who knowingly violates KRS 224.70-110 or other enumerated
statutes, or who knowingly renders inaccurate any monitoring device or method required to be
maintained under this permit shall be guilty of a Class D felony and, upon conviction, shall be punished by
a fine of not more than $25,000, or by imprisonment for not less than one (1) year and not more than five
(5) years, or by both fine and imprisonment for each separate violation.. Each day upon which a violation
occurs shall constitute a separate violation..

2.11. Signatory Requirement

(1) All applications, reports, or information submitted to the Director shall be signed and certified
pursuant to 401 KAR 5:060, Section 4 [40 CFR 122.22].
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(2) KRS 224.99-010 provides that any person who knowingly provides false information in any document
filed or required to be maintained under KRS Chapter 224 shall be guilty of a Class D felony and upon
conviction thereof, shall be punished by a fine not to exceed twenty-five thousand dollars ($25,000), or
by imprisonment, or by fine and imprisonment, for each separate violation. Each day upon which a
violation occurs shall constitute a separate violation.

2.12. Reporting Requirements
2.12.1. Planned Changes

The permittee shall give notice to the Director as soon as possible of any planned physical alterations or
additions to the permitted facility. Notice is required only when:

(1) The alteration or addition to a permitted facility may meet one (1) of the criteria for determining
whether a facility is a new source in KRS 224.16-050 [40 CFR 122.29(b)]; or

(2) The alteration or addition could significantly change the nature or increase the quantity of pollutants
discharged. This notification applies to pollutants which are subject neither to effluent limitations in the
permit, nor to notification requirements under KRS 224.16-050 [40 CFR 122.42(a)(1)].

(3) The alteration or addition results in a significant change in the permittee's sludge use or disposal
practices, and such alteration, addition, or change may justify the application of permit conditions that
are different from or absent in the existing permit, including notification of additional use or disposal sites
not reported during the permit application process or not reported pursuant to an approved land
application plan.

2.12.2. Anticipated Noncompliance

The permittee shall give advance notice to the Director of any planned changes in the permitted facility
or activity which may result in noncompliance with permit requirements.

2.12.3. Transfers

This permit is not transferable to any person except after notice to the Director. The Director may require
modification or revocation and reissuance of the permit to change the name of the permittee and
incorporate such other requirements as may be necessary under KRS 224 [CWA; see 40 CFR 122.61; in
some cases, modification or revocation and reissuance is mandatory].

2.12.4. Monitoring Reports
Monitoring results shall be reported at the intervals specified elsewhere in this permit.

(1) Monitoring results must be reported on a Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) or forms provided or
specified by the Director for reporting results of monitoring of sludge use or disposal practices.

(2) If the permittee monitors any pollutant more frequently than required by the permit using test
procedures approved under 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(8) [40 CFR 136], or another method required for an
industry-specific waste stream under 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(9) or (10) [40 CFR subchapters N or O], the
results of such monitoring shall be included in the calculation and reporting of the data submitted in the
DMR or sludge reporting form specified by the Director.

(3) Calculations for all limitations which require averaging of measurements shall utilize an arithmetic mean
unless otherwise specified by the Director in the permit.
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2.12.5. Compliance Schedules

Reports of compliance or noncompliance with, or any progress reports on, interim and final requirements
contained in any compliance schedule of this permit shall be submitted no later than fourteen (14) days
following each schedule date.

2.12.6. Twenty-four-Hour Reporting

(1) The permittee shall report any noncompliance which may endanger health or the environment. Any
information shall be provided orally within twenty-four (24) hours from the time the permittee becomes
aware of the circumstances. A written submission shall also be provided within 5 days of the time the
permittee becomes aware of the circumstances. The written submission shall contain a description of the
noncompliance and its cause; the period of noncompliance, including exact dates and times, and if the
noncompliance has not been corrected, the anticipated time it is expected to continue; and steps taken
or planned to reduce, eliminate, and prevent reoccurrence of the noncompliance.

(2) The following shall be included as information which must be reported within twenty-four (24) hours
under this paragraph.

a) Any unanticipated bypass which exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit. (See §122.41(g))

b) Any upset which exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit.

c) Violation of a maximum daily discharge limitation for any of the pollutants listed by the Director
in the permit to be reported within twenty-four (24) hours.

(3) The Director may waive the written report on a case-by-case basis under 40 CFR 122.41 (1), if the oral
report has been received within twenty-four (24) hours.

2.12.7. Other Noncompliance

The permittee shall report all instances of noncompliance not reported under Sections 2.12.1, 2.12 .4,
2.12.5and 2.12.6, at the time monitoring reports are submitted. The reports shall contain the information
listed in Section 2.12.6.

2.12.8. Other Information

Where the permittee becomes aware that it failed to submit any relevant facts in a permit application, or
submitted incorrect information in a permit application or in any report to the Director, it shall promptly
submit such facts or information.

2.13. Bypass
2.13.1. Definitions
(1) Bypass means the intentional diversion of waste streams from any portion of a treatment facility.

(2) Severe property damage means substantial physical damage to property, damage to the treatment
facilities which causes them to become inoperable, or substantial and permanent loss of natural resources
which can reasonably be expected to occur in the absence of a bypass. Severe property damage does not
mean economic loss caused by delays in production.

2.13.2. Bypass Not Exceeding Limitations

The permittee may allow any bypass to occur which does not cause effluent limitations to be exceeded,
but only if it also is for essential maintenance to assure efficient operation. These bypasses are not subject
to the provisions of Section 2.13.3 and 2.13.4.
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2.13.3. Notice

(1) Anticipated bypass. If the permittee knows in advance of the need for a bypass, it shall submit prior notice, if
possible at least ten (10) days before the date of the bypass.

(2) Unanticipated bypass. The permittee shall submit notice of an unanticipated bypass as required in
Section 2.12.6.

2.13.4. Prohibition of Bypass

(1) Bypass is prohibited, and the Director may take enforcement action against a permittee for bypass,
unless:

a) Bypass was unavoidable to prevent loss of life, personal injury, or severe property damage;

b) There were no feasible alternatives to the bypass, such as the use of auxiliary treatment facilities,
retention of untreated wastes, or maintenance during normal periods of equipment downtime.
This condition is not satisfied if adequate back-up equipment should have been installed in the
exercise of reasonable engineering judgment to prevent a bypass which occurred during normal
periods of equipment downtime or preventive maintenance; and

¢) The permittee submitted notices as required under Section 2.13.3.

(2) The Director may approve an anticipated bypass, after considering its adverse effects, if the Director
determines that it will meet the three (3) conditions listed above in Section 2.13.4

2.14. Upset
2.14.1. Definition

Upset means an exceptional incident in which there is unintentional and temporary noncompliance with
technology-based permit effluent limitations because of factors beyond the reasonable control of the
permittee. An upset does not include noncompliance to the extent caused by operational error,
improperly designed treatment facilities, inadequate treatment facilities, lack of preventive maintenance,
or careless or improper operation.

2.14.2. Effect of an Upset

An upset constitutes an affirmative defense to an action brought for noncompliance with such technology-
based permit effluent limitations if the requirements of Section 2.14.3 are met. No determination made
during administrative review of claims that noncompliance was caused by upset, and before an action for
noncompliance, is final administrative action subject to judicial review.

2.14.3. Conditions Necessary for a Demonstration of Upset

A permittee who wishes to establish the affirmative defense of upset shall demonstrate, through properly
signed, contemporaneous operating logs, or other relevant evidence that:

(1) An upset occurred and that the permittee can identify the cause(s) of the upset;
(2) The permitted facility was at the time being properly operated; and

(3) The permittee submitted notice of the upset as required in Section 2.12.6; and
(4) The permittee complied with any remedial measures required under Section 2.4.
2.14.4. Burden of Proof

In any enforcement preceding the permittee seeking to establish the occurrence of an upset has the
burden of proof.



KPDES Permit KY0022250 Page 27

SECTION 3

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES PLAN (BMPP)
REQUIREMENTS
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3. BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES PLAN (BMPP) REQUIREMENTS

The permittee shall develop and implement a Best Management Practices Plan (BMPP) consistent with
401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4).

3.1.  Applicability

These conditions apply to all permittees who use, manufacture, store, handle, or discharge any pollutant
listed as: (1) toxic under Section 307(a)(1) of the Clean Water Act; (2) oil, as defined in Section 311(a)(1) of
the Act; (3) any pollutant listed as hazardous under Section 311 of the Act; or (4) is defined as a pollutant
pursuant to KRS 224.1-010(35) and who have operations which could result in (1) the release of a hazardous
substance, pollutant, or contaminant, or (2) an environmental emergency, as defined in KRS 224.1-400, as
amended, or any regulation promulgated pursuant thereto (hereinafter, the "BMP pollutants"). These
operations include material storage areas; plant site runoff; in-plant transfer, process and material handling
areas; loading and unloading operations, and sludge and waste disposal areas.

3.2, Plan

The permittee shall develop and implement a BMPP consistent with 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) pursuant
to KRS 224.70-110, which prevents or minimizes the potential for the release of "BMP pollutants" from
ancillary activities through site runoff; spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal; or drainage from raw
material storage.

3.3. Implementation

The permittee shall implement the BMPP upon of the commencement of regulated activity. Modifications
to the plan as a result of ineffectiveness or plan changes to the facility shall be implemented as soon as
possible.

3.4. General Requirements

The BMPP shall:

(1) Be documented in narrative form, and shall include any necessary plot plans, drawings, or maps.
(2) Establish specific objectives for the control of toxic and hazardous pollutants.

a. Each facility component or system shall be examined for its potential for causing a release of "BMP
pollutants" due to equipment failure, improper operation, natural phenomena such as rain or
snowfall, etc.

b. Where experience indicates a reasonable potential for equipment failure (e.g., a tank overflow or
leakage), natural condition (e.g., precipitation), or other circumstances which could result in a
release of "BMP pollutants”, the plan should include a prediction of the direction, rate of flow,
and total quantity of the pollutants which could be released from the facility as result of each
condition or circumstance.

(3) Establish specific BMPs to meet the objectives identified under paragraph b of this section, addressing
each component or system capable of causing a release of "BMP pollutants".

(4) Include any special conditions established in part b of this section.
(5) Be reviewed by engineering staff and the site manager.
3.5. Specific Requirements

The plan shall be consistent with the general guidance contained in the publication entitled "NPDES Best
Management Practices Guidance Document"”, and shall include the following baseline BMPs as a minimum:

(1) BMP Committee
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(2)  Reporting of BMP Incidents

(3) Risk Identification and Assessment
(4) Employee Training

(5) Inspections and Records

(6) Preventive Maintenance

(7) Good Housekeeping

(8) Materials Compatibility

(9) Security

(10) Materials Inventory

3.6. SPCC Plans

The BMPP may reflect requirements for Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) plans under
Section 311 of the Act and 40 CFR Part 151, and may incorporate any part of such plans into the BMPP by
reference.

3.7. Hazardous Waste Management

The permittee shall assure the proper management of solids and hazardous waste in accordance with the
regulations promulgated under the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act of 1978 (RCRA) (40 U.S.C. 6901 et seq.) Management practices required under RCRA
regulations shall be referenced in the BMP plan.

3.8. Documentation

The permittee shall maintain a copy of the BMPP at the facility and shall make the plan available upon
request to EEC personnel.

3.9. BMP Plan Modification

The permittee shall modify the BMPP whenever there is a change in the facility or change in the operation
of the facility that materially increases the potential for the release of “BMP pollutants”.

3.10. Modification for Ineffectiveness

The BMPs and the BMPP shall be reviewed and appropriate modifications implemented to utilize other
practicable measures if any of the following events occur:

(1) As a result of either a fixed or episodic event-driven evaluation, the permittee determines the selected
BMPs are not achieving the established performance benchmarks;

(2) As a result of a notice of deficiency from an evaluation or inspection by Cabinet personnel; or

(3) Arelease to the environment/beyond secondary containment of any petroleum-based product, toxic or
hazardous substance.

3.11. Periodically Discharged Wastewater Not Specifically Covered By Effluent Conditions

The permittee shall include in this BMP plan procedures and controls necessary for the handling of
periodically discharged wastewaters such as intake screen backwash, meter calibration, fire protection,
hydrostatic testing water, water associated with demolition projects, etc.

3.12. Additional BMP Conditions during Dewatering
3.12.1. BMP Evaluation Triggers

Water Quality Trigger: The monthly average and daily maximum discharge concentrations for the listed
metals in table 3 are triggers that once exceeded for two (2) consecutive months requires the permittee
to initiate an evaluation of the currently employed BMP’s related to dewatering.
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WET Trigger: The permittee shall review the BMPs currently employed, related to dewatering, when the
findings of a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE) indicates that one or more of the pollutants monitored
was the toxicant.

3.12.2. Evaluation of BMPs

The permittee shall notify DOW within five (5) days that a BMP evaluation trigger has occurred and within
forty five (45) days shall complete a BMP evaluation.

At a minimum, the findings of this evaluation shall include:

1) A list of known, practicable control measures;

2) The order of implementing identified control measures;

3) Monitoring plans and schedules to support evaluating the effectiveness of each control
measure;

4) A description of decision-making criteria and timelines for evaluating whether a particular
measure has been effective and whether additional or different measures are required;

5) Identification of a process for revising the BMP Plan (BMPP) should data obtained from
monitoring the effectiveness of particular control measures warrant such revisions; and

6) Any proposed changes to the BMPP shall be implemented within 90 days of the finalization of
evaluation.
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SECTION 4

WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY (WET)
TESTING REQUIREMENTS
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4. WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY (WET) TESTING REQUIREMENTS

The permittee shall initiate, within thirty (30) days of the effective date of this permit, or continue the
series of tests described below to evaluate wastewater toxicity of the discharge from Outfall 001.

4.1, Sampling Requirements

Tests shall be conducted on each of two grab samples collected over the period of discharge,(i.e., discrete
sample #1 taken at commencement of discharge, sample #2 taken approximately 12 hours later, sooner if
discharge is expected to cease). The elapsed time between the collection of each grab sample and the
initiation of each test shall not exceed 36 hours.

4.2, Test Requirements

The Acute WET test requirements consists of two 48-hour static non-renewal toxicity tests with water flea
(Ceriodaphnia dubia, Daphnia magna, or Daphnia pulex) and two 48-hour static non-renewal toxicity tests
with fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas) performed on discrete grab samples of 100% effluent (1.00
TU,) at the frequency specified. Testing of each sample shall begin within 36 hours of the collection of that
sample.

4.3. Serial Dilutions

Effluent concentrations for the tests must include the percent effluent required by the permit and at least
four additional effluent concentrations.

For a required percent effluent of 100%, test concentrations shall be 20%, 40%, 60%, 80% and 100%.

For a required percent effluent less than 100% but greater than or equal to 75%, the test concentrations
shall include the required percent effluent, two (2) concentrations below that are based on a 0.5 dilution
factor, and two (2) concentrations above: one (1) at mid-point between 100% and the required percent
effluent, and one (1) at 100% effluent.

For arequired percent effluent less than 75%, test concentrations shall include the required percent effluent,
two (2) concentrations below on a 0.5 dilution factor, and two (2) concentrations above the required percent
effluent based on a 0.5 dilution factor, if possible; otherwise, one (1) at mid-point between 100% and the
required percent effluent, and one (1) at 100% effluent.

Selection of different effluent concentrations must be approved by DOW prior to testing. Controls shall be
conducted concurrently with effluent testing using synthetic water.

4.4, Controls

Control tests shall be conducted concurrent with effluent testing using synthetic water. The analysis will be
deemed reasonable and good only if the minimum control requirements are met.

Any test that does not meet the control acceptability criteria shall be repeated as soon as practicable within
the monitoring period.

Within 30 days prior to initiating an effluent toxicity test, a reference toxicant test must be completed for
the method used; alternatively, the reference toxicant test may be run concurrent with the effluent
toxicity test.

Control survival is 90% or greater in test organisms held in synthetic water.
4.5. Test Methods

All test organisms, procedures, and quality assurance criteria used shall be in accordance with Methods for
Measuring the Acute Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Freshwater and Marine Organisms, EPA-
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821-R-02-012 (5" edition), the most recently published edition of this publication, or as approved in advance
by DOW.

4.6. Reduction to Single Species Testing

After at |east six (6) consecutive passing toxicity tests using both, the water flea and the fathead minnow, a
request for testing with only the most sensitive species may be submitted to DOW. Upon approval, the most
sensitive species may be considered as representative and all subsequent compliance tests may be
conducted using only that species unless directed at any time by DOW to change or revert to both.

4.7. Reporting Requirements

Results of all toxicity tests conducted with any species shall be reported according to the most recent format
provided by DOW (See the Section for Submission of DMRs of this permit). Notification of failed test shall be
made to DOW within five days of test completion. Test reports shall be submitted to DOW within thirty (30)
days of completion. A control chart including the most recent reference toxicant test endpoints for the
effluent test method (minimum of 5, up to 20 if available) shall be part of the report.

4.8. Test Results

If noncompliance occurs in an initial test, the permittee shall repeat the test using new samples. Results of
this second round of testing will be used to evaluate the persistence of the toxic event and the possible need
for a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE).

Noncompliance is demonstrated if the LCsg is less than 100% effluent. If noncompliance occurs in an initial
test, the permittee shall repeat the test using new grab samples collected approximately twelve (12) hours
apart. Sampling must be initiated within ten (10) days of completing the failed test. The second round of
testing shall include both species unless approved for only the most sensitive species by DOW.

4.9.  Accelerated Testing

If the second round of testing also demonstrates noncompliance, the permittee will be required to perform
accelerated testing as specified in the following paragraphs.

Complete four (4) additional rounds of testing to evaluate the frequency and degree of toxicity within
sixty (60) days of completing the second failed round of testing. Results of the initial and second rounds
of testing specified above plus the four (4) additional rounds of testing will be used in deciding if a TRE
shall be required.

If results from any two (2) of six (6) rounds of testing show a significant noncompliance with the Toxicity
limit, i.e., 21.2 times the TU, or results from any four of the six tests show toxicity as defined above, a TRE
will be required.

The permittee shall provide written notification to DOW within five (5) days of completing the accelerated
testing, stating that: (1) toxicity persisted and that a TRE will be initiated; or (2) that toxicity did not persist
and normal testing will resume.

Should toxicity prove not to be persistent during the accelerated testing period, but reoccur within twelve
(12) months of the initial failure at a level > 1.2 times the TU, then a TRE shall be required.

4.10. WETTRE

Having determined that a TRE is required, the permittee shall initiate and/or continue at least monthly
testing with both species until such time as a specific TRE plan is approved by DOW. A TRE plan shall be
developed by the permittee and submitted to DOW within thirty (30) days of determining a TRE is required.
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The plan shall be developed in accordance with the most recent Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
DOW guidance. Questions regarding this process may be submitted to DOW.

The TRE plan shall include Toxic Identification Evaluation (TIE) procedures, treatability studies, and
evaluations of: chemical usage including changes in types, handling and suppliers; operational and process
procedures; housekeeping and maintenance activities; and raw materials. The TRE plan will establish an
implementation schedule to begin immediately upon approval by DOW, to have duration of at least six (6)
months, and not to exceed twenty-four (24) months. The implementation schedule shall include quarterly
progress reports being submitted to DOW, due the last day of the month following each calendar quarter.

Upon completion of the TRE, the permittee shall submit a final report detailing the findings of the TRE and
actions taken or to be taken to prevent the reoccurrence of toxicity. This final report shall include: the
toxicant(s), if any are identified; treatment options; operational changes; and the proposed resolutions
including an implementation schedule not to exceed one-hundred-eighty (180) days.

Should the permittee determine the toxicant(s) and/or a workable treatment prior to the planned
conclusion of the TRE, the permittee will notify DOW within five (5) days of making that determination and
take appropriate actions to implement the solution within one-hundred-eighty (180) days of that
notification.
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SECTION 5

OTHER CONDITIONS
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5. OTHER CONDITIONS
5.1. Schedule of Compliance

The permittee shall attain compliance with all requirements of this permit on the effective date of this permit
unless otherwise stated.

5.2. Other Permits

This permit has been issued under the provisions of KRS Chapter 224 and regulations promulgated
pursuant thereto. Issuance of this permit does not relieve the permittee from the responsibility of
obtaining any other permits or licenses required by this Cabinet and other state, federal, and local
agencies.

5.3. Continuation of Expiring Permit

This permit shall be continued in effect and enforceable after the expiration date of the permit provided
the permittee submits a timely and complete application in accordance with 401 KAR 5:060, Section 2(4).

5.4.  Antidegradation

For those discharges subject to the provisions of 401 KAR 10:030 Section, 1(3)(b)5, the permittee shall
install, operate, and maintain wastewater treatment facilities consistent with those identified in the SDAA
submitted with the KPDES permit application.

5.5. Reopener Clause

This permit shall be modified, or alternatively revoked and reissued, to comply with any applicable
effluent standard or limitation issued or approved in accordance with 401 KAR 5:050 through 5:080, if the
effluent standard or limitation so issued or approved:

(1) Contains different conditions or is otherwise more stringent than any effluent limitation in the
permit; or

(2) Controls any pollutant not limited in the permit.

The permit as modified or reissued under this paragraph shall also contain any other requirements of KRS
Chapter 224 when applicable.

5.6. Cooling Water Additives, FIFRA, and Mollusk Control

The discharge of any product registered under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
(FIFRA) in cooling water which ultimately may be released to the waters of the Commonwealth is prohibited,
except Herbicides, unless specifically identified and authorized by the KPDES permit. In the event the
permittee needs to use a biocide or chemical not previously reported for mollusk control or other purpose,
the permittee shall submit sufficient information, a minimum of thirty (30) days prior to the commencement
of use of said biocides or chemicals to the Division of Water for review and establishment of appropriate
control parameters.

5.7. Outfall Signage
Ohio River

The permittee shall comply with the permanent marker requirements of ORSANCQ’s Pollution Control
Standards.

Other Waterbodies
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This KPDES permit establishes monitoring points, effluent limitations, and other conditions to address
discharges from the permitted facility. In an effort to better document and clarify these locations the
permittee should place and maintain a permanent marker at each of the monitoring locations.

5.8 Cooling Water Intake Requirements
5.8.1 Authority to Operate

The permittee shall at all times properly operate and maintain all water intake facilities. The permittee
shall give advance notice to the Division of any planned changes in the location, design, operation, or
capacity of the intake structure. The permittee is authorized to use the cooling water intake system
which consists of the following:

Spurlock Station Cooling Water Intake Structure is located at N 38°42°09” W 83°48’23” on the south bank
of the Ohio River, which has a 7Qi, flow of 10,600 cfs. The cooling water intake structure is a single wet
well that houses five pumps, three for the Spurlock Station and two for the adjacent International Paper
facility. The wet well has two independent cylindrical wedge wire screen assemblies mounted to a
bulkhead on the northern face of the structure. The screens are each located at the end of separate 15-
foot intake pipelines. The screen elevation is approximately 473 feet and the normal pool depth of the
Ohio River is that area is approximately 485 feet, indicating that screens remain submerged at all times.
Water withdrawn from the cooling water intake structure by Spurlock Station is used for makeup to the
stations four cooling towers. Spurlock Station has three raw water pumps in the intake structure that
provide the makeup water. Each pump has a design capacity of 5,000 gpm, resulting in a 15,000gpm
maximum design capacity for makeup. International Paper has two 2,000-gpm constant —speed pumps.
Under normal operations, one of the raw water makeup pumps will run continuously. Spurlock Station
has four mechanical draft cooling towers with drift eliminators. Units 1, 3, and 4 are currently operated
at 7 cycles of concentration on average, and Unit 2 is operated at 7.5 cycles of concentration on average.
Well water from the facility groundwater wells can also be used for makeup on cooling tower unit 1.
Approximately 50 percent of the cooling tower unit 1 makeup comes from the intake structure and the
remaining 50 percent is well water. The maximum design intake flow (for both facilities combined) is 27.4
MGD (42.41 cfs), which is equivalent to 0.4% of the 7Quo. This is based upon all five of the intake pumps
capacity. The through-screen design intake velocity at the point of withdrawal is 0.41 ft/s (with one screen
out of service). The actual intake flow (for both facilities combined) is 8.83 MGD (13.67 cfs), which is
equivalent to 0.13% of the 7Quo. The actual intake velocity is 0.13 ft/s (with one screen out of service).
These figures are based on the annual average withdrawal rate during January 2015 — June 2017.
Approximately 70 percent of all water withdrawn from the Ohio River is used for non-contact cooling,
which is being used for makeup at the Spurlock Station cooling towers. There is no emergency intake at
the facility.

5.8.2. Best Technology Available (BTA) Determination

The cooling water intake is approved as BTA for minimizing adverse environmental impact in accordance
with the requirements in 40 CFR 125 Subpart J and section 316(b) of the Clean Water Act. The chosen
impingement method of compliance is the closed-cycle recirculating system of 40 CFR 125.94(c)(1).

5.8.3. Intake Structure Standard Requirements
5.8.3.1. Future BTA Determinations for Cooling Water Intake Structure(s)

BTA determinations for entrainment mortality and impingement mortality at cooling water intake
structures will be re-confirmed in each permit reissuance, in accordance with 40 CFR 125.90-98. In
subsequent permit reissuance applications, the permittee shall provide all the information required in 40
CFR 122.21(r).
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Also include an alternatives analysis report for compliance with the entrainment BTA requirements with
the permit application. This alternatives analysis report for entrainment BTA shall examine the options for
compliance with the entrainment BTA requirement and propose a candidate entrainment BTA to the
Division for consideration during its next BTA determination. The analysis must, at least, narratively,
address and consider the factors listed in 40 CFR 125.98(f)(2) and may consider the factors listed in 40 CFR
125.98(f)(3). The analysis must evaluate, at a minimum, closed cycle recirculation systems, fine mesh
screens with a mesh size of 2mm or smaller, variable speed pumps, water reuse or alternate sources of
cooling water, and any additional technology identified by the Division at a later date.

Exemptions from some permit application requirements are possible in accordance with 40 CFR 125.95(c)
and 125.98(g), where information already submitted is sufficient. If an exemption is desired, a request for
reduced application material requirements must be submitted at least 2 years and 6 months prior to
permit expiration. Past submittals and previously conducted studies may satisfy some or all of the
application material requirements.

5.8.3.2. Visual or Remote Inspection

The permittee shall conduct a weekly visual inspection or employ a remote monitoring device during
periods when the cooling water intake is in operation. The inspection frequency shall be weekly to
ensure the intakes are maintained and operated to function as designed.

5.8.3.3. Reporting Requirements for Cooling Water Intake
The permittee shall adhere to the reporting requirements listed below:

Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs)

The monitoring requirements for units at existing facilities under 40 CFR 125.96 for cooling water
withdrawals, blowdown volume, and visual or remote inspections have been established at the
appropriate outfalls and shall be reported on the DMR for those outfalls.

Annual certification Statement and Report

Submit an annual certification statement signed by the authorized representative with information on
the following, no later than January 31* for the previous year:

e Certification that water intake structure technologies are being maintained and
operated as set forth in this permit, or a justification to allow a modification of the
practices.

e |[fthere are substantial modifications to the operation of any unit that impacts the
cooling water withdrawals or operation of the water intake structure, provide a
summary of those changes.

e |f the information contained in the previous year’s annual certification is still applicable,
the certification may simply state as such.

Reporting Records Retention

In accordance with 40 CFR 125.97 (d) records of all submissions that are part of the permit application
and reporting requirements must be retained until the subsequent permit is issued to document
compliance. Additionally, all records supporting the determination of BTA for entrainment under 40 CFR
125.98(f) or (g) must be retained until such time the determination of BTA for entrainment in the permit
is revised.
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5.8.3.4. Endangered Species Act

Nothing in this permit authorizes take for the purpose of a facility’s compliance with the Endangered
Species Act. Refer to 40 CFR 125.98(b)(1) and (2).

5.9. Polychlorinated Biphenyls

Pursuant to the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423.12(b) (2), there shall be no discharge, from any point
source, of Polychlorinated Biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used in transformer fluids. The
permittee shall implement this requirement as a specific section of the BMP plan developed for this
section.

5.10. Outfall 001 Additional Requirements for Total Recoverable Selenium

The monthly average discharge concentration for total recoverable selenium of 0.307 mg/| is a trigger that
once exceeded, requires the permittee to collect and analyze fish tissue for selenium residue, and is not
a permit violation if the fish tissue confirms compliance.

5.10.2. Tissue Collection and Analysis
The following requirements apply:

(1) Collection and analysis shall be performed within the calendar month following the calendar
month the 0.307 mg/l monthly average trigger was exceeded;

(2) Fish tissue collection and analysis shall be performed in accordance with the DOW protocols
specified in “Methods for the Collection of Selenium Residue in Fish Tissue Used to Determine
KPDES Permit Compliance” http://water.ky.gov/Pages/SurfaceWaterSOP.aspx;

(3) Results of the analysis shall be reported as Total Recoverable Selenium (Fish Tissue) on the
Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) for the month during which the analysis were performed.

5.10.3. Results of Analysis
The results of the fish tissue shall be interpreted as follows:

(1) less than or equal to 8.6 mg/Kg dry weight selenium residue there is no permit violation;

(2) greater than 8.6 mg/Kg dry weight selenium residue there is a permit violation; and

(3) unable to obtain fish tissue, the 0.307 mg/| trigger becomes the effluent limitation and there is a
permit violation

5.11. Outfall 008 Additional Requirements for Total Recoverable Selenium
5.11.1. Tissue Collection and Analysis
The following requirements apply:

(1) Collection and analysis shall be performed on an annual basis.

(2) Fish tissue collection and analysis shall be performed in accordance with the DOW protocols
specified in “Methods for the Collection of Selenium Residue in Fish Tissue Used to Determine
KPDES Permit Compliance” http://water.ky.gov/Pages/SurfaceWaterSOP.aspx. Due to the
nature of the receiving steam the facility is permitted to begin the fish sampling at the first
suitable permanent fish habitat in the Outfall 008 receiving stream. This would be the pool located
below the manmade wetland diversion structure, approximately 725 m downstream from the
outfall.
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5.12. ORSANCO’s Mercury Variance

The permittee requested a variance from ORSANCO’s mercury standard of 0.000012 mg/I for effluent
from this site which discharges to the Ohio River. The permittee is currently meeting Kentucky’s water
quality criteria for mercury. Mercury is a pollutant believed to be present in FGD wastewaters. The
permittee is installing a new treatment system for FGD wastewaters in order to achieve compliance with
new federal effluent limitation guidelines. Effluent from Outfall 001 will be partially comprised of treated
FGD wastewaters, and the DOW believes the effluent will be able to continue meeting Kentucky’s water
quality criteria for mercury once the new treatment system is operational. The permittee is concerned
the effluent will consistently meet ORSANCQ’s mercury standard. Given these circumstances, the DOW
granted the variance ORSANCO’s mercury standard and will apply Kentucky’s water quality criteria for
mercury for discharges to the Ohio River.

5.13. Combustion Residual Leachate

Pursuant to 40 CFR 423.11(r), the term combustion residual leachate (“leachate”) means “leachate from
landfills or surface impoundments containing combustion residuals. Leachate is composed of liquid,
including any suspended or dissolved constituents in the liquid, that has percolated through waste or
other materials emplaced in a landfill, or that passes through the surface impoundment's containment
structure (e.g., bottom, dikes, berms). Combustion residual leachate includes seepage and/or leakage
from a combustion residual landfill or impoundment unit. Combustion residual leachate includes
wastewater from landfills and surface impoundments located on non-adjoining property when under the
operational control of the permitted facility.”

This permit authorizes the discharge of leachate from outfall 008 and outfall 011. For newly discovered
leachate seeps from a CCR surface impoundment or a CCR landfill, as defined at 40 CFR 257.53, to the
surface that discharge or have a potential to discharge to a water of the commonwealth other than
through outfall 008 or outfall 011, the permittee shall develop and implement a plan to address such
surface seeps. The plan shall be included as part of the on-site BMP Plan and shall address, at a minimum,
(1) scheduled inspections for identifying surface leachate seeps, (2) maintenance of CCR landfills and/or
impoundments to minimize the potential for surface leachate seeps, and (3) corrective measures that will
be implemented upon the discovery of a surface leachate seep that is not being controlled by a permitted
outfall authorized for discharge of leachate. The permittee shall notify the DOW Surface Water Permits
Branch and the appropriate DOW Field Office of planned corrective measures for any identified surface
seeps of leachate as soon as feasible after discovery of such a leachate seep, but no later than ten (10)
days after the discovery. Such corrective measures may include: (1) plans to reduce or eliminate the
leachate seep to the surface; (2) actions to route the surface leachate seep (via a conveyance designed to
contain the flow or eliminate the possibility of infiltration) to an outfall permitted to discharge leachate;
and (3) combinations of actions to eliminate or, if elimination is not feasible, reduce and control a surface
leachate seep and ensure any discharge to a receiving stream is authorized by the permit. Please note
that this does not exempt the permittee from 24-hour reporting Section 2.12 of the permit.
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SECTION 6

MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
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6.1 MONITORING AND REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
6.1.1 KPDES Outfalls

Discharge samples and measurements shall be collected at the compliance point for each KPDES Outfall
identified in this permit. Each sample shall be representative of the volume and nature of the monitored
discharge.

6.1.2 Sufficiently Sensitive Analytical Methods

Analytical methods utilized to demonstrate compliance with the effluent limitations established in this
permit shall be sufficiently sensitive to detect pollutant levels at or below the required effluent limit, i.e.
the Method Minimum Level shall be at or below the effluent limit. In the instance where an EPA-approved
method does not exist that has a Method Minimum Level at or below the established effluent limitation,
the permittee shall:

(1) Use the method specified in the permit; or
(2) The EPA-approved method with an ML that is nearest to the established effluent limit.

It is the responsibility of the permittee to demonstrate compliance with permit parameter limitations by
utilization of sufficiently sensitive analytical methods.

6.1.3 Certified Laboratory Requirements

All laboratory analyses and tests required to demonstrate compliance with the conditions of this permit
shall be performed by a laboratory holding the appropriate general or field-only certification issued by
the Cabinet pursuant to 401 KAR 5:320.

6.1.4 Submission of DMRs

The completed DMR for each monitoring period must be entered into the DOW approved electronic
system no later than midnight on the 28" day of the month following the monitoring period for which
monitoring results were obtained.

For more information regarding electronic submittal of DMRs, please visit the Division’s website at:
http://water.ky.gov/permitting/Pages/netDMRInformation.aspx or contact the DMR Coordinator at (502)
564-3410.




——KPDES )

KENTUCKY POLLUTANT
DISCHARGE ELIMINATION
SYSTEM

- FACT SHEET—~

KPDES No.: KY0022250
Al No.: 3004
EKPC H.L. Spurlock Power Station
1301 West Second Street
Maysville, Mason County, Kentucky

Date: September 6, 2018

Public Notice Information

Public Notice Start Date: September 10, 2018
Comment Due Date: October 10, 2018

General information concerning the public notice process may be obtained on the Division of Water’s Public
Notice Webpage at the following address: http://water.ky.gov/Pages/PublicNotices.aspx.

Public Notice Comments

Comments must be received by the Division of Water no later than 4:30 PM on the closing date of the
comment period. Comments may be submitted by e-mail at: DOWPublicNotice@ky.gov or written
comments may be submitted to the Division of Water at 300 Sower Blvd, Frankfort, Kentucky 40601.

Reference Documents

A copy of this proposed fact sheet, proposed permit, the application, other supporting material and the
current status of the application may be obtained from the Department for Environmental Protection’s
Pending Approvals Search Webpage:

http://dep.gateway.ky.gov/eSearch/Search Pending Approvals.aspx?Program=Wastewater&NumDaysDoc=
30.

Open Records

Copies of publicly-available documents supporting this fact sheet and proposed permit may also be obtained
from the Department for Environmental Protection Central Office. Information regarding these materials
may be obtained from the Open Records Coordinator at (502) 782-6849 or by e-mail at EEC.KORA@ky.gov.

DEPARTMENT FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
Division of Water, 300 Sower Blvd, Frankfort, Kentucky 40601

Printed on Recycled Paper



KPDES Fact Sheet KY0022250 Page 1

THIS KPDES FACT SHEET CONSISTS OF THE FOLLOWING SECTIONS:

1.

1.1,
1.2
1.3.
1.4.
1:5:

2.

2.1
2.2.

3.1
3:2
3.3
3.4.
3.5.
3.6.

4.1.
4.2.
4.3.
4.4.
4.5.

5.1.
52,
5.3;
5.4.
5.5,

6.1.
6.2.
6.3.
6.4.
6.5.

FACILITY SYNOPSIS scccosnisssmmsmiissneammnsinsisisimsssnsisnes sssass sumiseseEa R (e 6
Name and Address Of APPIICANT ......cc.iiiiiee ettt e e e e s aa e e eaaeesaae e aeeeteeeseessaeeeaaean 6
FACHlIYY LOCHEION w cxxsmssssssssnosssnnssssssnssnnsssdss sasansunssvsnisssmesies o amss sais smee s assusasssns sass #ie S os s nis B S ERT V00340 aEHH 43 HRT SR AR G 6
DeScription of ADPIICANE'S ODETAtION . suwssisnsssrsssssnsssssss snimssssssseissssonss iy sme s e e Sse s o s S ST F s 6
Wastewaters Collected and Tre@tmeENt .........ccoiiviismiiniiisiiismsiimmimmeieieniosssssmessenssnissisissasasssasesassnsssssssaosasssnass 6
Permitting ACHION « i .cssisssnmssissisisissinimimnurssisisionsissomsssiessis e s iistoiaes solsios i sassis Lasa s esssaass s oo s s s ehms s e oo 7

RECEIVING / INTAKE WATERS......cccoiuteeiieniinnenesssiesssnsesssesssssassnsssssssssssssesssssssssssassssssssssssnssessssnnns 9
R COININE N TOES i imsnuss v ovue s s mmsi s snis sy 5 s o Fa8 s e 8§ S 0 PSS L0 PN R AT o3 5N A e S AR S 9
Intake Waters:— Nearest Downstream Intake ...cmmismoammnmmchamssmsssmssassisisssssssisisssismnsiis 9

OUTEALLOODT ... cerversisemsarmsissseresrmitsnnsessnsisssssaiissiavaenssassesesndetssiieyssbe e veis e sae s saesvssseiis i Vusvensnnrane 11
L0 1 0 =1 | BT el 1o (o] T ——— 11
Reported Vallies s s ssssssmmmsmsmormssmsssssese i i i o mae s e s v sk rs o s vy IS S AT G TS a s Farvs 11
Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUITEMENTS ........ccciieiiieiierieicsieeestessete st e e sraesne s s s srea e s e eesnsesnnees 12
PertInent FaCHOTS .o orermcinisismsionssssomnmnnsbatissrasssinmnessssmsnrrss s abs s v s N RN He S S e SR F R RS SO s e A SR e S A 15
Limitation  CalCUlatiONS ... covoeswosaseasimmnsssanseans i saisssnsssssnssnsasssnniomush bbasg s snesssons nossh s sissssesssavs sassiss s dossoarosnss s onns 21
JUSTIfICAtioN Of REGUITEMENTS. ... .ottt e et e b e s be e et e e ebt e e e sbeeasbaennsaeteans 25

OUTFALL 002 ............ T R N AU A SRR ERRR RO RRE RS RR 29
(0114721 B[ ol o o] 1 Mool SN, S S SESEEL Y. B SNNSTTSURERYN, (% SRRESRUUTRUISES PR RPUPUUUSSER RS 29
REPOTEE ValUBS:... .ot i cvesss onstinssonsisnsumns aniossia S sgunsssusassssa amasssos iossnssns ionsshss usaaisias sssisisnaiassuve susmsrasnnsnns 29
Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUIrEMENTS .......coviiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e neesae e 30
Pertinent Factors s sl g o swasmenviims h i vees i s iy oo S TE e TEEaToT ey S s s ses o mmaesw s s v et 31
JUSEIFiICation Of REQUITEMENTS......c.coccveimiriinniseiiessieitisrisstosesesssssessssessssssssseessnsssasssssnsassassnssasssasssnassassssssassssase 33

OUTFALL 003 o5cisciosimnsssissonsisnansussssssssssoossessnsisiasessssesssssisssssasasssisassnassssesnssssssessnsisssaranvsssasesnsssns ..36
OULTAll DESTHPHON ..cooccorovoromsomsinvsssmuessasivessiuss e iessswssssainssss e uomsnion ans s S Ens eus sg s FoaToHaRITob oo n s sam e ris Snsansmesars 36
REPOrted ValUeshisto s e omnrist S Tyt s s e S s s 0 B VT Tt ar Dz e e s A e RSN 36
Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUITEMENTS ....c..cciiiiiiiiiiiieeiii ettt e e e ae e err e e eraeeeseeeeneaenae e 37
PETtiNENt FACTOTS uvmmumsmmsousunivmosiumssusesmsisomtosss ieshns oo mams s4m s o8 5005 i o 0 H S oSS e R ST SR YR 38
JUSTITICAtion Of REGUITEMIBNTS iuvesssussssoss inssinssnsssensssisessnssssonssonsiss onssssssas sussessssnse snsss dosesssosusses ssasssnsnivsnaissnovs 40

OUTEALL Q04 icivsmsassicsrissvmmisimiasisiassssnserismsssnnsiess e ses s issan s msissssnssesevsnsrvvisaniseiees 43
QU AL DESCrIPRION smues v sonemnusmeamme s vz orvri s e e o Ty s 1 o e e e oy (T Mz o s s e e e as aa s s 43
Y=Y oTol g {=To IV - | (TSSOSO RSSO PURUURRRRRRRRROE 43
Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUIFEMENTS ..cc.vviiiiiiiiiiiiie it esie e e s rrre e e s e sare e e saneeeeaaeeesaneeesnaes 43
PEELIENTL FACTOTS - soncsuscuvmusnsvssomssussimmusionasessonsaesson e sonssiassdavs 5o essasas s maunsass sastna s sansvs sasasos s an suenssoss ssos s onEn v s uea 45

JUSHIfICAtioN Of REQUITEMENTS. .. ..iiiiieeiie ettt e et e e he e e s e e beesnee e aseeeneaensaennnaanns 47



KPDES Fact Sheet KY0022250 Page 2

T+ OUTEALL 005 oosuususssvsimassnamssinssnessrminsssssssuessssoascaisseisssossssesssssesssatsiessiasssssiissssmenanssassaserasssasasus 49
/2% DR 0 11 a - | [ 01Tl 4 4o IR O O OO TP P RO P PP PP PROTRPPINt 49
Bl REDOTEE ValUCS oussnasvesssrsassd swrstmss s ousus sy s St s s ot S TS S0 v s s s sl Saas S s ew s 49
7.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring ReqUIremMents ..........cccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 49
T4  PCTHINEITE FAOYOTS ssuessusosmsseswausosss s s sssisnss st nssy et suenss sS85 0 555 SRS S USSR oo e S SR 51
7:5:  Limitation Calculation s s ssssrsmmssnmssssasss sonmssnmss s e ss s om0 8 s s o s s s H s s s s o S BT RS RE SRS 52
7:6:  Justification Of ReQUIrEINEIITS uusvesssserusvms posrvmsoromimmnsvmms wssss s sas oy s R e s ST e SR s s 53
8. OUTFALLODB....o0mr-crensrvinrsseasmsssssriorertinsssesssessbansssimeass ssesss soaes seabanuvasavensusv Az s aes G5 aVaIvEas s asseshisuenss 56
o550 OO @ 130 - | Tl [ (] S O 56
B.2:  RePOTted ValUes s ssummssrvissessssns e ssnsss s 5usssmississsss 765 assassi o5 doapyonss s v i s e ss o awa s TN ovi s SRR B s s 56
8.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUIrEMENTS ........ccuiiiiiiiiiiiiici et 56
B4,  Pertinent BACTOS ... ccmmomaneassmsnssnonsinsaonssasssssnimassissssshsessms s ass e sass s Hmn oas eranErgs b Vas N B R o S B o6 VAN S S FR 03 et GAme A 58
8.5. LTmitation CalCUlatiGIS v coevesimsinmsussimiseniassinsinnsimaaionsssasssmsssshnssnetnnsssian e maas s s asa ssasssRiE s as sm e ap b mansoatotbntsnss 58
8.6.  JUSHITICAtION Of REGUINEMEBNTS. ...cuiieieiieit ettt ettt e b e et e e be e et e eae e e e asa e st e e sts e e b e e enneeenaeennaeas 59
9. OUTFALL 007 :icisnssisussasonssosionsisassipiosnrspsssassasssnssinens S N DL A sasnsasses O SO — 61
9.1,  OUIFAIl DOSCRIDIION - orneammnommscssnmnsommsasaissiasssmisisidssinssmasrosssssihis oot in i siss sy TS a3 S L F A S A oA 61
2.  BOPOTTAU VAIUBS....... cscecinamarsancosonmimhussas rampimes ssnsoislsass sasess s s esmsnisssfies ANs S s ER S AR AR PR H R S s s SR A S 61
9.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUITEMENTS ........icciiceiieeeie ettt eeaee et e et e e ae et easeersaeenneesnaeennees 61
0.4, PEFLINENT FACLOTS ccissividissvasssosmmnnsbnatumsssssoniossonsssavndasssassiorsasssssssssunss sioail i nesossns snnssntasasosastvesosssens covsnns sorsaarnsatsssss 63
9.5, iritation CalC atIOR Syasssssssnsnsss susmssbhionms s s it s on e e S5 G S GR A Vs oSN S 53 ARG VA SR A S o a3 63
9.6. JUSHITICAtiON OFf REGUITEIIGAYS ocuicimasinsssssiossansesssosssnsanssesisnsassaessnsssansanssressans sans vagsasasavasssnssshssessssarssssssssansyessasssnass 64
10. OUTFALL 008 ......ccerveuniiiinnninnrennniiiinneennns D LT Ty 67
10.1.  OUIAl) DO DUION wostisssssurssvossssnvsvbuassrsssvassvsbss sussisossusnnsses sesssssonssassbosssusesshaton s s pass sonsssssurssssnssasssshunnsssnnsasevis 67
10:2, REDOIXE VAIUES rsvsveissminsss et f shanmsm i s s GT s 0 R Tk bt Fisiely s ss S sy sy A A e S s 67
10.3. EfflientLimitations and Monitoring REGUITEMENTES s.ecusimmimmssuimssmsennesssmmsnsssssoissnsssinnisssssssssnssassosnisinssessnsssas 67
104  PertiNeNT FaOCUOTS s coiismsmussscusicnmmssossimssmms oo s s s osies st Sy S s s s 50 R SN s ST o Ao SR RS es e 69
10:5,  Limitation CalCulaUIDIS o sursmumssiusossuasessssssasiosimss s ssus s oR § e e ees T a4 S THv RS A P R B S HO AR 3 71
10.6:. Justification of ReqUIreIMIBIRS: ««xuwmssessimssmsimsusmiomsis s bvevss s s a5 s s en i vy ea v s s e Sas ot 72
11, IOUTFALL 009......c00s0serc0smuscensavsnsetuizasts tonsissssisnsoseneeissntasenssssnnsassissssnsssssssnsessssssnsstisrsssssnssesinasass 75
19 o 11 = | T o o ] g R T 75
11.2. REPOTEOU VAIUES uumsussnnsssssssnnosonsssssnsinsnssnsnssssanss e sasnasssnnsassssssvns s i somssasinsss eiss sosssnssemsass Aassasss bmasvaspmusess sevvisie 75
11.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUIrEMENTS ....ccc.uiiiiiiiiiiiiiie et ssa e e snaee s 76
114, Pertinent FACEONS sesssssssriss cussomssnss sissssns 5eass voseosssssassssesinsss o8558 085 osEH i 08 6P Uds oA B8CHDEAHASE IR Houss 3 S HREASORR R RIS 77
11.5. Justification of RequUireMENtS: s sssssiasavisismassmimmismss sansmesstssmsems s sassmmaassaoa s (s s viossss s e assas s aom s navns s 81

12, OUTEALL 010.....c.ccnccnmmsisrsisssnsessmessaaisainiosisasnisamssssassssissaisios iasis s immnsirmsss o sisassasrsree 84



KPDES Fact Sheet KY0022250 Page 3

12.1. OULTAIl DESCIIPHION .o.ocenenersrnsssssnsassnsssnnesssossnssssnsesssansussossasassnsessssssssss sessas snnsonsonmionsoatansos sonsossasarnessransessmresssens 84
12.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUIFTEMENTS ....cccuveiiiiiiii ettt ee e e ersee s s eneeesennee s 84
12:8. PErtinenT ot O S arme s oo su s fone Ssmmmonsussisvas o asssssssssvssis s ichsmsis s et e s o S A SR USRS USRS VRS 86
12,4, JUSHIfICAtion Of REQUITEMBNTS. ...eciieiiiieie e et ettt et e s e eaaeeseeeae e e ee e eneete e s e ereeeee e 87
13, OUTFALLOLL .oicoiicisisoisisssivinesisssonssssssisansnisossnsssssantsissssissiosinmesiaeissssrmasssinssisesavssisvorssrsivisissnonss 90
1 s 5 R 10 - 0= T s | SO 90
13.2.  Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUITEMENTS .....cc.ieiiiiiiiiiieeciee et eee et eae e esaeenee e 90
13.3.  PErtINENT FACYONS s cormsesnmossnisinississnsnnssnesessmmstsnsss s s sies s saers s 4ss s s sy A5 38 Han R s A s SR 9T 92
13:4. Limitation CalcUlations s suwsmsmmmmmmmssssisimemiassssiies e s s s T s R S R Ty SR v 94
13.5. Justification of ReQUITeIMENES: s swsisssissi s vmiimsssmmrsissi s s s s asads s i es s s mnt oo 3809548 s nans 95
14. OUTFALL 012 .....coviviiimenscaresmmmmensyarstnsesessasearioas aaneiisssiaesdissas s SivsessisasmnnrnsannsesensesarussarsnaYSEEES 97
14.1.  OULFall DESCTIPYION vicuusisnerssssussonmsssmsnsnssnss isusnsssorsuivsihassnsn sis ot snesesssamsyseysmRsmesssa s s TR S H PP AR b IR s i wana s 97
14.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUITEMENTS .......cc.coiiiiiiiierie e es e eneeaee s 97
14:3: Pertinent Battors i ss s tiorass s i i es spisis s s s ¥ s S Fo A o s b st i s oin s smmommemnnd 99
14.4.  JUSHIficAtion Of REQUITEMENTS.....cueiiiieeieee ettt e e eaaeesre e e e te e et e e ete s e e rbeesasessaeseanseseesseeeneeseneessaeas 100
15, QUTFALL 013 ....occicomeinsmsimnsnsssssssosasntaisees casuiBonsnssannusnsnnennsinasdnueesvinssnnnsNareeNE RS R a SRS E NN 103
151 OUtfall DeSCriPRION usiassusissssssmusmssimssstnsavssmsasvesss sosssssvasas s9v amsss st sn s oA nvs s SRS SRR TPV R R RIS R AP b 103
15.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUITEMENTS .......couiiiieiiiieieeee et 103
15:3( Peptineht FactorSattait o e b et s s 1 s S s s e s s i st a v s v exem sy i misminis' 104
15.4.  Justification Of REQUIFEMENTS. ......coiiiiiiiicii e et a et ans 106
16. OUTFALLS 00A, 00B, 00C, 00D, OOE, 00F, 00G, 00H, 00I, 00J, 00K, AND OOL........cceveermrnenrieeranennns 109
161 OO D OO IO s messvssnsssonssiseasessiomssssstssRsibinnninnssdessasansasss nasnsssnsssosissasasces sasiss sskstrbaminnsnransmnsossssmesnsnsssass 109
16.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring REQUITEMENTS .......cc.eiiiiiiiiiiiieieceeeeeeee e 109
16:3).  PertnEN B AC OIS rin o s oo oo terssd S m s g GRS Ou e s Filiuinen aosmeimassaoans s rom R s S AR o R YA A 110
16.4.  JUStIfication Of REQUITEMENTS....c.i ittt et e e s e e b e eas e eaaesse e s e esseeaeesaeensens 110
17. OTHER CONDITIONS................ SO RS AR A AR RN AN AR ST USRNSSR AN R SRS F SRS RS e 112
17.1.  Schedule Of COMPIIBNCE ...c..iieieeeee e et e et e e s e e e e e e aae e easeeeaaeeataeenseeaseeneesaneens 112
17.2. ANTIAEEradation .....ccccieeeiirisisiieiiesie st ese et e st e e et e s be s saeesb e s se s s e s teesseeaseesbaessaessessaeeaeestesseesseersesasesbeeseenneeneeans 112
17.3. StANA@rd CONTITIONS ....cc.oiiiiiiit ittt ettt h et e et e e bt e b e et e e st e be e ene et e neeeasennenn 112
17.4. Sufficiently Sensitive Analytical MEthOAS ........cccooiiiiiiiiiici et 112
R T =T o {1 T=To W= 1 ol = (o] oAU 112
L7:6:  BIVIPIPHAR crvssisusssursecuvpsmsssvrassmvsossvspamsssnisssensssnsasisas smesnssss sonis s iy sasmsesscos s ey s sS4 KRS S R S S SRS 112
17.7.  Ohio RIiVEr OULTAIl SIBNAEE. .. . i ettt ettt et e e e s e eaeeaseeseess e s s esseeteeensenseenseenseseean 112
17.8. Cooling Water Additives, FIFRA, and Mollusk CoONtrol ........cc..ooiiiiiiioe e 112
17.9. Polychlorinated BiPRENYIS.....ssessiesvmnssvovssessrisvussmnsmsessisssssssonessssssssssssisisssssss srssisism sovaeisessnsssasinsossssmisss 113



KPDES Fact Sheet KY0022250 Page 4

16.11 ORSANCO’s Mercury Variance
6.12 Combustion Residual Leachate

16.13 Location Map .....cccceecuvveiinnnnn.



KPDES Fact Sheet KY0022250 Page 5

SECTION 1
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1. FACILITY SYNOPSIS
1.1, Name and Address of Applicant

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
4775 Lexington Road
Winchester, Kentucky 40391

1.2, Facility Location

EKPC H.L. Spurlock Power Station
1301 West Second Street
Maysville, Mason County, Kentucky

1.3. Description of Applicant’s Operation

The H.L. Spurlock Generating Station is a four-unit coal-fired electric generating facility located on
approximately 2,791 acres adjacent to the Ohio River in Maysville, Kentucky. The unit with individual
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generating capacities in megawatts (MW) and dates of service appear below in Tablel:

TABLE 1.

Unit No. Net Capacity (MW) Date of Service
Spurlock 1 300 1977
Spurlock 2 510 1981

Gilbert 3 268 2005
Spurlock 4 268 2009

1.4. Wastewaters Collected and Treatment

The following table lists the flow, wastewater types collected, and treatment type for each outfall:

TABLE 2.
Outfall | Average
No. Flow Wastewater Types Collected Treatment Type
Non-Domestic Process Water Sedimentation
001 3.88 Non-Process .
Discharge to Surface Water
Stormwater
Disi = 2
002 0.50 Noncontact Cooling Water lsmfectlon. (Ch-lonne)
Dechlorination
003 0.67 Noncontact Cooling Water Dlsmfectlonv (Ch‘lorme)
Dechlorination
004 0.0 Non-Domestic Process Water Chemical Precipitation
Sedimentation
005 0.0 St t ’
ormwater Discharge to Surface Water
006 Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
007 0.25 Non-Domestic Process Water Discharge to Surface Water
008 030 Non-Domestic Process Water Sedimentation
' Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
009 8.43 Plant Intake None
010 0.46 Noncontact Cooling Water Dlsmfectlon. (Ch'lorlne)
Dechlorination
011 0.009 Landfill Stormwater Sedimentation
' Non-Domestic Process Water Discharge to Surface Water
Disinfecti p
012 0.55 Noncontact Cooling Water BHDiecHGH (Caloning)
Dechlorination
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: TABLE 2.
Outfall | Aver :
gl Wastewater Types Collected Treatment Type
No. | Flow
Chemical Precipitation
Not yet . .
013 Non-Domestic Process Water Mixing
constructed i
Neutralization

00A Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
00B Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
0ocC Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
00D Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
00E Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
OOF Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
00G Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
00H Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
00l Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
00J Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
00K Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water
ooL Varies Stormwater Discharge to Surface Water

The design flow of the facility is 47.17 MGD. The average annual flow is 15.05 MGD.
1.5. Permitting Action

This is a reissuance of a major KPDES permit for an existing coal-fired electric generating facility [SIC Code
4911].
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SECTION 2

RECEIVING/INTAKE WATERS
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2. RECEIVING / INTAKE WATERS
2.1. Receiving Waters

All surface waters of the Commonwealth have been assigned stream use designations consisting of one
or more of the following designations: Warmwater Aquatic Habitat (WAH), Primary Contact Recreation
(PCR), Secondary Contact Recreation (SCR), Domestic Water Supply (DWS), Coldwater Aquatic Habitat
(CAH) or Outstanding State Resource Water (OSRW)[401 KAR 10:026].

All surface waters of the Commonwealth are assigned one of the following antidegradation categories:
Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW), Exceptional Water (EW), Impaired Water (IW) or High
Quality Water (HQ)[401 KAR 10:030].

Surface waters categorized as an IW are listed in Kentucky’s most recently approved Integrated Report to
Congress on the Condition of Water Resources in Kentucky - Volume Il. 303(d) List of Surface Waters.

The following table lists the stream use classifications associated with this permit.

TABLE 3.

) S—

o € 3

S 3 =

s 2 c

2 [ ©

Receiving Water Name Use Designation = 3 g

® ] ™

f —

8o S =

) o o

3 g £

< T

< -

Ohio River? WAH PCR SCR DWS IW 10,600 42,100

UT to Lawrence Creek WAH PCR SCR DWS HQ 0.0 0.0

UT to Lawrence Creek WAH PCR SCR DWS HQ 0.0 0.0
1This segment of Ohio River (mile point 388.0 to 437.2) is listed as impaired in the 2014 303(d) List of Waters for Kentucky.
Impaired uses are Fish Consumption (Partial Support). The pollutants of concern are Dioxin and Polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs). The suspected sources are unknown. Facility in compliance with KPDES permit will not contribute to this impairment.

2.2, Intake Waters — Nearest Downstream Intake
TABLE 4.
Intake Water Puliic Water Supgsly Narme Latitude (N) | Longitude (W)

Name

Miles Downstream
7Q10 Low Flow (cfs)
Harmonic Mean Flow (cfs)

Ohio River Greater Cincinnati Water Works 39°04'2.2" 84°26’10" 49 | 10,600 | 45,300
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SECTION 3

OUTFALL 001
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3. OUTFALL 001
3.1. Outfall Description
The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:
TABLE 5.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
Current- Discharge from the Secondary Lagoon which contains
flows from the following: Cooling tower blowdown, coal pile
runoff, FGD wastewater, low volume waste, ash sluice water,
chemical and nonchemical metal cleaning wastewater, and
stormwater
Ash Pond Dewatering-The Secondary Lagoon discharge will
External 38°42'9.1” 83°48'52.8” Ohio River contain all the flows mentioned above and the decanted and
pumped water from the ash pond.
Future- Discharge from the Secondary Lagoon which contains
flows from the following: Cooling tower blowdown, coal pile
runoff, treated FGD wastewater, low volume waste, chemical and
nonchemical metal cleaning wastewater, stormwater and new
{ water mass balance pond
3.2 Reported Values
The following table summarizes the reported values for Outfall 001:
TABLE 6.
EFFLUENT
ings (Ibs./da rati
Reported Parameters Units Monl;::d gs (1ha./day) MomhlyConcent o
v Daily Maximum Minimum Daily Maximum Maximum
Average Average
Flow MGD 3.74 7.41 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total Suspended Solids mg/I N/A N/A N/A 12.76 13.06 N/A
Oil & Grease mg/! N/A N/A N/A BDL BDL N/A
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A 78.88 80.87 N/A
Hardness (as mg/l CaCOs3) mg/| N/A N/A N/A 1437 1455 N/A
Total Recoverable Metals mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.066 0.068 N/A
pH SuU N/A N/A 711 N/A N/A 8.2
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TABLE 6.
EFFLUENT
Renoetad Parsmaters Units Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
i : Monthly e 5 Monthly " ;
Daily Maximum Minimum Daily Maximum Maximum
Average Average
Acute WET?! TUa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A <1.00

'WET — Whole Effluent Toxicity

The abbreviation BDL means Below Detection Level

The above values are based on 5-year Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) averages from 10/31/2012 to 09/30/2017.

3.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 001 unless Tables 8 or 9 are in effect:

TABLE 7.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Da.uIy Kstmzn Monthly D:.nly Slasdmans Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A Report 110 N/A 2/Month Grab
Total Suspended Solids mg/I N/A N/A N/A 30.0 78.9 N/A 2/Month Grab
Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 8.9 11.9 N/A 2/Month Grab
pH SuU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 2/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/I N/A N/A N/A 0.307 Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/kg dry

N N X 3 3
(Fish Tissue) weight fA NyA hA /A /A 8.6 0 )
Total Recoverable Thallium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Acute WET! TUa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.00 1/Year (?)

'WET — Whole Effluent Toxicity

’Two (2) discrete grab samples shall be collected 12 hours apart

3Should the monthly average concentration of Total Recoverable Selenium exceed 0.307 mg/|, see permit Section 5.10 for additional requirements.

There shall be no discharge of pollutants in bottom or fly ash transport water generated on and after December 31, 2023.
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The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 001 once Ash Pond dewatering commences. Permittee shall
notify the Division of Water (DOW), Surface Water Permits Branch at least 30 days prior to commencement of dewatering operations. These requirements will
remain in effect until Ash Pond dewatering operations cease discharge through Outfall 001:

TABLE 8.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units ;n‘::r:::: M:(?,i,',‘:, - Minimum :n;:::l;ley M::;I‘\:’ - ity Frequency Sample Type
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A Report 110 N/A 2/Month Grab
Total Suspended Solids mg/I N/A N/A N/A 30.0 78.9 N/A 2/Month Grab
Oil & Grease mg/I N/A N/A N/A 8.9 11.9 N/A 2/Month Grab
pH SU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 2/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.307 Report N/A 1/Month Grab
. mg/k
(ngz'g‘:;:’;’)erab'e BRlewtim :r/yg N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 8.6 (%) ()
weight

Hardness (as mg/l CaCOs) mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Antimony? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 9.27 Report N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Arsenic! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.31 0.31 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Beryllium?! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 6.60 Report N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Cadmium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.0081 0.0081 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Chromium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 164.4 Report N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Copper? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.047 0.047 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Lead! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.020 0.020 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Mercury? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.000046 0.0013 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Nickel® mg/I N/A N/A N/A 1.37 1.37 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Silver! mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 0.037 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Thallium® mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.40 0.40 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Zinc! mg/I N/A N/A N/A 0.35 0.35 N/A 1/Month Grab
Acute WET? TUa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.00 1/Month (3
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TABLE 8.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units IXI‘:::I;IZ Ma[:(?::‘yum Minimum T\:::::Z M:::::, - Maximum Frequency Sample Type

The Monthly Average and Daily Maximum concentrations for these pollutants are not effluent limitations, but water quality triggers that, if exceeded for two (2) consecutive
months, require permittee action. See the Best Management Practices Plan Section - Additional BMP Conditions Subsection for additional requirements related to these triggers.

2WET — Whole Effluent Toxicity
3Two (2) discrete grab samples shall be collected 12 hours apart

“Should the monthly average concentration of Total Recoverable Selenium exceed 0.307 mg/|, see permit Section 5.10 for additional requirements.

There shall be no discharge of pollutants in bottom or fly ash transport water generated on and after December 31, 2023.
The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 001 which will take effect once Ash Pond dewatering operations
cease and water mass balance pond is operational:

TABLE 9.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effl isti i
uent Characteristic Units Monthly Da.ﬂly M Monthly Da;nly Masioiin Frequency Sample Type
. Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A Report 110 N/A 2/Month Grab
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 30.0 66.7 N/A 2/Month Grab
Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 6.0 8.0 N/A 2/Month Grab
pH SuU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 2/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/I N/A N/A N/A 0.307 Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/kg dry
N/A N t 3 2
(Fish Tissue) weight g NiA i / A i ) 0
Total Recoverable Thallium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Acute WET? TUa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 1.00 1/Year (%)

'WET — Whole Effluent Toxicity
“Two (2) discrete grab samples shall be collected 12 hours apart

’Should the monthly average concentration of Total Recoverable Selenium exceed 0.307 mg/|, see permit Section 5.10 for additional requirements.

There shall be no discharge of pollutants in bottom or fly ash transport water generated on and after December 31, 2023.
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3.4. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

3.4.1. Facility Changes

This facility will continue to operate as a coal fired steam electric power generation and transmission
facility. The facility will undergo major changes in response to the recently updated federal regulations
concerning Coal Combustion Residuals (CCR) and Steam Electric Power Generating Effluent Limitation
Guidelines (ELG). New treatment equipment, redirection of flows, cessation of ash sluicing flows, and
impoundment construction will significantly change this site. A comprehensive discussion of all the facility
changes can be found in the Cover Letters, and in the EKPC Spurlock KPDES application. A major change
effecting this outfall includes plans to close their ash pond that discharges to the secondary lagoon and
through outfall 001. A lined water mass balance pond will replace the ash pond in the overall water mass
balance for Spurlock Station.

3.4.2. Legacy Wastewater

Once the facility converts to sending some of the waste streams that were contributing to the bottom ash
pond to the new lined water mass balance pond, these sources will no longer be contributing to the ash
pond surface impoundment. The wastewater that these operations were contributing to will still be in the
impoundment until it has been closed. The overall volumes of legacy wastewater will continue to
decrease dramatically over time as the facility closes out the pond, and the water redirected to water
mass balance pond and legacy wastewater from the ash pond will be combined and discharged through
the secondary lagoon, outfall 001. Therefore, the Division will continue to apply the same limitations for
TSS and Oil & Grease that applied before to outfall 001, since there is no change to the conttibuting
operations to this outfall.

3.4.3. Dewatering of Ash Pond

In order for the ash pond to be closed, it must be decanted and dewatered. During dewatering, mechanical
equipment may be required to remove interstitial water from the ash in the Ash Pond. While dewatering
occurs, the facility will be required to monitor for the metals listed in Table 8 at a frequency of once per
month and toxicity testing at a frequency of once per month. All discharges from the ash pond are sent to
secondary lagoon and mixed with cooling water from the primary lagoon cooling water flow prior to
discharge to the Ohio River. Also, the Ohio River can provide further dilution of effluent if necessary. For
these reasons, monthly toxicity testing and monitoring of metals, with baseline water quality triggers
during dewatering, will be required in place of metals limitations.

3.4.4. No Discharge of Ash Transport Water Compliance

This facility currently sluices bottom ash from two of their coal-fired operations to the Ash Pond, which
discharges through Outfall 001. The Ash Pond currently settles and neutralizes bottom ash sluice flows,
plants low volume wastes, FGD wastewater, coal storage yard drainage, direct rainfall, and stormwater
runoff. If needed fly ash from Units 1 and 2 can be sluiced to the ash pond if ash transfer station is not
operational.

40 CFR423.13(h)(1) and 423.13(k)(1) require that there be no discharge of pollutants in fly ash and bottom
ash transport waters, unless the ash transport waters are used in the FGD scrubbers. The permittee must
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meet this requirement by a date determined by the permitting authority. For fly ash transport water, the
date has to be as soon as possible beginning November 1, 2018 but no later than December 31, 2023. For
bottom ash transport water, the date has to be as soon as possible beginning November 1, 2020 but no
later than December 31, 2023.

The definition for the phrase “as soon as possible” can be found in 40 CFR 423.11(t). The permittee
provided the Division of Water information to determine as soon as possible ELG compliance applicability
dates. EKPC requested a compliance date of December 31, 2023 for compliance with the no-discharge
requirements for bottom ash transport waters. EKPC needs until that date to: request Public Service
Commission CPCN Approval, and design, procure and install equipment for conversion of bottom ash
system on Units 1 & 2 from ‘wet’ system to a ‘dry’ system.

The DOW grants EKPC’s requested compliance date. There shall be no discharge of pollutants in bottom
and fly ash transport waters generated on and after December 31, 2023.

3.4.5. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

Certain technology-based effluent limitations and compliance deadlines included in this permit are based
upon effluent limitation Guidelines (“ELGs”) that are under reconsideration by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”). 82 Fed. Reg. 43494 (September 18, 2017).

3.4.5.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR 423.12(b) (1)

The pH of all discharges, except once through cooling water, shall be within the range of 6.0-9.0.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (2)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (3)

The quantity of pollutants discharged from low volume waste sources shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of low volume waste sources times the concentration listed in the
following table:

TABLE 10.
BPT Effluent Requirements — Low Volume Waste
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/! 30.0 mg/!
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/I 15.0 mg/|

40 CFR 423.12(b) (4)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in fly ash and bottom ash transport water shall not exceed the
quantity determined by multiplying the flow of fly ash and bottom ash transport water times the
concentration listed in the following table:
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TABLE 11.
BPT Effluent Requirements — Fly and Bottom Ash Transport Water
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/! 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/I 15.0 mg/I

40 CFR 423.12(b) (9)

Subject to the provisions of paragraph (b)(10) of this section, the following effluent limitations shall apply
to the point source discharges of coal pile runoff:

TABLE 12,
BPT Effluent Requirements — Coal Pile Runoff
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 50 mg/I -

40 CFR 423.12(b) (10)

Any untreated overflow from facilities designed, constructed, and operated to treat the volume of coal
pile runoff which is associated with a 10 year, 24 hour rainfall event shall not be subject to the limitations
in paragraph (b)(9) of this section

40 CFR 423.12(b) (11)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in FGD wastewater, flue gas mercury control wastewater,
combustion residual leachate, or gasification wastewater shall not exceed the quantity determined by
multiplying the flow of the applicable wastewater times the concentration listed in the following table:

TABLE 13.
BPT Effluent Requirements — combustion residual leachate
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/! 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/! 15.0 mg/I

40 CFR 423.12(b) (12)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)(3)
through (b)(7), and (b)(11), of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations
specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.12 (b) (12) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner.

40 CFR 423.12(b)(13)

In the event that waste streams from various sources are combined for treatment to be discharge, the
quantity of each pollutant or pollutant property controlled in paragraphs (b)(1) through (b)(12) of this
section attributable to each controlled waste source shall not exceed the specified limitations for that
waste source.

40 CFR 423.13(a)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.
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40 CFR 423.13(g)(ii)

For FGD wastewater generated before the date determined by the permitting authority, as specified in
paragraph (g)(1)(i), the quantity of pollutants discharged in FGD wastewater shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of FGD wastewater times the concertation listed for TSS in
423.12(b)(11).

40 CFR 423.13(k)(1)(i)

Except for those discharges to which paragraph (k)(2) of this section applies, or when the bottom ash
transport water is used in the FGD scrubber, there shall be no discharge of pollutants in bottom ash
transport water. Dischargers must meet the discharge limitation in this paragraph by a date determined
by the permitting authority that is as soon as possible beginning November 1, 2020, but no later than
December 31, 2023. This limitation applies to the discharge of bottom ash transport water generated on
and after the date determined by the permitting authority for meeting the discharge limitation, specified
in this paragraph. Whenever bottom ash transport water is used in any other plant process or is sent to a
treatment system at the plant (except when it is used in the FGD scrubber), the resulting effluent must
comply with the discharge limitation in this paragraph. When the bottom ash transport water is used in
the FGD scrubber, the quantity of pollutants in bottom ash transport water shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of bottom ash transport water times the concentration listed in the
table in paragraph (g)(1)(i) of this section.

40 CFR 423.13(k)(1)(ii)

For discharges of bottom ash transport water generated before the date determined by the permitting
authority, as specified in paragraph (k)(1)(i) of this section, the quantity of pollutants discharged in bottom
ash transport water shall not exceed the quantity determined by multiplying the flow of bottom ash
transport water times the concentration listed for TSS in 423.12(b)(4).

40 CFR 423.13(m)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)
through (l) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.13 (m) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

40 CFR 423.13(n)

In the event that wastestreams from various sources are combined for treatment or discharged, the
quantity of each pollutant or pollutant property controlled in paragraphs (a) through (m) of this section
attributable to each controlled waste source shall not exceed the specified limitation for that waste
source.

40 CFR 423.15(a)

Any new source as of November 19, 1982, subject to paragraph (a) of this section, must achieve the
following new source performance standards, in addition to the limitations in 423.13 of this part,
established on November 3, 2015. In the case of conflict, the more stringent requirements apply.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (1)

The pH of all discharges, except once through cooling water, shall be within the range of 6.0-9.0.
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40 CFR 423.15(a) (2)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (3)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in low volume waste sources, FGD wastewater, flue gas mercury
control wastewater, combustion residual leachate, and gasification wastewater shall not exceed the
quantity determined by multiplying the flow of low volume waste sources times the concentration listed
in the following table:

TABLE 14.
BPT Effluent Requirements — Low volume wastes
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/I 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/I 15.0 mg/|

40 CFR 423.15(a)(11)

Subject to the provisions of paragraph (a)(12) of this section, the quantity or quality of pollutants or
pollutant parameters discharged in coal pile runoff shall not exceed the standards specified below:

TABLE 15.
NSPS Effluent Requirements — Coal Pile Runoff
Effluent Characteristic NSPS for any time
TSS Not to exceed 50 mg/I

40 CFR 423.15(a)(12)

Any untreated overflow from facilities designed, constructed, and operated to treat the coal pile runoff
which results from a 10 year, 24 hour rainfall event shall not be subject to the standards in paragraph
(a)(11) of this section.

40 CFR 423.15(a)(13)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (a)(1)
through (a)(13) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this
section.

In accordance with Sections 423.15 (a)(13) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

40 CFR 423.15(a)(14)

In the event that waste streams from various sources are combined for treatment or discharge, the
quantity of each pollutant or pollutant property controlled in paragraphs (a)(1) through (13) of this section
attributable to each wastes source shall not exceed the specified limitation for that waste source.

3.4.5.2. Best Professional Judgment (BPJ)
Coal Pile Runoff

In accordance with 401 KAR 5:080, Section 2(3) —40 CFR 125.3 in the absence of promulgated technology
based standards, the cabinet may develop appropriate technology based standards utilizing its ‘Best
Professional Judgment” (BPJ). The previous permit established the following BPJ limits for coal pile runoff.
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TABLE 16.
BPJ Effluent Requirements — Coal Pile Runoff
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS N/A 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 5.0 mg/I 5.0 mg/I

These limits have not been changed for this permit renewal in accordance with anti-backsliding [40 CFR
122.44(1)].

Cooling Tower Blowdown

In accordance with 401 KAR 5:080, Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3 in the absence of promulgated technology
based standards, the cabinet may develop appropriate technology based standards utilizing its ‘Best
Professional Judgment” (BPJ). The previous permit established the following BPJ limits for Cooling Tower
Blow.

TABLE 17.
BPJ Effluent Requirements — Cooling Tower Blowdown
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 50.0 mg/!| 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 0.0 mg/I 0.0 mg/I

These limits have not been changed for this permit renewal in accordance with anti-backsliding [40 CFR
122.44(1)].

Stormwater - Total Suspended Solids

The facility treats its storm water for this parameter before discharge in a holding pond. Sedimentation is a
commonly used treatment technology for the removal of total suspended solids that is both efficient and
cost effective. Although several factors may influence the final concentration of total suspended solids in
the discharge, it has been the experience of the Division that ponds that retain wastewater for 6 hours or
more can achieve a total suspended solids concentration of 30 mg/l as a monthly average and 60 mg/| as
a daily maximum.

Stormwater -Oil & Grease

The facility does not treat its stormwater for this parameter before discharge. If treatment were to be
necessary, an adequately sized oil /water separator with ample retention time would provide appropriate
treatment. Flotation or gravity separation of lighter petroleum based products from water is a common
and cost effective method for the removal of oil & grease. It has been the experience of the Division that
this treatment method can achieve an oil & grease concentration of 10 mg/I as a monthly average and 15
mg/| as a daily maximum.

3.4.6. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

The following table lists those pollutants and/or pollutant characteristics of concern that DOW has
determined exhibit reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion of a water quality-based
criterion, and the basis of DOW’s determination. These determinations are consistent with the DOW’s
reasonable potential analysis (RPA) procedures outlined in Permitting Procedures For Determining
“Reasonable Potential” Kentucky Division of Water May 1, 2000.

TABLE 18.

Pollutant or Pollutant
Characteristic
Whole Effluent Toxicity The facility is rated as a “major discharger”.

Basis
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The facility’s discharge is a complex wastewater.

Total Recoverable: Antimony,
Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium,
Chromium, Copper, Lead,

Mercury, Nickel, Silver, and Zinc

While the facility did not show reasonable potential to violate the State Water
Quality Standards for these pollutants at this outfall, the facility is undergoing
major changes during this permit cycle. The facility will be dewatering the ash
pond through this outfall. Therefore, it is the Division of Waters Best
Professional Judgement to continue monitoring for these parameters during
dewatering.

Chloride and Total Recoverable:
Selenium and Thallium

A Mixing Zone has granted for these parameters. Because a Mixing Zone has
been granted there is no reasonable potential for this parameter to violate
the State Water Quality Standard. However, since the facility would show
reasonable potential if not for the Mixing Zone it’s the Division of Waters Best
Professional Judgement to continue monitoring for these parameters.

Temperature

Thermal pollution or heat loads are typically associated with industrial
facilities where large volumes of cooling water are utilized. Therefore, DOW
has determined that reasonable potential for this pollutant does exist.

3.4.7. Mixing Zone (M2)

The Kentucky Water Quality Standards (KYWQS) allow the assignment of a MZ for chronic aquatic life
(Chronic) and human health fish consumption (Fish) WQBELs and thermal discharges [401 KAR 10:029,
Section 4]. The pollutants and/or the pollutant characteristics for which DOW has granted a MZ are listed

as follows: Whole Effluent Toxicity, Chloride, Selenium, and Thallium
3.5. Limitation Calculations
3.5.1. Calculations for Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

The DOW has developed flow-weighted limitations for Outfall 001 effluent to insure compliance with
the federal effluent limitation guidelines for the various types of waters comingled in the Ash Pond.

Current Operations

The following calculations produce the TSS, and oil and grease limitations which will remain in effect
until dewatering of the ash pond ceases.
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Source Flow TSS Oil & Grease
Ash Pond Flow GPM AVGELG MAXELG Cal Avg Max ELG AVGELG MAXELG Cal Avg Max ELG
Unit 2 FGD Scrubber 184 30 100 5520 18400 15 20 2760 3680
Unit 1 FGD Scrubber 113 30 100 3390 11300 15 20 1695 2260
Dewatering Sump 28 30 100 840 2800 15 20 420 560
Coal pile runoff 147 30 50 4410 7350 5 S 735 735
Ash Sluice Water 1177 30 100 35310 117700 15 20 17655 23540
Solids Contact Unit 3 24 30 100 720 2400 15 20 360 480
Water Treatment Building 0 30 100 0 6] 15 20 [0} 0
Solids Constact Unit 4 24 30 100 720 2400 15 20 360 480
Pre-Treatment Building 26 30 100 780 2600 15 20 390 520
Solids Contact Unit 2 24 30 100 720 2400 15 20 360 480
RO Neut Basin 5 30 100 150 500 15 20 75 100
rainfall 48 30 60 1440 2880 10 15 480 720}
Total 1800 54000 170730 25290 33555

Limit 30 94.85 14.05 18.64167|
Primary lagoon
U1 Cooling Tower Blowdown 346 30 50 10380 17300 o] (o] 0 O
U2 Cooling Tower Blowdown 462 30 50 13860 23100 o] (o] 0 O}
U3 Cooling Tower Blowdown 316 30 50 9480 15800 0 0 0 O
U4 Cooling Tower Blowdown 383 30 50 11490 19150 0 (0] 0 O
Boiler Blowdowns 454 30 100 13620 45400 15 20 6810 9080
Water Service Building 100 30 100 3000 10000 15 20 1500 2000
Fly Ash Transfer Bldg 100 30 100 3000 10000 15 20 1500 2000}
Reboilers 57 30 100 1710 5700 15 20 855 1140
Total 2218 66540 146450 10665 14220}

Limit 30 66.02795 4.808386 6.411181
Primary lagoon Effluent 2218 30 66 66540 146388 4.8 6.4 10646.4 14195.2
Ash Pond Effluent 1800 30 94.8 54000 170640 14 18.6 25200 33480
Total 2009 60270 158514 17923.2 23837.6

Limit: 30 78.90194 8.921453 11.86541
3.5.2. Dewatering Operations

No new flows will enter the Ash Pond during dewatering operations. The Ash Pond discharge will be similar
in composition to the effluent resulting from current conditions. The TSS and oil and grease limitations
applied at Outfall 001 during current operations will remain in effect until dewatering of the Ash Pond

ceases.

3.5.3.

Future Operations

The Ash Pond will slowly decrease in size until it is closed. The Ash Pond will decrease and eventually be
replaced with the water mass balance pond. The following calculations produce the TSS, and oil and grease
limitations which will take effect once Ash Pond dewatering activities cease.



KPDES Fact Sheet KY0022250 Page 23

Source Flow TSS Oil & Grease
Ash Pond Flow GPM AVGELG MAXELG Cal Avg MaxELG AVGELG MAXELG Cal Avg MaxELG
Unit 2 FGD Scrubber 0 30 100 0 0 15 20 0 0]
Unit 1 FGD Scrubber 0 30 100 0 0 15 20 0 0f
Dewatering Sump 28 30 100 840 2800 15 20 420 560
Coal pile runoff 147 30 50 4410 7350 5 5 735 735
No Ash Sluice Water 0 30 100 0 0 15 20 0 0
Solids Contact Unit 3 24 30 100 720 2400 15 20 360 480
Water Treatment Building 0 30 100 0 0 15 20 0 0
Solids Constact Unit 4 24 30 100 720 2400 15 20 360 480
Pre-Treatment Building 26 30 100 780 2600 15 20 390 520
Solids Contact Unit 2 24 30 100 720 2400 15 20 360 480
RO Neut Basin 5 30 100 150 500 15 20 75 100]
rainfall 48 30 60 1440 2880 10 15 480 720
Total 326 9780 23330 3180 4075

Limit 30 71.56442 9.754601 12.5
Primary lagoon
U1 Cooling Tower Blowdown 346 30 50 10380 17300 0 0 0 0
U2 Cooling Tower Blowdown 462 30 50 13860 23100 0 0 0 0|
U3 Cooling Tower Blowdown 316 30 50 9480 15800 0 0 0 0]
U4 Cooling Tower Blowdown 383 30 50 11490 19150 0 0 0 0
Boiler Blowdowns 454 30 100 13620 45400 15 20 6810 9080
Water Service Building 100 30 100 3000 10000 15 20 1500 2000}
Fly Ash Transfer Bldg 100 30 100 3000 10000 15 20 1500 2000
Reboilers 57 30 100 1710 5700 15 20 855 1140
Total 2218 66540 146450 10665 14220

Limit 30 66.02795 4.808386 6.411181
Primary lagoon Effluent 2218 30 66 66540 146388 4.8 6.4 10646.4 14195.2
Ash Pond Effluent 326 30 71.56442 9780 23330 14 18.6 4564  6063.6|
Total 1272 38160 84859 7605.2 10129.4

Limit: 30 66.71305 5.978931 7.963365

3.5.4. Calculations for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

These calculations were performed using a Microsoft EXCEL based workbook developed by DOW. The
workbook is designed to compare effluent data to the applicable water quality standards while also
incorporating the characteristics of the receiving water and any regulatory ZID and/or MZ. The following
table summarizes the results of these calculations for this outfall:
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nt | Stream Mixing Zone | Mixing Zone Mixed ZID Mixed
Effluent Characteristic Units HT::ess Harl:ness Gr:md "I:ardness AbSranted Ay Hardness

Hardness mg/| 400 121 YES 121.4568582 NO N/A N/A

. | Reported | Reported Average Maximum ; Average Maximum - Data

Effluent Characteristic | Units “| Avg “| Max | Limitation ~ | Limitation ~ | Discharge % ~ Discharge % ~ Source -7

Antimony ug/L 1.075 1.075 10258.69091 N/A 0.01 N/A DMR
Arsenic g/l 10.63 10.63 340 340 3.13 313 DMR
Beryllium ug/L 0.17 017 7327.636364 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
Cadmium ug/L 0.608 0.608 8.731374985 8.731374985 6.96 6.96 DMR
Chloride ug/L 686000 686000 1200000 1200000 57.17 57.17 APP
Chromium ug/L 343 343 1831590.9091 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
Chromium (111) ug/L 343 343 5611.7027 5611.7027 0.06 0.06 DMR
Chromium (VI) ug/L 343 343 16 16 21.44 21.44 DMR
Copper ug/L 5.87 5.87 51.68449826 51.68449826 11.36 1136 DMR
Cyanide, Free ug/L 0.5 0.5 22 22 2.27 227 DMR
Iron ug/L 379 379 4000 4000 9.48 9.48 APP
Lead ug/L 0.36 0.36 476.8177624 476.8177624 0.08 0.08 DMR
Mercury ug/L 0.013 0.013 0.051 14 25.49 0.93 DMR
Nickel ug/L 149 149 1515.921838 1515.921838 0.98 0.98 DMR
Nitrate (as N) ug/L 3 3 18319090.91 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Selenium ue/L 19.1 191 307 N/A 0.63 N/A DMR
Silver ug/L 0 0 N/A 41.07168773 N/A 0.00 DMR
Sulfate ug/L 1359000 1359000 457977272.7 N/A 0.30 N/A APP
Thallium ug/L 1.98 1.98 439.6581818 N/A 0.45 N/A DMR
Zinc ug/L 11.96 11.96 387.8303147 387.8303147 3.08 3.08 DMR
Ammonia (as N) mg/! 0.267 1 4906.285314 N/A 0.01 N/A APP
Nitrite-nitrogen Ohio River mg/| 3 3 610.6927273 N/A 0.49 N/A APP
Temperature F 78.89 80.86 0 110 11.72 7351 DMR

3.5.5. WET Limit Calculation

In addition to chemical-specific criteria, 401 KAR 10:031 contains whole effluent toxicity (WET) criteria
that necessitate the evaluation of complete effluents. The WET criterion is divided into two categories —
acute and chronic. WET criteria are not measured in pollutant concentrations, but rather in toxicity units
(TUs). The units TU represent the percentage of effluent that represents a toxic effect.

Pursuant to 401 KAR 10:029, Section 4(2) and 401 KAR 10:031, Section 4(j), the allowable instream
concentration of toxic substances or whole effluent containing toxic substances shall not exceed a TU¢ of
1.00, utilizing the 1C25, at the edge of the assigned regulatory Mixing Zone and shall not exceed a TUa Of
1.00, utilizing the LC50, within the assigned mixing unless a Zone of Initial Dilution has been assigned. To
determine the maximum TUc that can be discharged to ensure a 1.00 TUc is meet at the edge of the
assigned mixing zone, the following equation is used:

. [co (0, + MzF)(@,)) - cuMzF)(,)] _ [1.00(5.79 + (0.333)(10600)) — 0(. 333)(10600)]
T = QT -

=611

Where:

® Cr=the end of pipe effluent limit

5.79

Co = the pollutant water quality standard meet at edge of mixing zone (1.00 TU)

Cu = the pollutant background concentration, assumed to be 0 if no data available
Qs = the discharge flow (in cfs)
Qu = the receiving stream critical flow (7Q10 in cfs)
MZF = mixing zone factor, not to exceed 0.333 for streams and rivers or not to exceed 0.1 for lakes
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In order to translate between TUa and TUc, a relationship between TUs and TUc must be defined. This
relationship is known as the acute to chronic ratio and is defined as the ratio of acute toxicity, expressed
as an LC50, of an effluent to its chronic toxicity. It is used as a factor to estimate chronic toxicity from
acute toxicity data. DOW has defined two ratios, one for bioaccumulative or persistent, and one for non-
accumulative or non-persistent effluents.

For discharges containing:
e Bioaccumulative or persistent constituents, 1.00 TUc = 0.01 TUa (401 KAR 10:031, Section
4(1)()(2))
e Non-bioaccumulative or non-persistent constituents, 1.00 TUc = 0.1TU,a (401 KAR 10:031, Section

4(1)(j)(1))

Since mercury, a bioaccumulative in accordance with 401 KAR 10:029, 4(1)(h)(2)(b), is in the discharge
from this outfall the acute to chronic ratio is 0.01

Using the above calculated TUc limit of 611 and the acute to chronic ratio of 0.01, results in a TUa limit of
6.10. This result represents that 16% of the facilities effluent can’t not produce an acute toxic effect.
Therefore, there is enough mixing within the assigned mixing zone and TUx can be used in place of TUc,
and 1.00 TU, limit is placed on the permit.

3.6. Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

3.6.1. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

3.6.2. Temperature

The limitations for this parameter are consistent with Kentucky’s Water Quality Standards [401 KAR
10:031 Section 6 and 401 KAR 10:029 Section 4]. A mixing zone has been granted, in accordance with 401
KAR 10:029 Section 4, for this parameter.

3.6.3. Total Suspended Solids

The limits for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(a)(1) and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6)
— 40 CFR 122 Appendix A], representative of the BPT and NSPS requirements for low volume waste [40
CFR 423.12(b)(3)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(3)], representative of BPT, BAT, and NSPS requirements for
bottom ash transport water [40 CFR 423.12(b)(4)], [40 CFR 423.13(k)], and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(6)],
representative of BPT and NSPS requirements for coal pile runoff [40 CFR 423.12(b)(9)] and[40 CFR
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423.15(a)(11)], representative of BPT, BAT, and NSPS requirements for FGD wastewater {40 CFR
423.12(b)(11)], [40 CFR 423.13(g)], and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(3)], representative of BPT and NSPS
requirements for metal cleaning waste [40 CFR 423.12(b)(5)], [40 CFR 423.15(a)(4)], and imposing Best
Professional Judgement [401 KAR 5:080, Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].

3.6.4. Oil and Grease

The limits for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(a)(1) and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6)
— 40 CFR 122 Appendix A], representative of the BPT and NSPS requirements for low volume waste [40
CFR 423.12(b)(3)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(3)], representative of BPT, BAT, and NSPS requirements for
bottom ash transport water [40 CFR 423.12(b)(4)], [40 CFR 423.13(k)], and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(6)],
representative of BPT, BAT, and NSPS requirements for FGD wastewater {40 CFR 423.12(b)(11)], [40 CFR
423.13(g)], and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(3)], representative of BPT and NSPS requirements for metal cleaning
waste [40 CFR 423.12(b)(5)], [40 CFR 423.15(a)(4)], and imposing Best Professional Judgement [401 KAR
5:080, Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].

3.6.5. pH

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], representative of the BPT and NSPS requirements for pH [40 CFR 423.12 (b)(1)] and [40 CFR
423.15(a)(1)], and state water quality standards [401 KAR 10:031, Sections 4(1)(b) and 7].

3.6.6. Hardness and Total Recoverable: Antimony, Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper,
Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Silver, and Zinc

The monitoring requirements for these pollutants are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(i)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

3.6.7. Chloride and Total Recoverable Thallium

The monitoring requirements for these pollutants are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(i)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48]. A mixing zone has been granted, in accordance with 401 KAR
10:029 Section 4, for this parameter.

3.6.8. Total Recoverable Selenium

A mixing zone has been granted for this pollutant that allows the chronic aquatic life criterion to be met
at the edge of the mixing zone. The monthly average effluent limitation for this parameter is consistent
with the requirements of 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) [40 CFR 122.44(d)] and 401 KAR 10:031, Section 4.
The monthly average concentration of 3053 g/l serves both as a trigger for the collection of adequate
number of fish to conduct selenium residue in fish tissue testing and as a limitation in the event the
permittee is unable to collect the required number of fish. These limitations are consistent with Kentucky’s
water quality standards for total recoverable selenium. The incorporation of Appendix A on the collection
and handling requirements established in “Methods for Collection of Selenium Residue in Fish Tissue Used
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to Determine KPDES Permit Compliance” is consistent with the requirements of 401 KAR 5:070, Section
3[40 CFR 122.48(a)].

3.6.9. BMP Triggers

Permits shall include BMPs to control or abate the discharge of pollutants when numeric effluent
limitations are infeasible and/or when the practices are reasonably necessary to achieve effluent
limitations and standards to carry out the purposes and intent of the Clean Water Act (CWA). To
determine the effectiveness of the BMPs during dewatering triggers have been established that if
exceeded require the permittee to evaluate the currently employed BMPs and make necessary
modifications.

3.6.10. Whole Effluent Toxicity

The limitations for this parameter are consistent with Kentucky’s Water Quality Standards [401 KAR
10:031, Sections 4(1)(j)].A mixing zone has been granted, in accordance with 401 KAR 10:029 Section 4,
for this parameter.



KPDES Fact Sheet KY0022250 Page 28

SECTION 4

OUTFALL 002
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4. OUTFALL 002
4.1. Outfall Description
The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:
; ‘ ‘ TABLE 19.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
Internal 38°41'59.4” 83°48'46.3” Outfall 001 Unit #1 Cooling Tower Blowdown
4.2, Reported Values
The following table summarizes the reported values for Outfall 002:
TABLE 20.
EFFLUENT
Reported Parametars Units Loadings (Ibs./day.) Concentrations
Monthly Daily " Monthly
3 Minimum Daily Maximum Maximum
Average Maximum Average
Flow MGD 0.383 0.701 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Free Available Chlorine mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.04 0.06 N/A
Total Residual Chlorine mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.11 0.14 N/A
Time of Chlorine Addition Minutes/Day/Unit N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A
Priority Pollutants mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.033 0.033 N/A
Total Chromium mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.001 0.001 N/A
Total Zinc mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.009 0.009 N/A

The above values are based on 5-year Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) averages from 10/31/2012 to 09/30/2017.
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The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 002:

TABLE 21.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Char i i mple Type
uent Characteristic Units Monthly De.nly Minkmting Monthly Daily Masimum Frequency Sample Typ
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Free Available Chlorine! mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.5 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Total Residual Oxidants™* mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report 0.2 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Oxidant Discharge Time?! Min/unit/day N/A N/A N/A N/A 120 N/A 1/Occurrence? Log
Total Chromium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.2 N/A 1/Year Grab
Total Zinc? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Year Grab
Priority Pollutants’® No Detectable Amount 1/Year Calculated®

1Sampling of cooling tower blowdown must be taken at the nearest accessible point prior to discharge to or mixing with the receiving waters or wastestreams from other
outfalls.

’The measurement frequency “Occurrence” means during periods of chlorination or oxidation addition to cooling water, but no more frequent than once per week.

3The sample type ‘Multiple Grab’ means grab samples collected at the approximate beginning of oxidant discharge and once every fifteen (15) minutes thereafter until the end
of the oxidant discharge.

“The term Total Residual Oxidants (TRO) means the value obtained by using the amperometric titration or DPD methods for Total Residual Chlorine described in 40 CFR Part
136. In the event of addition of an oxidant other than Chlorine, the permittee shall receive prior approval from the DOW permitting staff before the initial use. TRO monitoring
and limits only apply if the applicant chooses to utilize an oxidant other than Chlorine.

*Priority Pollutants are those contained in chemicals added for cooling tower maintenance and shall be monitored annually by grab sample or by engineering calculations. The
results of the analyses/engineering calculations shall be totaled and reported as a single concentration on the DMR. The laboratory bench sheets/engineering or electronic
equivalent calculations showing the results for each pollutant shall be attached to the DMR. The term priority pollutants means the 126 priority pollutants listed in 40 CFR Part
423 Appendix A except total chromium and total zinc.

8Complicance with the limitations, for the 126 priority pollutants, in paragraph (b)(10) of 40 CFR 423.15 may be determined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that
the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine or oxidants may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in
any plant may discharge free available chlorine or total residual chlorine or oxidants at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the DOW that the units in a particular
location cannot operate at or below this level of chlorination or oxidant addition.
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4.4, Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

4.4.1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

4.4.1.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR 423.12(b) (7)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of cooling tower blowdown sources times the concentration listed in
the following table:

TABLE 22,
BPT Effluent Requirements — Cooling Tower Blowdown
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
Free Available Chlorine 0.5 mg/I 0.2 mg/I

40 CFR 423.12(b) (8)

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more than
two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in any plant may discharge free available or total
residual chlorine at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the Regional Administrator or sate,
if the state has NPDES permit issuing authority, that the units in a particular location cannot operate at or
below this level of chlorination.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (12)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)(3)
through (b)(7), and (b)(11), of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations
specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.12 (b) (12) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner.

40 CFR 423.13(d) (1)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of cooling tower blowdown time the concentration listed below:

TABLE 23.
BAT Effluent Requirements — Cooling Tower Blowdown
Effluent Characteristic | Maximum for any one day | Maximum for monthly average
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Free Available Chlorine 0.5 mg/I 0.2 mg/I
The 126 priority pollutants

(appendix A) contained in chemicals

added for cooling tower

maintenance, except:
Chromium, Total 0.2 mg/| 0.2 mg/I
Zinc, Total 1.0 mg/| 1.0 mg/|
!No detectable amount

40 CFR 423.13(d) (2)

() ()

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more than
two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in any plant may discharge free available or total
residual chlorine at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the Regional Administrator or sate,
if the state has NPDES permit issuing authority, that the units in a particular location cannot operate at or
below this level of chlorination.

40 CFR 423.13(d) (3)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, instead of the monitoring in 40 CFR 122.11(b), compliance with
the standards for the 126 priority pollutants in paragraph (d)(1) of this section may be determined by
engineering calculations demonstrating that the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final
discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

40 CFR 423.13(m)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)
through (l) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.13 (m) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

4.4.2. Best Professional Judgment “BPJ”

Time of Oxidants Discharge

The Division of Water will impose a limit of 120 minutes/day/unit of chlorination / oxidation discharge
time. The limit is representative of the BAT requirements for the discharge of chlorine in cooling tower
blowdown as specified in 40 CFR 423.13(d)(2) as incorporated in 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6). It is the
“Best Professional Judgement” (BPJ) of the Division of Water that this requirement is also applicable to
the addition of other oxidants as well as chlorine.

Total Residual Oxidants

The Division of Water will impose a daily maximum limit of 0.20 mg/I for this parameter. The limit is
representative of the BAT requirements for total residual chlorine in once through cooling water as
specified in 40 CFR 423.13(b)(1) as incorporated in 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6). It is the Division of Water’s
Best Professional Judgment (BPJ) determination to limit oxidants discharged in cooling tower blowdown,
when the permittee chooses to use an oxidant other than chlorine.
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4.5, Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYwQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

4.5.1. Internal Monitoring Point

The monitoring requirements for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(iii)], and the requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring
results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

4.5.2. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)], requirements for blowdown volume [40 CFR 125.94(c)(1)], and
requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR
122.48].

4.5.3. Free Available Chlorine

The limits for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], and representative of the BPT and BAT, requirements for cooling tower blowdown [40 CFR
423.12(b)(7)] and [40 CFR 423.13(d)(1)].

4.5.4. Total Chromium, Total Zinc, and Priority Pollutants

The limits for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(a)(1) and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6)
— 40 CFR 122 Appendix A], and representative of the BAT requirements for cooling tower blowdown [40
CFR 423.13(d)(1)].

4.5.5. Time of Oxidants Discharge

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], and representative of the BAT requirements for chlorine addition in [40 CFR 423.13 (d)(1)(2)]
and imposing Best Professional Judgement [401 KAR 5:080, Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].

4.5.6. Total Residual Oxidants

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
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and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing Best Professional Judgement [401 KAR 5:080,
Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].
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SECTION 5

OUTFALL 003
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5. OUTFALL 003
5.1. Outfall Description
The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:
TABLE 24.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
Internal 38°41'59.6” 83°48'46.3” Outfall 001 Unit #2 Cooling Tower Blowdown
5.2. Reported Values
The following table summarizes the reported values for Outfall 003:
TABLE 25.
EFFLUENT
Reported Paramsters Units Loadings (Ibs./day.) Concentrations
. Monthly Daily - Monthly
Minimum Daily Maximum Maximum
Average Maximum Average

Flow MGD 0.66 117 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Free Available Chlorine mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.036 0.052 N/A

Total Residual Chlorine mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.103 0.135 N/A

Time of Chlorine Addition Minutes/Day/Unit N/A N/A N/A 0 0 N/A

Priority Pollutants mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.045 0.045 N/A

Total Chromium mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.005 0.005 N/A

Total Zinc mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.009 0.009 N/A

The above values are based on 5-year Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) averages from 10/31/2012 to 09/30/2017.
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The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Qutfall 003:

TABLE 26.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly D?ily Minimum Monthly D?lly A Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Free Available Chlorine’ mg/I N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.5 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Total Residual Oxidants'* mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 0.2 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Oxidant Discharge Time? Min/unit/day N/A N/A N/A N/A 120 N/A 1/Occurrence? Log
Total Chromium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.2 N/A 1/Year Grab
Total Zinct mg/| N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Year Grab
Priority Pollutants®® No Detectable Amount 1/Year Calculated®

ISampling of cooling tower blowdown must be taken at the nearest accessible point prior to discharge to or mixing with the receiving waters or wastestreams from other
outfalls.

’The measurement frequency “Occurrence” means during periods of chlorination or oxidation addition to cooling water, but no more frequent than once per week.

3The sample type ‘Multiple Grab’ means grab samples collected at the approximate beginning of oxidant discharge and once every fifteen (15) minutes thereafter until the end
of the oxidant discharge.

“The term Total Residual Oxidants (TRO) means the value obtained by using the amperometric titration or DPD methods for Total Residual Chlorine described in 40 CFR Part
136. In the event of addition of an oxidant other than Chlorine, the permittee shall receive prior approval from the DOW permitting staff before the initial use. TRO monitoring
and limits only apply if the applicant chooses to utilize an oxidant other than Chlorine.

°Priority Pollutants are those contained in chemicals added for cooling tower maintenance and shall be monitored annually by grab sample or by engineering calculations. The
results of the analyses/engineering calculations shall be totaled and reported as a single concentration on the DMR. The laboratory bench sheets/engineering or electronic
equivalent calculations showing the results for each pollutant shall be attached to the DMR. The term priority pollutants means the 126 priority pollutants listed in 40 CFR Part
423 Appendix A except total chromium and total zinc.

5Complicance with the limitations, for the 126 priority pollutants, in paragraph (b)(10) of 40 CFR 423.15 may be determined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that
the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine or oxidants may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in
any plant may discharge free available chlorine or total residual chlorine or oxidants at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the DOW that the units in a particular
location cannot operate at or below this level of chlorination or oxidant addition.
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5.4. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

5.4.1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

5.4.1.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR 423.12(b) (7)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of cooling tower blowdown sources times the concentration listed in
the following table:

TABLE 27.
BPT Effluent Requirements — Cooling Tower Blowdown
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
Free Available Chlorine 0.5 mg/I 0.2 mg/I

40 CFR 423.12(b) (8)

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more than
two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in any plant may discharge free available or total
residual chlorine at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the Regional Administrator or sate,
if the state has NPDES permit issuing authority, that the units in a particular location cannot operate at or
below this level of chlorination.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (12)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)(3)
through (b)(7), and (b)(11), of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations
specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.12 (b) (12) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner.

40 CFR 423.13(d) (1)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of cooling tower blowdown time the concentration listed below:

TABLE 28.
BAT Effluent Requirements — Cooling Tower Blowdown
Effluent Characteristic J Maximum for any one day [ Maximum for monthly average
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Free Available Chlorine 0.5 mg/I 0.2 mg/I
The 126 priority pollutants

(appendix A) contained in chemicals

added for cooling tower

maintenance, except:
Chromium, Total 0.2 mg/I 0.2 mg/I
Zinc, Total 1.0 mg/! 1.0 mg/I
!No detectable amount

40 CFR 423.13(d) (2)

() ()

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more than
two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in any plant may discharge free available or total
residual chlorine at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the Regional Administrator or sate,
if the state has NPDES permit issuing authority, that the units in a particular location cannot operate at or
below this level of chlorination.

40 CFR 423.13(d) (3)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, instead of the monitoring in 40 CFR 122.11(b), compliance with
the standards for the 126 priority pollutants in paragraph (d)(1) of this section may be determined by
engineering calculations demonstrating that the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final
discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

40 CFR 423.13(m)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)
through (1) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.13 (m) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

5.4.2. Best Professional Judgment “BPJ”

Time of Oxidants Discharge

The Division of Water will impose a limit of 120 minutes/day/unit of chlorination / oxidation discharge
time. The limit is representative of the BAT requirements for the discharge of chlorine in cooling tower
blowdown as specified in 40 CFR 423.13(d)(2) as incorporated in 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6). It is the
“Best Professional Judgement” (BPJ) of the Division of Water that this requirement is also applicable to
the addition of other oxidants as well as chlorine.

Total Residual Oxidants

The Division of Water will impose a daily maximum limit of 0.20 mg/| for this parameter. The limit is
representative of the BAT requirements for total residual chlorine in once through cooling water as
specifiedin 40 CFR 423.13(b)(1) as incorporated in 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6). Itis the Division of Water’s
Best Professional Judgment (BPJ) determination to limit oxidants discharged in cooling tower blowdown,
when the permittee chooses to use an oxidant other than chlorine.
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5.5. Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

5.5.1. Internal Monitoring Point

The monitoring requirements for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(iii)], and the requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring
results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

5.5.2. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)], requirements for blowdown volume [40 CFR 125.94(c)(1)], and
requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR
122.48].

5.5.3. Free Available Chlorine

The limits for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], and representative of the BPT and BAT, requirements for cooling tower blowdown [40 CFR
423.12(b)(7)] and [40 CFR 423.13(d)(1)].

5.5.4. Total Chromium, Total Zinc, and Priority Pollutants

The limits for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(a)(1) and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6)
— 40 CFR 122 Appendix A], and representative of the BAT requirements for cooling tower blowdown [40
CFR 423.13(d)(1)].

5.5.5. Time of Oxidants Discharge

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], and representative of the BAT requirements for chlorine addition in [40 CFR 423.13 (d)(1)(2)]
and imposing Best Professional Judgement [401 KAR 5:080, Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].

5.5.6. Total Residual Oxidants

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
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and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing Best Professional Judgement [401 KAR 5:080,
Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].
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SECTION 6

OUTFALL 004
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6. OUTFALL 004
6.1. Outfall Description
The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:
TABLE 29.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
Internal Varies Varies Outfall 001 Chemical Metal Cleaning Wastewater
6.2. Reported Values
The following table summarizes the reported values for Outfall 004:
TABLE 30.
; EFFLUENT
Rutiortad Parsmaiers Units MonLt:alndmgs (Ibs./day) — Concentrations
v Daily Maximum Minimum v Daily Maximum Maximum
Average Average
Flow MGD ND ND N/A N/A N/A N/A
Total Recoverable Copper mg/| N/A N/A N/A ND ND N/A
Total Recoverable Iron mg/| N/A N/A N/A ND ND N/A
pH SU N/A N/A ND N/A N/A ND

The abbreviation ND means “No Discharge” during the last five years.

The above values are based on 5-year Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) averages from 12/31/2012 to 12/31/2016.

6.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for OQutfall 004:

TABLE 31.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Sibidim v Monthly D?lly Maximum Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Batch? Instantaneous
Total Recoverable Copper mg/I N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Batch! Grab
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TABLE 31.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
£ jah ; Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily o Monthly D?nly Stsulnum Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Total Recoverable Iron mg/| N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Batch’ Grab

Monitoring shall be conducted once per metal cleaning operation.
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6.4. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

6.4.1. Jordan Memorandum

According to 40 CFR 423.11(c) the term chemical metal cleaning waste means any wastewater resulting
from the cleaning of any metal process equipment with chemical compounds, including, but not limited
to, boiler tube cleaning. According to 40 CFR 423.11(d) the term metal cleaning waste means any
wastewater resulting from cleaning [with or without chemical compounds] any metal process equipment
including, but not limited to, boiler tube cleaning, boiler fireside cleaning, and air preheater cleaning.

There are air heater wash waters, boiler fireside wash waters, boiler tube cleaning, draft fan cleaning, and
precipitator wash water discharged to the ash pond. These waters are not a result of cleaning with
chemical compounds and they do not flow through Outfall 004. In the past these wastewaters were
permitted to discharge directly to the ash pond without limitations or monitoring requirements. That
permitting action was done pursuant to the Jordan Memorandum. The memorandum is from J. William
Jordan, US EPA Permit Assistance and Evaluation Division, to Bruce P. Smith, US EPA Enforcement Division
Region Ill, concerning interpretation of the metal cleaning wastes guidelines in the federal effluent
limitation guidelines for steam electric power generating point sources. In the memorandum, Mr. Jordan
explains that “All water washing operations are ‘low volume’ while any discharge from an operation
involving chemical cleaning should be included in the metal cleaning category.” With that in mind, it makes
sense that the limitations for chemical metal cleaning wastes do not apply to the air heater wash waters
and boiler fireside wash waters at this facility.

It is the BPJ of the DOW to place low volume waste requirements on these wastewaters. The DOW has
developed flow-weighted limitations at Outfall 001 to insure compliance with the federal effluent
limitation guidelines for low volume wastes, chemical metal cleaning wastes, and other process
wastewaters.

6.4.2. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

6.4.2.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR 423.12(b)(5)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in metal cleaning wastes shall not exceed the quantity determined
by multiplying the flow of metal cleaning wastes times the concentration listed in the following table:

TABLE 32,
BPT Effluent Requirements — Metal Cleaning Wastes
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/I 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/I 15.0 mg/I
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Copper, Total 1.0 mg/| 1.0 mg/I
Iron, Total 1.0 mg/I 1.0 mg/!

40 CFR 423.12(b) (12)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)(3)
through (b)(7), and (b)(11), of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations
specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.12 (b) (12) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner.

40 CFR 423.13(e)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in chemical metal cleaning wastes shall not exceed the gquantity
determined by multiplying the flow of chemical metal cleaning wastes times the concentration listed in
the following table:

TABLE 33.
BAT Effluent Requirements — Chemical Metal Cleaning Wastes
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
Copper, Total 1.0 mg/I 1.0 mg/I
Iron, Total 1.0 mg/I 1.0 mg/|

40 CFR 423.13(m)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)
through (1) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.13 (m) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

40 CFR 423.15(a) (4)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in chemical metal cleaning wastes shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of chemical metal cleaning wastes times the concentration listed in
the following table:

TABLE 34.
NSPS Effluent Requirements — Chemical Metal Cleaning Wastes
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/| 30.0 mg/!
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/| 15.0 mg/|
Copper, Total 1.0 mg/I 1.0 mg/I
Iron, Total 1.0 mg/I 1.0 mg/I

40 CFR 423.15(a)(13)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (a)(1)
through (a)(13) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this
section.
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In accordance with Sections 423.15 (a)(13) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

6.4.3. Total Suspended Solids, and Oil and Grease

Since Outfall 004 effluent is directed to the ash pond, and will be discharged through the future secondary
lagoon, the limitations for these pollutants has been applied at Outfall 001 after commingling with other
waters. The DOW has developed flow-weighted limitations to insure compliance with the federal effluent
limitation guidelines.

6.5. Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

6.5.1. Internal Monitoring Point

The monitoring requirements for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(iii)], and the requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring
results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 —40 CFR 122.48].

6.5.2. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

6.5.3. Total Copper and Total Iron

The limits for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(a)(1) and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6)
— 40 CFR 122 Appendix A], representative of the BPT, BAT and NSPS requirements for metal cleaning
wastes [40 CFR 423.12(b)(5)] ,[40 CFR 423.13(e)], and[40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)].
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SECTION 7

OUTFALL 005
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7. OUTFALL 005
7.1. Outfall Description
The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:
TABLE 35.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
External 38°42'9.8” 83°48'59.3” Ohio River Emergency Coal Pile Runoff
7.2. Reported Values
The following table summarizes the reported values for Outfall 005:
TABLE 36.
EFFLUENT
Réporad PATAmBER Units Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Monthly . . 2 Monthly .
Daily Maximum Minimum Daily Maximum Maximum
Average Average

Flow MGD 0.125 0.173 N/A N/A N/A N/A

Precipitation inches N/A N/A N/A 2.76 3.30 N/A

Total Suspended Solids mg/I N/A N/A N/A 25.8 27.2 N/A

Hardness (as mg/l CaCO3) mg/| N/A N/A N/A 592.2 604.8 N/A

Total Recoverable Metals mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.301 0.313 N/A

pH SuU N/A N/A 3.08 N/A N/A 9.73

The above values are based on 5-year Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) averages from 10/31/2012 to 09/30/2017.

7.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 005:

TABLE 37.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Minimtin Monthly D?I'V Maxiinm Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Discharge Instantaneous
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TABLE 37.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units I\All:er:;t;lz Ma[:::yu . Minimum 'X'\z:::: Mal:::'l‘yum Mo Frequency Sample Type
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 50 N/A 1/Discharge Grab
pH SuU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Discharge Grab
Hardness (as mg/l CaCOs) mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Arsenic mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Cadmium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Chromium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Copper mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Lead, mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Mercury ng/! N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Nickel mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Silver mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab
Total Recoverable Zinc mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Discharge Grab

The monitoring frequency for this outfall is once per discharge, but no more frequent than once per quarter. Should more than one discharge occur during a given quarter the
permittee will be responsible for collection at least one of those discharges.
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7.4. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

7.4.1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

7.4.1.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR 423.12(b) (1)

The pH of all discharges, except once through cooling water, shall be within the range of 6.0-9.0.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (2)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (9)

Subject to the provisions of paragraph (b)(10) of this section, the following effluent limitations shall apply
to the point source discharges of coal pile runoff:

TABLE 38.
BPT Effluent Requirements — Coal Pile Runoff
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 50 mg/|

40 CFR 423.12(b) (10)

Any untreated overflow from facilities designed, constructed, and operated to treat the volume of coal
pile runoff which is associated with a 10 year, 24 hour rainfall event shall not be subject to the limitations
in paragraph (b)(9) of this section

40 CFR 423.15(a)

Any new source as of November 19, 1982, subject to paragraph (a) of this section, must achieve the
following new source performance standards, in addition to the limitations in 423.13 of this part,
established on November 3, 2015. In the case of conflict, the more stringent requirements apply.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (1)

The pH of all discharges, except once through cooling water, shall be within the range of 6.0-9.0.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (2)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.15(a)
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Any new source as of November 19, 1982, subject to paragraph (a) of this section, must achieve the
following new source performance standards, in addition to the limitations in 423.13 of this part,
established on November 3, 2015. In the case of conflict, the more stringent requirements apply.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (1)

The pH of all discharges, except once through cooling water, shall be within the range of 6.0-9.0.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (2)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

7.4.2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

The following table lists those pollutants and/or pollutant characteristics of concern that DOW has
determined exhibit reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion of a water quality-based
criterion, and the basis of DOW’s determination. These determinations are consistent with the DOW’s
reasonable potential analysis (RPA) procedures outlined in Permitting Procedures For Determining
“Reasonable Potential” Kentucky Division of Water May 1, 2000.

TABLE 39.

Pollutant or Pollutant

Characteristic Basis

Total Recoverable Metals represents the summation of the analytical values of
the following individual pollutants: Antimony, Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium,
Chromium, Copper, Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, Silver, Thallium and Zinc.
An analysis of the DMR data indicates the concentrations of these pollutants
Total Recoverable Metals did not demonstrate a reasonable potential as determined by DOW’s chemical
specific RPA procedures. However, the facility is going through major changes
in response to the new steam electric ELG’s. Therefore, it is the best
professional judgement of the Division to continue monitoring for the metals
that have an acute water quality criteria.

7.5. Limitation Calculations
7.5.1. Calculations for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

These calculations were performed using a Microsoft EXCEL based workbook developed by DOW. The
workbook is designed to compare effluent data to the applicable water quality standards while also
incorporating the characteristics of the receiving water and any regulatory ZID and/or MZ. The following
table summarizes the results of these calculations for this outfall:
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Effluent | Stream Mixing Zone | Mixing Zone Mixed ZID Mixed
Effluent Characteristic Units Hardness | Hardness Granted Hardness abGranted 21D Dilutions Hardness

Hardness mg/! 400 121 NO N/A NO N/A N/A

> Reported | Reported Average Maximum Average Maximum ) Data

Effluent Characteristic * | Units | Avg *| Max ~| Limitation ~ Limitation v | Discharge% v | Discharge% ~ | Source -T

Antimony ug/L 0 0 640 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
Arsenic ug/L 3.2 3.2 150 340 243 0.94 DMR
Barium ug/L 304 304 54781800 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Beryllium ug/L 2.1 21 2191272 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate ug/L 5 5 2.2 N/A 227.27 N/A APP
Cadmium ug/L 0.23 0.23 0.755841246 8.731374985 3043 263 DMR
Chloride ug/L 30900 30900 600000 1200000 5.15 2.58 APP
Chromium ug/L 0 0 5478180 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
Chromium (111) ug/L 0 0 268.2205163 5611.7027 0.00 0.00 DMR
Chromium (V1) ug/L 0 0 11 16 0.00 0.00 DMR
Copper ug/L 243 2.43 30.49938305 51.68449826 7.97 470 DMR
Cyanide, Free ug/L 0 0 5.2 22 0.00 0.00 APP
Iron ug/L 890 890 3500 4000 2543 2225 APP
Lead ug/L 0 0 18.58090366 476.8177624 0.00 0.00 DMR
Mercury ug/L 0.00867 0.00867 0.051 14 17.00 0.62 DMR
Nickel g/l 24.43 2443 168.5409938 1515.921838 14.49 1.61 DMR
Nitrate (as N) ug/L 300 300 547818000 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Selenium ug/L 69 6.9 5 N/A 138.00 N/A DMR
Silver ug/L 0 0 N/A 41.07168773 N/A 0.00 DMR
Sulfate ug/L 266000 266000 13695450000 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Thallium ug/L 0.47 0.47 0.47 N/A 100.00 N/A DMR
Zinc ug/L 51 51 387.8303147 387.8303147 13.15 13.15 DMR
Ammonia (as N) mg/! 0.6 0.6 146718.602 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Nitrite-nitrogen Ohio River mg/! 03 03 i N/A 30.00 N/A APP

7.5.2. Non-continuous discharge

The discharge from this outfall is not a continuous discharge, and only discharges as result of stormwater.
Therefore, only the acute water quality standards apply to the discharge.

7.6. Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELSs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

7.6.1. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
(401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

7.6.2. Total Suspended Solids

The limits for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(a)(1) and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6)
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— 40 CFR 122 Appendix A], representative of BPT and NSPS requirements for coal pile runoff [40 CFR
423.12(b)(9)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(11)].

7.63. pH

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], and representative of the BPT and NSPS requirements for pH [40 CFR 423.12 (b)(1)] and [40
CFR 423.15(a)(1)].

7.6.4. Hardness and Total Recoverable: Arsenic, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Lead, Mercury, Nickel,
Silver, and Zinc

The monitoring requirements for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

7.6.5. Total Recoverable: Antimony, Beryllium, Selenium, and Thallium

Based on the last five years of DMR data, the facility does not show reasonable potential for these
parameters at this outfall. Therefore, the decision to remove these parameters from the permit is based
on the Division of Water’s EPA-Approved “Permitting Procedures For Determining Reasonable Potential”
and 40 CFR 122.44(d).

7.6.6. Precipitation

The removal of this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results [401 KAR 5:070,
Section 3 —40 CFR 122.48]. DOW has determined that precipitation data for this facility does not provide
any additional insight into determining compliance with the effluent limitations.
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SECTION 8

OUTFALL 006



8. OUTFALL 006
8.1. Outfall Description
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The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:

TABLE 40.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
External 38°42'7.9” 83°48'50.4” Ohio River Stormwater Runoff
8.2. Reported Values
The following table summarizes the reported values for Outfall 006:
TABLE 41.
EFFLUENT
S oo Paraias e ks Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Monthly . . : Monthly .
Daily Maximum Minimum Daily Maximum Maximum
Average Average
Flow MGD 1.22 1.33 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Precipitation Inches N/A N/A N/A 0.84 1.41 N/A
Settleable Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.14 0.14 N/A
Hardness (as mg/l CaCOs3) mg/| N/A N/A N/A 184.4 236.5 N/A
pH SuU N/A N/A 7.45 N/A N/A 8.18

The above values are based on 5-year Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) averages from 12/31/2012 to 09/30/2017.

8.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 006:

TABLE 42.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Miniiam Monthly D?lly P — Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Quarter Instantaneous
Settleable Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
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8.4. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW'’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

8.4.1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

8.4.1.1. Best Professional Judgement
Oil & Grease

The facility does not treat its stormwater for this parameter before discharge. If treatment were to be
necessary, an adequately sized oil /water separator with ample retention time would provide appropriate
treatment. Flotation or gravity separation of lighter petroleum based products from water is a common
and cost effective method for the removal of oil & grease. It has been the experience of the Division that
this treatment method can achieve an oil & grease concentration of 10 mg/l as a monthly average and 15
mg/| as a daily maximum.

8.5. Limitation Calculations
8.5.1. Calculations for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

These calculations were performed using a Microsoft EXCEL based workbook developed by DOW. The
workbook is designed to compare effluent data to the applicable water quality standards while also
incorporating the characteristics of the receiving water and any regulatory ZID and/or MZ. The following
table summarizes the results of these calculations for this outfall:

Effluent | Stream Zone Zone Mixed . FI0)
Effluent Characteristic Units | Hardness | Hardness “;.:tad m:-m ZOGantsd || 20 Diutions um

Hardness mg/| 184.4 121 NO N/A NO N/A N/A

Reported | Reported Average Maximum Average Maximum Data

Effluent Characteristic | Units *| Avg "| Max " | Limitation ~| Limitation ~| Discharge% | Discharge% ~| Source -7

Antimony ug/L 0 0 640 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Arsenic ug/L 29 29 150 340 193 0.85 APP
Beryllium Wg/L 01 01 22455.14754 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Cadmium ug/L 08 08 0425859758 3973754209 187.86 2013 APP
Chromium Hg/L 3.2 32 561378.6885 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Chromium (I11) HB/L 3.2 32 142.2535299 2976.224672 2.25 0.11 APP
Chromium (V1) ug/L 3l 32 11 16 29.09 20.00 APP
Copper ug/L 38 38 15.73705618 249172045 2415 15.25 APP
lron ug/L 170 170 3500 4000 486 425 APP
Lead ug/L 0 0 6.933589241 177.9277568 0.00 0.00 APP
Nickel ug/L 9.8 98 87.53798253 787.3499282 11.20 1.24 APP
Selenium ug/L 8 8 5 N/A 160.00 N/A APP
Silver ug/L 0 [V N/A 10.8419685 N/A 0.00 APP
Thallium ug/L 07 07 047 N/A 14894 N/A APP
Zinc ug/L 50.4 504 201.2313064 201.2313064 25.05 25.05 APP

8.5.2. Non-continuous discharge

The discharge from this outfall is not a continuous discharge, and only discharges as result of stormwater.
Therefore, only the acute water quality standards apply to the discharge.
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8.6.  Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYwQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

8.6.1. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 —40 CFR 122.48].

8.6.2. Settleable Solids

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(i)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

8.6.3. Oil & Grease

The limitations for this parameter are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 125.3(c)(2) as
incorporated by reference in 401 KAR 5:080, Section 2(3). The limits are representative of the Division of
Water’s “Best Professional Judgment” (BPJ) determination of the “Best Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology” (BCT) requirements for these pollutants.

8.6.4. pH

The limitations for this parameter are consistent Kentucky’s Water Quality Standards [401 KAR 10:031,
Section 4(1)(b) and Section 7].

8.6.5. Precipitation and Hardness

The removal of these parameters is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results [401 KAR 5:070,
Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48]. DOW has determined that precipitation data for this facility does not provide
any additional insight into determining compliance with the effluent limitations. Since none of the
remaining parameters are hardness dependent the monitoring requirements for hardness has also been
removed.
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SECTION 9

OUTFALL 007



9. OUTFALL 007
9.1. Outfall Description
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The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:

TABLE 43.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
External 38°42'0.2" 83°48'46.9” Ohio River Reverse Osmosis Reject
9.2. Reported Values
The following table summarizes the reported values for Outfall 007:
TABLE 44.
EFFLUENT
Reported Parameters Units Monlt:Tdings (Ibs./day) MonthWConcentratwns
v Daily Maximum Minimum Daily Maximum Maximum
Average Average
Flow MGD 0.16 0.17 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Dissolved Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 1140 1143 N/A
»Hardness (as mg/l CaCO3) mg/| N/A N/A N/A 737.2 752.3 N/A
Total Recoverable Metals mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.007 0.008 N/A
pH SuU N/A N/A 7.67 N/A N/A 8.07

The above values are based on 5-year Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) averages from 12/31/2012 to 09/30/2017.

9.3. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Qutfall 007:

TABLE 45.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily E— Monthly Dz.nly Shherkioerus Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Quarter Instantaneous
Dissolved Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
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9.4, Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

9.4.1. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

The following table lists those pollutants and/or pollutant characteristics of concern that DOW has
determined exhibit reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion of a water quality-based
criterion, and the basis of DOW’s determination. These determinations are consistent with the DOW’s
reasonable potential analysis (RPA) procedures outlined in Permitting Procedures For Determining
“Reasonable Potential” Kentucky Division of Water May 1, 2000.

TABLE 46.
Pollutant or Pollutant Facls
Characteristic

Total Recoverable Metals represents the summation of the analytical values of
Total Recoverable: Antimony, the following individual pollutants: Antimony, Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium,
Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, Silver, Thallium and Zinc.
Chromium, Copper, Lead, An analysis of the DMR data indicates the concentrations of these pollutants
Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, did not demonstrate a reasonable potential as determined by DOW'’s chemical
Silver, and Zinc specific RPA procedures. Therefore, DOW is removing the monitoring

requirement for these parameters.

A Mixing Zone has granted for these parameters. Because a Mixing Zone has
been granted there is no reasonable potential for this parameter to violate the
Total Recoverable Thallium State Water Quality Standard. However, since the facility would show
reasonable potential if not for the Mixing Zone it’s the Division of Waters Best
Professional Judgement to continue monitoring for these parameters.

9.4.2. Mixing Zone (M2)

The Kentucky Water Quality Standards (KYWQS) allow the assignment of a MZ for chronic aquatic life
(Chronic) and human health fish consumption (Fish) WQBELs and thermal discharges [401 KAR 10:029,
Section 4]. The pollutants and/or the pollutant characteristics for which DOW has granted a MZ are listed
as follows: Total Recoverable Thallium

9.5. Limitation Calculations
9.5.1. Calculations for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

These calculations were performed using a Microsoft EXCEL based workbook developed by DOW. The
workbook is designed to compare effluent data to the applicable water quality standards while also
incorporating the characteristics of the receiving water and any regulatory ZID and/or MZ. The following
table summarizes the results of these calculations for this outfall:
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Effluent | Stream Mixing Zone | Mixing Zone Mixed ZID Mixed
Effluent Characteristic Units Hardness | Hardness Granted Hardness 21D Granted KIE Dok Hardness

Hardness mg/| 400 121 YES 121.0195754 NO N/A N/A

Reported | Reported Average Maximum Average Maximum Data

Effluent Characteristic ~ | Units " | Avg "| Max ~| Limitation ~ | Limitation |~ | Discharge % | Discharge % ~ Source T

Antimony ug/L 0.09 0.09 239671.6 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
Arsenic ug/L 1.98 1.98 340 340 0.58 0.58 DMR
Beryllium ug/L 0 0 171194 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
Cadmium ug/L 0 0 8.731374985 8.731374985 0.00 0.00 DMR
Chloride ug/L 109000 109000 1200000 1200000 9.08 9.08 APP
Chromium ug/L 0 0 4279850 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
Chromium (I11) ug/L 0 0 5611.7027 5611.7027 0.00 0.00 DMR
Chromium (V1) ug/L 0 0 16 16 0.00 0.00 DMR
Copper ug/L 0 0 51.68449826 51.68449826 0.00 0.00 DMR
Iron ug/L 0 0 4000 4000 0.00 0.00 APP
Lead ug/L 0.09 0.09 476.8177624 476.8177624 0.02 0.02 DMR
Mercury ug/L 0 0 0.051 14 0.00 0.00 DMR
Nickel ug/L 08 0.8 1515921838 1515.921838 0.05 0.05 DMR
Nitrate (as N) ug/L 1100 1100 427985000 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Selenium ug/L 0.92 0.92 71262.8375 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
Silver ug/L 0 0 N/A 41.07168773 N/A 0.00 DMR
Sulfate ug/L 243000 243000 10699625000 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Thallium ug/L 0.28 0.28 10271.64 N/A 0.00 N/A DMR
Zinc ug/L 1.88 1.88 387.8303147 387.8303147 0.48 0.48 DMR
Ammonia (as N) mg/| 0 0 114624.4937 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Nitrite-nitrogen Ohio River mg/! 1.1 13 14252.5675 N/A 0.01 N/A APP

9.6.

Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At @ minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

9.6.1. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

9.6.2. Total Dissolved Solids

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(i)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

9.6.3. pH

The limitations for this parameter are consistent Kentucky’s Water Quality Standards [401 KAR 10:031,
Section 4(1)(b) and Section 7].
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9.6.4. Total Recoverable Thallium

The monitoring requirements for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(i)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48]. A mixing zone has been granted, in accordance with 401 KAR
10:029 Section 4, for this parameter.

9.6.5. Hardness and Total Recoverable: Antimony, Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper,
Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, Silver, and Zinc

Based on the last five years of DMR data the facility does not show reasonable potential for these
parameters at this outfall. Therefore the decision to remove this parameter from the permit is based on
the Division of Water’s EPA approved “Permitting Procedures For Determining Reasonable Potential” and
40 CFR 122.44 (d). Since none of the remaining parameters are hardness dependent the monitoring
requirements for hardness has also been removed.
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SECTION 10

OUTFALL 008



10. OUTFALL 008

10.1. Outfall Description

The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:
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TABLE 47.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
External 38°41'9.01” 83°49'46.76" UT to Lawrence Creek Coal Combustion Residual Landfill Leachate and Stormwater Runoff

10.2. Reported Values

The following table summarizes the reported values for Outfall 008:

TABLE 48.
EFFLUENT
Banortid Pivematers Units Monl;:T:lngs (lbs./day) Monthvaoncentratlons .
Average Daily Maximum Minimum Average Daily Maximum Maximum
Flow MGD 0.155 0.199 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Precipitation Inches N/A N/A N/A 0.73 0.73 N/A
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 14.23 16.76 N/A
Total Recoverable Metals mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.024 0.025 N/A
Hardness (as mg/l CaCOs) mg/| N/A N/A N/A 853.95 864.80 N/A
pH SuU N/A N/A 7.39 N/A N/A 11.68

The above values are based on 5-year Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) averages from 12/31/2012 to 09/30/2017.

10.3.

Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 008:

TABLE 49.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Nilindivian Monthly Daily RT— Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Month Instantaneous
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TABLE 49.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations ;
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly D?|Iy Sidnim Monthly Daily T Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 30.0 100.0 N/A 1/Month Grab
Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 15.0 20.0 N/A 1/Month Grab
pH SU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Thallium ug/l N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium ug/l N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/kg dry ;
(Fish Tissue) Wit N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Report 1/Year (")

I1See Section 5.11 of the permit for additional requirements.
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10.4. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW'’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

10.4.1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

10.4.1.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR423.12(b) (1)

The pH of all discharges, except once through cooling water, shall be within the range of 6.0-9.0.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (2)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (11)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in FGD wastewater, flue gas mercury control wastewater,
combustion residual leachate, or gasification wastewater shall not exceed the quantity determined by
multiplying the flow of the applicable wastewater times the concentration listed in the following table:

TABLE 50.
BPT Effluent Requirements — combustion residual leachate
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/I 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/! 15.0 mg/I

40 CFR 423.12(b) (12)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)(3)
through (b)(7), and (b)(11), of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations
specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.12 (b) (12) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner.

40 CFR 423.13(a)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.13(l)
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The quantity of pollutants discharged in combustion residual leachate shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of combustion residual leachate times the concertation for TSS listed
in 423.12(b)(4).

40 CFR 423.13(m)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)
through (1) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.13 (m) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

40 CFR 423.15(a)

Any new source as of November 19, 1982, subject to paragraph (a) of this section, must achieve the
following new source performance standards, in addition to the limitations in 423.13 of this part,
established on November 3, 2015. In the case of conflict, the more stringent requirements apply.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (1)

The pH of all discharges, except once through cooling water, shall be within the range of 6.0-9.0.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (2)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (3)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in low volume waste sources, FGD wastewater, flue gas mercury
control wastewater, combustion residual leachate, and gasification wastewater shall not exceed the
quantity determined by multiplying the flow of low volume waste sources times the concentration listed
in the following table:

TABLE 51.
BPT Effluent Requirements — Low volume wastes
Effluent Characteristic Maximum foranyoneday |  Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/! 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/! 15.0 mg/I

40 CFR 423.15(a)(13)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (a)(1)
through (a)(13) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this
section.

In accordance with Sections 423.15 (a)(13) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner
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10.4.1.2. Best Professional Judgment (BPJ)

Landfill = Stormwater Runoff

This facility utilizes a sedimentation basin it its operation which provides for the settling of suspended
solids. Sedimentation isa commonly used treatment technology for the removal of total suspended solids
from non-contaminated stormwater runoff associated with landfill operations. Sedimentation is both
efficient and cost effective. Although several factors may influence the final concentration of total
suspended solids in the discharge, it has been the experience of the Division that ponds that retain landfill-
related stormwater for six hours or more can achieve a total suspended solids concentration of 100 mg/I
as a daily maximum.

10.4.2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

The following table lists those pollutants and/or pollutant characteristics of concern that DOW has
determined exhibit reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion of a water quality-based
criterion, and the basis of DOW’s determination. These determinations are consistent with the DOW'’s
reasonable potential analysis (RPA) procedures outlined in Permitting Procedures For Determining
“Reasonable Potential” Kentucky Division of Water May 1, 2000.

TABLE 52.

Pollutant or Pollutant

Lbeid Basis
Characteristic e

Total Recoverable Metals represents the summation of the analytical values of
Total Recoverable: Antimony, the following individual pollutants: Antimony, Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium,

Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, Silver, Thallium and Zinc.
Chromium, Copper, Lead, An analysis of the DMR data indicates the concentrations of these pollutants,
Mercury, Nickel, Silver, and except Selenium and Thallium, did not demonstrate a reasonable potential as
Zinc. determined by DOW’s chemical specific RPA procedures. Therefore, DOW is

removing the monitoring requirement for these parameters.

The discharge concentration of this pollutant exceeds 90% of the calculated
chronic water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for this pollutant.
However, in accordance with 401 KAR 10:031 Section 6 footnote 9 “If fish tissue
data are available, fish tissue data shall take precedence over water column
data. Based on fish tissue data provided there is not reasonable potential to
violate the Selenium fish tissue Water Quality Criteria. Due to limited results at
this time it is Division’s Best Professional Judgment to monitor selenium and
fish tissue selenium at this outfall.

The discharge concentration of this pollutant exceeds 90% of the calculated
chronic water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) for this pollutant.
However, EKPC has provided data to show that this was due to an anomaly that
occurred in April 2015. Therefore, only monitoring will be required at this time.

Total Recoverable Selenium

Total Recoverable Thallium

10.5. Limitation Calculations
10.5.1. Calculations for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

These calculations were performed using a Microsoft EXCEL based workbook developed by DOW. The
workbook is designed to compare effluent data to the applicable water quality standards while also
incorporating the characteristics of the receiving water and any regulatory ZID and/or MZ. The following
table summarizes the results of these calculations for this outfall:
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400'100

Antimony ug/L 0.35 035 640 N/A

Arsenic ug/L 116 116 150 340

Beryllium ug/L 0 0 163379.4839 N/A

Cadmium /L 0.4s 045 0.755841246 8.731374985

Chloride ug/L 14900 14900 600000 1200000

Chromium ug/L 0.92 092 4084487.097 N/A

Chromium (111) ug/t 0.92 092 268.2205163 5611.7027

Copper ug/L 0.22 022 30.49938305 5168449826

Iron ug/L 137 137 3500 4000

Lead ug/L 0.085 0.085 18.58090366 476.8177624

Mercury ug/L 0.0029 0.0029 0.051 14

Nickel ug/L 0.085 0.085 168.5409938 1515.921838

Nitrate (as N) ug/L 16 16 408448709.7 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Selenium ug/L 5.12 5.12 5 N/A 102.40 N/A DMR
Silver ug/L 0 o N/A 41.07168773 N/A 0.00 DMR
Sulfate ug/L 206000 206000 10211217742 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Thallium ug/L 0515 0.515 047 N/A 109.57 N/A DMR
Zinc ug/L 1.59 159 387.8303147 387.8303147 041 041 DMR
Ammonia (as N) mg/l 0.06 0.06 4.220347834 N/A 142 N/A APP

10.6. lustification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

10.6.1. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

10.6.2. Total Suspended Solids and Oil and Grease

The limits for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], representative of the BPT, BAT, and NSPS requirements for combustion residual leachate [40
CFR 423.12(b)(11)], [40 CFR 423.13(l)], and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(3)], and imposing Best Professional
Judgement [401 KAR 5:080, Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3]..

10.6.3. pH

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
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Appendix A], representative of the BPT and NSPS requirements for pH [40 CFR 423.12 (b)(1)] and [40 CFR
423.15(a)(1)], and state water quality standards [401 KAR 10:031, Sections 4(1)(b) and 7].

10.6.4. Total Recoverable Selenium and Selenium Fish Tissue

The monitoring requirements for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(i)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 —40 CFR 122.48].

10.6.5. Total Recoverable Thallium

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(i)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

10.6.6. Hardness and Total Recoverable: Antimony, Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper,
Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Silver, and Zinc

Based on the last five years of DMR data the facility does not show reasonable potential for these
parameters at this outfall. Therefore the decision to remove this parameter from the permit is based on
the Division of Water’s EPA approved “Permitting Procedures For Determining Reasonable Potential” and
40 CFR 122.44 (d). Since none of the remaining parameters are hardness dependent the monitoring
requirements for hardness has also been removed.
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SECTION 11

OUTFALL 009



11. OUTFALL 009
11.1. Outfall Description

The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:
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TABLE 53.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
External 38°42'9.6” 83°48'23.5” Plant Intake from Ohio River Raw Water Intake

11.2. Reported Values

The following table summarizes the reported values for Outfall 009:

TABLE 54.
EFFLUENT
RO ed Palametars Units Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Monthly . sis Monthly . 3
Daily Maximum Minimum Daily Maximum Maximum

Average Average
Flow MGD 6.43 9.41 N/A N/A N/A N/A
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A 61.9 67.4 N/A
Total Suspended Solids mg/I N/A N/A N/A 59.77 60.84 N/A
Hardness (as mg/l CaCOs3) mg/| N/A N/A N/A 130.1 132.1 N/A
Total Recoverable Metals mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.019 0.019 N/A
pH SU N/A N/A 7.5 N/A N/A 8.1

The above values are based on 5-year Discharge Monitoring Report (DMR) averages from 10/31/2012 to 09/30/2017.
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The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 009:

TABLE 55.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly D?IIy i Monthly D?lly Kbl Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum
Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Daily Grab
Temperature °F N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A Daily Grab
ICooling Water Intake Fail=1 " _—
Ihiesetion Basnty N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Report 1/Week Inspection

operated.

lWeekly monitoring of the cooling water intake system shall be performed, during the period the cooling water intake structure is in operation, to ensure that the design and
construction technology required by §125.94 (i.e., intake flow commensurate with closed cycle cooling) is functioning as designed and is being appropriately maintained and

be reported.

2If the intake flow through the screen is not commensurate with closed cycle cooling a “1” is to be reported. If intake flow is commensurate with closed cycle cooling “0” is to

3This inspection may take the form of either visual inspections or the use of remote monitoring devices.
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11.4. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW'’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

11.4.1. Cooling Water Intake

11.4.1.1. Colling Water Intake Description

Spurlock Station Cooling Water Intake Structure is located at N 38°42°09” W 83°48'23" on the south bank
of the Ohio River, which has a 7Q.o flow of 10,600 cfs. The cooling water intake structure is a single wet
well that houses five pumps, three for the Spurlock Station and two for the adjacent International Paper
facility. The wet well has two independent cylindrical wedge wire screen assemblies mounted to a
bulkhead on the northern face of the structure. The screens are each located at the end of separate 15-
foot intake pipelines. The screen elevation is approximately 473 feet and the normal pool depth of the
Ohio River is that area is approximately 485 feet, indicating that screens remain submerged at all times.
Water withdrawn from the cooling water intake structure by Spurlock Station is used for makeup to the
station’s four cooling towers. Spurlock Station has three raw water pumps in the intake structure that
provide the makeup water. Each pump has a design capacity of 5,000 gpm, resulting in a 15,000 gpm
maximum design capacity for makeup. International Paper has two 2,000 gpm constant-speed pumps.
Under normal operations, one of the raw water makeup pumps will run continuously. Spurlock Station
has four mechanical draft cooling towers with drift eliminators. Units 1, 3, and 4 are currently operated
at 7 cycles of concentration on average, and Unit 2 is operated at 7.5 cycles of concentration on average.
Well water from the facility groundwater wells can also be used for makeup on cooling tower unit 1.
Approximately 50 percent of the cooling tower unit 1 makeup comes from the intake structure and the
remaining 50 percent is well water. The maximum design intake flow (for both facilities combined) is 27.4
MGD (42.41 cfs), which is equivalent to 0.4% of the 7Quo. This is based upon all five of the intake pumps
capacity. The through-screen design intake velocity at the point of withdrawal is 0.41 ft/s (with one screen
out of service). The actual intake flow (for both facilities combined) is 8.83 MGD (13.67 cfs), which is
equivalent to 0.13% of the 7Quo. The actual intake velocity is 0.13 ft/s (with one screen out of service).
These figures are based on the annual average withdrawal rate during January 2015 - June 2017.
Approximately 70 percent of all water withdrawn from the Ohio River is used for non-contact cooling,
which is being used for makeup at the Spurlock Station cooling towers. There is no emergency intake at
the facility.

11.4.1.2. Current Technologies
Closed-Cycle Cooling System

The closed-cycle cooling system, already in place at Spurlock Station, significantly reduces cooling water
demand compared to an equivalent once-through cooling system. The resulting reduction to
impingement is assumed to be directly proportional to this reduction in flow. As documented in the 2014
Phase Il rule, USEPA estimates that facilities using freshwater cooling towers achieve flow reduction, and
therefore associated entrainment and impingement mortality reductions, of 98 percent.

Cylindrical Wedge Wire Screens

The two screens are designed to minimize the impingement and entrainment of debris and aquatic
organisms continually. The wedge wire tee-screens installed have a slot size of 0.125 inch (3.175
millimeter). Wedge wire screens have been demonstrated to minimize entrainment with excessive
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handling that may occur with more traditional traveling water screens, and have been shown to reduce
entrainment even in organisms smaller than the slot size by inducing an avoidance response in the
organism. The design through-screen velocity for both screen assemblies is lower than 0.5 ft/s, even when
one screen is out of service. Both screens use an airburst system to remove debris and organisms, and
maintain maximum open surface area, thereby minimizing through screen velocities. The airburst system
is operated automatically every 5 minutes to maintain clear screens and low differential pressure.
Additionally, alarms on the pumps in the intake structure alert operators to any operational issues

Cooling Water Intake Pumps

Under normal operating conditions, only one of the three Spurlock Station pumps runs continuously, and
one of the two International Paper pumps runs continuously. Two 5,000-gpm, constant-speed makeup
pumps for Spurlock Station were installed initially along with two 2,000-gpm constant-speed pumps for
International Paper. A third 5,000-gpm constant-speed pump for Spurlock Station was added in 2002, for
a total of five pumps in the Cooling Water Intake Structure.

Alternative Cooling Water Source

Spurlock Station uses well water for process water and to supplement cooling tower makeup and decrease
the total demand for withdrawal required from the Ohio River. This well water supply of approximately
400 gpm effectively reduces withdrawal at the Ohio River Cooling Water Intake Structure by that same
amount. Approximately 50 percent of the cooling tower Unit 1 makeup comes from the intake structure
and the remaining 50 percent is well water. Well water represents approximately 8 percent of the total
cooling tower makeup demand.

11.4.1.3. Impingement Mortality BTA Determination

The permittee has selected to comply with the impingement mortality standard in 40 CFR 125.94(c)(1) by
implementing a closed cycle recirculating system. This intake structure feeds into a cooling system that
meets the definition of a closed-cycle recirculating system in 40 CFR 125.92(c), as demonstrated by the
following: Spurlock Station has four mechanical draft cooling towers with drift eliminators. Units 1, 3 and
4, are currently operated at 7 cycles of concentration on average, and Unit 2 is operated at 7.5 cycles of
concentration on average. The cycles of concentrations are reasonable set points that minimize water
withdrawal while being able to control cooling tower water chemistry.

11.4.1.4. Entrainment BTA Determination

The current technology and operations for the cooling water intake structure have been identified by the
Division as the best technology available for minimizing entrainment at this intake structure. Since the
facility already operates with closed-cycle recirculating system and wedge wire screens the following
additional technologies were evaluated: (1) fine mesh screens with a mesh size of 2mm or smaller with a
safe return mechanism, (2) variable speed pumps, and (3) water reuse or alternate sources of cooling
water. Each technology was evaluated using the criteria listed in 40 CFR 125.98(f)(2) and, where relevant,
the criteria listed in 40 CFR 125.98(f)(3). See the tables below for analyses:

Fine Mesh Screens with a Mesh Size of 2 mm or smaller

Numbers and Types of The facility does not have historical, relevant entrainment data that can be
organisms entrained compared with data for this technology. In order for any entrainment reductions
to be seen a screen with a mesh size of <2.0 mm should be used, as nearly 100% of
eggs are still pass through a 2.0 mm mesh screen. Through EPA’s review of control
technologies, the Agency found that the survival of “converts” on fine mesh screen




KPDES Fact Sheet KY0022250 Page 79

was very poor, and in some extreme cases comparable to the extremely low survival
of entrained organisms that are allowed to pass entirely through the facility.

Particulate emissions or
other pollutants

None expected other than increase in solids clogging the mesh slot size.

Land availability

The size of the screen face may need to be increased to maintain current flow rates.
As EPA noted in the 316(b) existing facilities rule technical development document,
in order to equip fine mesh screen and maintain a through-screen velocity of 0.5
fps, as many as 68% of facilities would need to expand their intake screen area by
more than five times.

Remaining useful plant life

There are currently no plans to decommission or replace Units 1 through 4 at
Spurlock Station. This was not considered a critical factor.

Quantified and qualitative
social benefits

The permittee is not required to provide Cost Evaluation Study (40 CFR
122.21(r)(10)) or Benefits Evaluation (40 CFR 122.21(r)(11)) because AIF is less than
125 MGD. The permittee provided no estimate of cost. The data that is available for
this factor is not of sufficient rigor to allow the Division to preclude this technology.

Conclusion

The use of a fine mesh screen is not required, in part, because the main entrainment
reduction expected from the use of fine mesh screens with a mesh size of 2 mm or
smaller as opposed to the 3 mm screens already in installed is early life stage
organisms (i.e. nursery areas). Since the facilities intake screens are already 150 feet
from the banks of the Ohio River the Division does not expect this technology to
provide a significant reduction to entrainment. Additionally, the use of fine mesh
screens would have the potential to clog more frequently thereby increasing the
through screen velocity.

Variable Speed Pumps

Numbers and Types of
organisms entrained

Proper use of variable frequency drives can reduce entrainment mortality by
decreasing the volume of water withdrawn. However, using less cooling water
increases in-plant and discharge temperatures, lowering the survival rate of
entrained. This technology is estimated to provide only minor reductions to
entrainment. This is because the facility already cycles pumps to meet water
demands. Also, opportunities for flow reduction are expected to be greater during
cooler months because of ambient water temperatures. To the extent that this is
true and entrainment impacts are less probable during conditions with cooler water
temperatures, the reductions achieved will be low.

Particulate emissions or
other pollutants

There would probably be both trivial increases and trivial decreases in pollution as
part of slight energy penalties caused by increased temperature of condensers and
slightly decreased pump energy use, respectively. Lower flow rates in cooling tubes
may require use of more chemicals or energy to control scaling.

Land availability

Not typically an issue.
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Remaining useful plant life | There are currently no plans to decommission or replace Units 1 through 4 at
Spurlock Station The pumps can pay for themselves within a few years. This was not
considered a critical factor.

Quantified and qualitative | The permittee is not required to provide Cost Evaluation Study (40 CFR
social benefits 122.21(r)(10)) or Benefits Evaluation (40 CFR 122.21(r)(11)) because AIF is less than
125 MGD. The permittee provided no estimate of cost. The data that is available for
this factor is not of sufficient rigor to allow the Division to preclude this technology.

Thermal Discharge Impacts | The use of variable speed pumps would not reduce thermal loads but would
probably increase temperature and decrease flow so temperature impacts would
be variable and probably slight. But the current thermal impact from the facility is
not a concern. This was not considered a significant factor.

Conclusion Use of variable speed pumps is not required, in part, because the intake already
uses 5 pumps. Under normal operating conditions, one of the three Spurlock
Station pumps runs continuously, and one of the two International Paper pumps
runs continuously. This technology is estimated to provide only minor reductions to
entrainment. This is because the facility already cycles pumps to meet water
demands.

Water Reuse or Alternate Sources of Cooling Water

This is typically not an option for steam electric power plants due to the high volume of cooling water that is
required. The facility already uses approximately 400 gpm of well water as cooling water makeup which only
represents approximately 8 percent of the total cooling tower makeup water demand. Recent cooling water
withdraw flows average around 6.5 MGD.

11.4.2. Intake Structure Standard Requirements
11.4.2.1. Future BTA Determination

This is a Final BTA determination made in accordance with the requirements of the federal regulations in
40 CFR 125.90-98, based upon the materials submitted by the permittee through 40 CFR 122.21(r). Future
BTA determinations will be re-confirmed under the same regulations, but the permittee may request that
some application materials be waived under 40 CFR 125.95(c) and 40 CFR 125.98(g).

In addition, the Division is requiring the submittal of an Alternatives Analysis Report for compliance with
the entrainment BTA requirements. This additional submittal is required because, in making an
entrainment BTA determination in future permit issuances, the Division must consider the factors listed
in 40 CFR 125.98(f)(2) and may consider the criteria considered in 40 CFR 125.98(f)(3). Even after receiving
the application materials required in 40 CFR 122.21(r), the Division does not expect to have sufficient
information necessary to make an entrainment determination. Therefore, the Division requires the
permittee an Alternatives Analysis Report, in which the permittee:

1) Addresses narratively, at least, the criteria in 40 CFR 125.98(f)(2),

2) May address the criteria in 40 CFR 125.98(f)(3), and

3) Propose a technology, management practice, operational measure, or some combination
thereof as a candidate for the Division’s entrainment BTA Determination.
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The analysis must evaluate, at a minimum, closed-cycle recirculation systems, fine mesh screens with a
mesh size of 2mm or smaller, variable speed pumps, water reuse or alternate sources of cooling water,
and any additional technology identifies by the Division at a later date.

11.4.2.2. Visual or Remote Inspections

The permittee is required to conduct visual or remote inspections of the intake structure at least weekly
during periods of operation, pursuant to 40 CFR 125.96(e).

11.4.2.3. Reporting Requirements

The permittee is required to submit an annual certification statement and report, pursuant to 40 CFR
125.97(c).

11.4.2.4. Endangered Species Act

40 CFR 125.98(b)(1) requires the inclusion of this provision in all permits subject to 316(b) requirements.
Contact the state Natural Heritage Inventory (NHI) staff with inquiries regarding incidental take of state-
listed threatened and endangered species and the US Fish and Wildlife Service with inquiries regarding
incidental take of federally-listed threatened and endangered species.

11.5. Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

11.5.1. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)], requirements for monitoring cooling water withdraws [40 CFR
1125.94(c)(1)], and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results [401 KAR 5:070,
Section 3 -40 CFR 122.48].

11.5.2. Temperature

The monitoring requirements for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(i)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 —40 CFR 122.48].

11.5.3. Total Suspended Solids, Hardness, pH, and Total Recoverable Metals

The removal of this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results [401 KAR 5:070,
Section 3—40 CFR 122.48]. DOW has determined that effluent results for this parameter does not provide
any additional insight into determining compliance with the effluent limitations at the final dischargers.
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11.5.4. Cooling Water Intake Inspection

The monitoring requirements for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)], requirements for visual or remote inspections [40 CFR 125.96 (e)],
and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR
122.48).
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SECTION 12

OUTFALL 010
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12. OUTFALL 010
12.1. Outfall Description
The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:
TABLE 56.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
Internal 38°41'59.5” 83°48’47.9” Outfall 001 Unit #3 Cooling Tower Blowdown

12.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for OQutfall 010:

TABLE 57.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (lbs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Mininitm Monthly D?ily PR Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Free Available Chlorine? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.5 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Total Residual Oxidants** mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 0.2 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Oxidant Discharge Time! Min/unit/day N/A N/A N/A N/A 120 N/A 1/Occurrence? Log
Total Chromium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.2 N/A 1/Year Grab
Total Zinc? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Year Grab
Priority Pollutants® No Detectable Amount 1/Year Calculated®

ISampling of cooling tower blowdown must be taken at the nearest accessible point prior to discharge to or mixing with the receiving waters or wastestreams from other
outfalls.

’The measurement frequency “Occurrence” means during periods of chlorination or oxidation addition to cooling water, but no more frequent than once per week.

3The sample type ‘Multiple Grab’ means grab samples collected at the approximate beginning of oxidant discharge and once every fifteen (15) minutes thereafter until the end
of the oxidant discharge.

“The term Total Residual Oxidants (TRO) means the value obtained by using the amperometric titration or DPD methods for Total Residual Chlorine described in 40 CFR Part
136. In the event of addition of an oxidant other than Chlorine, the permittee shall receive prior approval from the DOW permitting staff before the initial use. TRO monitoring
and limits only apply if the applicant chooses to utilize an oxidant other than Chlorine.

SPriority Pollutants are those contained in chemicals added for cooling tower maintenance and shall be monitored annually by grab sample or by engineering calculations. The
results of the analyses/engineering calculations shall be totaled and reported as a single concentration on the DMR. The laboratory bench sheets/engineering or electronic
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TABLE 57.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
i Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units l:::::l;l: Mal:(?'i'l‘yu i Minimum :n\:)el::;lz M:(?'i‘l:{' i Maximum Frequency Sample Type

equivalent calculations showing the results for each pollutant shall be attached to the DMR. The term priority pollutants means the 126 priority pollutants listed in 40 CFR Part
423 Appendix A except total chromium and total zinc.

®Complicance with the limitations, for the 126 priority pollutants, in paragraph (b)(10) of 40 CFR 423.15 may be determined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that
the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine or oxidants may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in
any plant may discharge free available chlorine or total residual chlorine or oxidants at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the DOW that the units in a particular
location cannot operate at or below this level of chlorination or oxidant addition.
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12.3. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf
12.3.1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

12.3.1.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR 423.15(a) (1)

Any new source as of November 19, 1982, subject to paragraph (a) of this section, must achieve the
following new source performance standards, in addition to the limitations in 423.13 of this part,
established on November 3, 2015. In the case of conflict, the more stringent requirements apply.

In the case of Cooling Tower Blowdown BAT limits in 423.13 are the same as the NSPS limits.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (10)(i)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of cooling tower blowdown time the concentration listed below:

TABLE 58.
NSPS Effluent Requirements — Cooling Tower Blowdown
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
Free Available Chlorine 0.5 mg/I 0.2 mg/I
The 126 priority pollutants
(appendix A) contained in chemicals 0 "
added for cooling tower O )
maintenance, except:
Chromium, Total 0.2 mg/| 0.2 mg/I
Zinc, Total 1.0 mg/I 1.0 mg/I
!No detectable amount

40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(ii)

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more than
two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in any plant may discharge free available or total
residual chlorine at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the Regional Administrator or sate,
if the state has NPDES permit issuing authority, that the units in a particular location cannot operate at or
below this level of chlorination.

40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(iii)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, instead of the monitoring in 40 CFR 122.11(b), compliance with
the standards for the 126 priority pollutants in paragraph (a)(10)(i) of this section may be determined by
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engineering calculations demonstrating that the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final
discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

40 CFR 423.15(a)(13)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (a)(1)
through (a)(13) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this
section.

In accordance with Sections 423.15 (a)(13) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

12.3.2. Best Professional Judgment “BPJ”
Time of Oxidants Discharge

The Division of Water will impose a limit of 120 minutes/day/unit of chlorination / oxidation discharge
time. The limit is representative of the BAT requirements for the discharge of chlorine in cooling tower
blowdown as specified in 40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(ii) as incorporated in 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6). It is the
“Best Professional Judgement” (BPJ) of the Division of Water that this requirement is also applicable to
the addition of other oxidants as well as chlorine.

Total Residual Oxidants

The Division of Water will impose a daily maximum limit of 0.20 mg/| for this parameter. The limit is
representative of the BAT requirements for total residual chlorine in once through cooling water as
specified in 40 CFR 423.15(a)(9)(i) as incorporated in 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6). It is the Division of
Water’s Best Professional Judgment (BPJ) determination to limit oxidants discharged in cooling tower
blowdown, when the permittee chooses to use an oxidant other than chlorine.

12.4. Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

12.4.1. Internal Monitoring Point

The monitoring requirements for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(iii)], and the requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring
results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 —40 CFR 122.48].

12.4.2. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
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Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 —40 CFR 122.48].

12.4.3. Free Available Chlorine

The limits for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], and representative of the BAT, and NSPS requirements for cooling tower blowdown [40 CFR
423.13(d)(1)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(i)].

12.4.4. Total Chromium, Total Zinc, and Priority Pollutants

The limits for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(a)(1) and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6)
—40 CFR 122 Appendix A], representative of the BAT and NSPS requirements for cooling tower blowdown
[40 CFR 423.13(d)(1)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)], and consistent with Kentucky’s Water Quality Standards
[401 KAR 10:031, Section 6].

12.4.5. Time of Oxidants Discharge

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], representative of the BAT and NSPS requirements for chlorine addition in [40 CFR 423.13
(d)(1)(2)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(ii)], and imposing Best Professional Judgement [401 KAR 5:080,
Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].

12.4.6. Total Residual Oxidants

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing Best Professional Judgement [401 KAR 5:080,
Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].
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SECTION 13

OUTFALL 011
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13. OUTFALL 011
13.1. Outfall Description

The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:

TABLE 59.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
- 7 — 5 Tier 1 - Coal Combustion Residual Landfill Stormwater Runoff
PRt SEEL el UT to Lawrence Getak Tier 2- Coal Combustion Residual Landfill Leachate and Stormwater Runoff

13.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 011 unless Table 61 is in effect:

TABLE 60.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Da.)ily Minimum Monthly D::nly ——— Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Quarter Instantaneous
Total Suspended Solids mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report 100.0 N/A 1/Quarter Grab
pH SU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Quarter Grab

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 011 once landfill leachate and stormwater are being discharged
through this outfall:

TABLE 61.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly D?ily Minimum Monthly D::nly Maximum Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Month Instantaneous
Total Suspended Solids mg/| N/A N/A N/A 30.0 100.0 N/A 1/Month Grab
Oil & Grease mg/| N/A N/A N/A 15.0 20.0 N/A 1/Month Grab
pH SU N/A N/A 6.0 N/A N/A 9.0 1/Month Grab
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TABLE 61.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
: ; Loadings (lbs./day) . Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units :n:er:t;lz Mal:::':yu - Mt IXI\:::I;IZ Mal::;:yum Waslimicn Frequency Sample Type
Hardness (as mg/l CaCO3) mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Antimony mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Arsenic mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Beryllium mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Cadmium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Chromium mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Copper mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Lead mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Mercury mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Nickel mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium mg/I N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Silver mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Thallium mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
Total Recoverable Zinc mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report Report N/A 1/Quarter Grab
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13.3. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

13.3.1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

13.3.1.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR 423.12(b) (1)

The pH of all discharges, except once through cooling water, shall be within the range of 6.0-9.0.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (2)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.12(b) (11)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in FGD wastewater, flue gas mercury control wastewater,
combustion residual leachate, or gasification wastewater shall not exceed the quantity determined by
multiplying the flow of the applicable wastewater times the concentration listed in the following table:

TABLE 62.
BPT Effluent Requirements — combustion residual leachate
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/! 30.0 mg/|
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/I 15.0 mg/I

40 CFR 423.12(b) (12)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)(3)
through (b)(7), and (b)(11), of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations
specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.12 (b) (12) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner.

40 CFR 423.13(a)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.13(l)
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The quantity of pollutants discharged in combustion residual leachate shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of combustion residual leachate times the concertation for TSS listed
in 423.12(b)(4).

40 CFR 423.13(m)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)
through (1) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.13 (m) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

40 CFR 423.15(a)

Any new source as of November 19, 1982, subject to paragraph (a) of this section, must achieve the
following new source performance standards, in addition to the limitations in 423.13 of this part,
established on November 3, 2015. In the case of conflict, the more stringent requirements apply.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (1)

The pH of all discharges, except once through cooling water, shall be within the range of 6.0-9.0.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (2)

There shall be no discharge of polychlorinated biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used for
transformer fluid.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (3)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in low volume waste sources, FGD wastewater, flue gas mercury
control wastewater, combustion residual leachate, and gasification wastewater shall not exceed the
quantity determined by multiplying the flow of low volume waste sources times the concentration listed
in the following table:

TABLE 63.
BPT Effluent Requirements — Low volume wastes
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/! 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/| 15.0 mg/I

40 CFR 423.15(a)(13)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (a)(1)
through (a)(13) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this
section.

In accordance with Sections 423.15 (a)(13) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

13.3.1.2. Best Professional Judgment (BPJ)

Landfill = Stormwater Runoff
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This facility utilizes a sedimentation basin it its operation which provides for the settling of suspended
solids. Sedimentation isa commonly used treatment technology for the removal of total suspended solids
from non-contaminated stormwater runoff associated with landfill operations. Sedimentation is both
efficient and cost effective. Although several factors may influence the final concentration of total
suspended solids in the discharge, it has been the experience of the Division that ponds that retain landfill-
related stormwater for six hours or more can achieve a total suspended solids concentration of 100 mg/I
as a daily maximum.

13.3.2. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

The following table lists those pollutants and/or pollutant characteristics of concern that DOW has
determined exhibit reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion of a water quality-based
criterion, and the basis of DOW’s determination. These determinations are consistent with the DOW'’s
reasonable potential analysis (RPA) procedures outlined in Permitting Procedures For Determining
“Reasonable Potential” Kentucky Division of Water May 1, 2000.

TABLE 64.

Pollutant or Pollutant

Characteristic Basis

Total Recoverable Metals represents the summation of the analytical values of the
following individual pollutants: Antimony, Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium,
Copper, Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, Silver, Thallium and Zinc. An analysis of the
current data indicates the concentrations of these pollutants, did not demonstrate a
reasonable potential as determined by DOW’s chemical specific RPA procedures.
However, the facility is going through major changes in response to the new steam
electric ELG’s. Therefore, it is the best professional judgement of the Division to
monitor for the metals once the landfill leachate being discharged through this outfall.

Total Recoverable:
Antimony, Arsenic,
Beryllium, Cadmium,
Chromium, Copper,
Lead, Mercury, Nickel,
Selenium, Silver,
Thallium and Zinc.

13.4. Limitation Calculations
13.4.1. Calculations for Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations

These calculations were performed using a Microsoft EXCEL based workbook developed by DOW. The
workbook is designed to compare effluent data to the applicable water quality standards while also
incorporating the characteristics of the receiving water and any regulatory ZID and/or MZ. The following
table summarizes the results of these calculations for this outfall:

Effluent Stream Mixing Zone Mixing Zone Mixed ZID Mixed
| Effluent Characteristic | Units | Hardness | Hardness Granted Hardness I = g I dein I Hardness
Hardness mg/| 400 100 NO N/A NO N/A N/A

Reported | Reported Average Maximum age Data

Effluent Characteristic ,'_J Units |~ | Avg Max _"_J L L[ L _'_T Discharge !‘;‘ Discharge % ~ | Source :11
Antimony Hg/L 0.398 0.398 640 N/A 0.06 N/A APP
Arsenic ug/L 1.67 1.67 150 340 131 0.49 APP
Beryllium ug/L 0 o] 28140.88889 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Cadmium ug/L o o 0.755841246 8.731374985 0.00 0.00 APP
Chloride ue/L 27500 27500 600000 1200000 4.58 2.29 APP
Chromium ug/L 247 2.47 703522.2222 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Chromium (I11) ug/L 2.47 2.47 268.2205163 5611.7027 0.92 0.04 APP
Chromium (Vi) ug/L 2.47 2.47 11 16 22.45 15.44 APP
Copper g/l 0.463 0.463 30.49938305 51.68449826 1.52 0.90 APP
Iron ug/L 201 201 3500 4000 5.74 5.03 APP
Lead ng/L o o] 18.58090366 476.8177624 0.00 0.00 APP
Mercury /L [} [o} 0.051 14 0.00 0.00 APP
Nickel ug/L 0.325 0.325 168.5409938 1515.921838 0.19 0.02 APP
Nitrate (as N) ng/L 330 330 70352222.22 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
Selenium ug/L 5.9 59 5 N/A 118.00 N/A APP
Silver ug/L o [¢] N/A 41.07168773 N/A 0.00 APP
Sulfate ug/L 358000 358000 1758805556 N/A 0.02 N/A APP
Thallium ug/L 0.34 0.34 0.47 N/A 72.34 N/A APP
Zinc ng/L 1.16 1.16 387.8303147 387.8303147 0.30 0.30 APP

Ammonia (as N) mg/| (o] [o] 4.220347834 N/A 0.00 N/A APP
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13.5. Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

13.5.1. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

13.5.2. Tier 1 - Total Suspended Solids

The limitations for this parameter are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 125.3(c)(2) as
incorporated by reference in 401 KAR 5:080, Section 2(3). The limits are representative of the Division of
Water’s “Best Professional Judgment” (BPJ) determination of the “Best Conventional Pollutant Control
Technology” (BCT) requirements for these pollutants.

13.5.3. Tier1-pH

The limitations for this parameter are consistent Kentucky’s Water Quality Standards [401 KAR 10:031,
Section 4(1)(b) and Section 7].

13.5.4. Tier 2 - Total Suspended Solids and Oil and Grease

The limits for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], representative of the BPT, BAT, and NSPS requirements for combustion residual leachate [40
CFR 423.12(b)(11)], [40 CFR 423.13(l)], and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(3)], and imposing Best Professional
Judgement [401 KAR 5:080, Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3]..

13.5.5. Tier2-pH

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], representative of the BPT and NSPS requirements for pH [40 CFR 423.12 (b)(1)] and [40 CFR
423.15(a)(1)], and state water quality standards [401 KAR 10:031, Sections 4(1)(b) and 7].

13.5.6. Tier 2 - Total Recoverable: Antimony, Arsenic, Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Lead,
Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, Thallium, Silver, and Zinc

The monitoring requirements for these pollutants are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(i)] and requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results
[401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 —40 CFR 122.48].
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SECTION 14

OUTFALL 012
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14. OUTFALL 012
14.1. Outfall Description

The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:

TABLE 65.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
Internal 38°41'51.5” 83°48’39.56” Outfall 001 Unit #4 Cooling Tower Blowdown

14.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall 012:

TABLE 66.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Minimum Monthly Daily . Frequency Sample Type
Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A Continuous Recorder
Free Available Chlorine? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0.2 0.5 N/A 1/Occurrence? Multiple Grab?
Total Residual Oxidants* mg/| N/A N/A N/A Report 0.2 N/A 1/Occurrence’ Multiple Grab?
Oxidant Discharge Time! Min/unit/day N/A N/A N/A N/A 120 N/A 1/Occurrence? Log
Total Chromium? mg/| N/A N/A N/A 0:2 0.2 N/A 1/Year Grab
Total Zinc? mg/I N/A N/A N/A 1.0 1.0 N/A 1/Year Grab
Priority Pollutants® No Detectable Amount 1/Year Calculated®

ISampling of cooling tower blowdown must be taken at the nearest accessible point prior to discharge to or mixing with the receiving waters or wastestreams from other
outfalls.

’The measurement frequency “Occurrence” means during periods of chlorination or oxidation addition to cooling water, but no more frequent than once per week.

3The sample type ‘Multiple Grab’ means grab samples collected at the approximate beginning of oxidant discharge and once every fifteen (15) minutes thereafter until the end
of the oxidant discharge.

“The term Total Residual Oxidants (TRO) means the value obtained by using the amperometric titration or DPD methods for Total Residual Chlorine described in 40 CFR Part
136. In the event of addition of an oxidant other than Chlorine, the permittee shall receive prior approval from the DOW permitting staff before the initial use. TRO monitoring
and limits only apply if the applicant chooses to utilize an oxidant other than Chlorine.

>Priority Pollutants are those contained in chemicals added for cooling tower maintenance and shall be monitored annually by grab sample or by engineering calculations. The
results of the analyses/engineering calculations shall be totaled and reported as a single concentration on the DMR. The laboratory bench sheets/engineering or electronic
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TABLE 66.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units l‘\\n‘::e:tal;ley " ::,‘,I:, - Minimum :\Il‘z:talzlz M::'i:‘\:‘ . Maximum Frequency Sample Type

equivalent calculations showing the results for each pollutant shall be attached to the DMR. The term priority pollutants means the 126 priority pollutants listed in 40 CFR Part
423 Appendix A except total chromium and total zinc.

SComplicance with the limitations, for the 126 priority pollutants, in paragraph (b)(10) of 40 CFR 423.15 may be determined by engineering calculations which demonstrate that
the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine or oxidants may be discharged from any unit for more than two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in
any plant may discharge free available chlorine or total residual chlorine or oxidants at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the DOW that the units in a particular
location cannot operate at or below this level of chlorination or oxidant addition.
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14.3. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf
14.3.1. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

14.3.1.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR 423.15(a) (1)

Any new source as of November 19, 1982, subject to paragraph (a) of this section, must achieve the
following new source performance standards, in addition to the limitations in 423.13 of this part,
established on November 3, 2015. In the case of conflict, the more stringent requirements apply.

In the case of Cooling Tower Blowdown BAT limits in 423.13 are the same as the NSPS limits.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (10)(i)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in cooling tower blowdown shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of cooling tower blowdown time the concentration listed below:

TABLE 67.
NSPS Effluent Requirements — Cooling Tower Blowdown
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
Free Available Chlorine 0.5 mg/I 0.2 mg/I
The 126 priority pollutants
(appendix A) contained in chemicals ) )
added for cooling tower
maintenance, except:
Chromium, Total 0.2 mg/! 0.2 mg/I
Zinc, Total 1.0 mg/| 1.0 mg/I
!No detectable amount

40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(ii)

Neither free available chlorine nor total residual chlorine may be discharged from any unit for more than
two hours in any one day and not more than one unit in any plant may discharge free available or total
residual chlorine at any one time unless the utility can demonstrate to the Regional Administrator or sate,
if the state has NPDES permit issuing authority, that the units in a particular location cannot operate at or
below this level of chlorination.

40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(iii)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, instead of the monitoring in 40 CFR 122.11(b), compliance with
the standards for the 126 priority pollutants in paragraph (a)(10)(i) of this section may be determined by
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engineering calculations demonstrating that the regulated pollutants are not detectable in the final
discharge by the analytical methods in 40 CFR part 136.

40 CFR 423.15(a)(13)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (a)(1)
through (a)(13) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this
section.

In accordance with Sections 423.15 (a)(13) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

14.3.2. Best Professional Judgment “BPJ”

Time of Oxidants Discharge

The Division of Water will impose a limit of 120 minutes/day/unit of chlorination / oxidation discharge
time. The limit is representative of the BAT requirements for the discharge of chlorine in cooling tower
blowdown as specified in 40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(ii) as incorporated in 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6). It is the
“Best Professional Judgement” (BPJ) of the Division of Water that this requirement is also applicable to
the addition of other oxidants as well as chlorine.

Total Residual Oxidants

The Division of Water will impose a daily maximum limit of 0.20 mg/| for this parameter. The limit is
representative of the BAT requirements for total residual chlorine in once through cooling water as
specified in 40 CFR 423.15(a)(9)(i) as incorporated in 401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6). It is the Division of
Water’s Best Professional Judgment (BPJ) determination to limit oxidants discharged in cooling tower
blowdown, when the permittee chooses to use an oxidant other than chlorine.

14.4. Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

14.4.1. Internal Monitoring Point

The monitoring requirements for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(iii)], and the requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring
results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR 122.48].

14.4.2. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)], requirements for blowdown volume [40 CFR 125.94(c)(1)], and
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requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR
122.48].

14.4.3. Free Available Chlorine

The limits for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], and representative of the BAT, and NSPS requirements for cooling tower blowdown [40 CFR
423.13(d)(1)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(i)).

14.4.4. Total Chromium, Total Zinc, and Priority Pollutants

The limits for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(a)(1) and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6)
—40 CFR 122 Appendix A], representative of the BAT and NSPS requirements for cooling tower blowdown
[40 CFR 423.13(d)(1)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)], and consistent with Kentucky’s Water Quality Standards
[401 KAR 10:031, Section 6].

14.4.5. Time of Oxidants Discharge

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6) — 40 CFR 122
Appendix A], representative of the BAT and NSPS requirements for chlorine addition in [40 CFR 423.13
(d)(1)(2)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)(10)(ii)], and imposing Best Professional Judgement [401 KAR 5:080,
Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].

14.4.6. Total Residual Oxidants

The limit for this parameter is consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing
effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)(1)
and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing Best Professional Judgement [401 KAR 5:080,
Section 2(3) — 40 CFR 125.3].
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SECTION 15

OUTFALL 013
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OUTFALL 013
15.1. Outfall Description
The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:
TABLE 68.
Outfall Type Latitude (N) Longitude (W) Receiving Water Description of Outfall
Internal 38°42'06.7" 83°49'22.3” Outfall 001 FGD Wastewater

15.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

This outfall shall not become effective till December 1, 2023. The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfall

013:
TABLE 69.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations

F le T

Effluent Characteristic Units Monthly Daily Mkt Monthly D?ily Maximun requency Sample Type

Average Maximum Average Maximum

Flow MGD Report Report N/A N/A N/A N/A 1/Month Instantaneous
Total Recoverable Arsenic ug/l N/A N/A N/A 8 11 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Mercury ng/| N/A N/A N/A 356 788 N/A 1/Month Grab
Total Recoverable Selenium pg/l N/A N/A N/A 12 23 N/A 1/Month Grab
Nitrate/nitrite as N mg/| N/A N/A N/A 4.4 17.0 N/A 1/Month Grab
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15.3. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

15.3.1. FGD ELG Compliance Date

This facility currently sends FGD wastewater from their coal-fired operations to the ash pond, which
discharges through Outfall 001 and in the future will any treated FGD wastewater to the new water mass
balance pond.

40 CFR 423.13(g)(1)(i) require that the quantity of pollutants in FGD wastewater shall not exceed the
quantity determined by 40 CFR 423.13(g)(1)(i). The permittee must meet this requirement by a date
determined by the permitting authority. For FGD wastewater, the date has to be as soon as possible
beginning November 1, 2020 but no later than December 31, 2023.

The definition for the phrase “as soon as possible” can be found in 40 CFR 423.11(t). The permittee
provided the Division of Water information to determine as soon as possible ELG compliance applicability
dates. EKPC requested a compliance date of December 31, 2023 for compliance with the FGD discharge
limits. EKPC needs until that date to: receive Public Service Commission CPCN approval, Design, procure
and install equipment for FGD physical/chemical wastewater treatment, and initial commissioning of FGD
treatment system to optimize performance- once FGD WWT equipment is installed and shakedown, EKPC
will need to evaluate its performance to ensure the design and installation of the equipment are
performing as anticipated and is in compliance.

The DOW grants EKPC’s requested compliance date. The discharge requirements for FGD waste water
shall become effective on December 31, 2023.

15.3.2. Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

Technology-based effluent limitations and standards, based on federally promulgated standards, a case-
by-case basis, or a combination of the two, shall be included in all KPDES permits, where applicable.

Certain technology-based effluent limitations and compliance deadlines included in this permit are based
upon effluent limitation Guidelines (“ELGs”) that are under reconsideration by the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”). 82 Fed. Reg. 43494 (September 18, 2017).

15.3.2.1. Federal Effluent Limitations Guidelines

EPA has established a minimum level of technology that must be applied to certain industries. Due to the
operations at this facility, all applicable sections of 40 CFR 423 shall be applied to this outfall. The following
is a list of those requirements:

40 CFR 423.12(b) (11)

The quantity of pollutants discharged in FGD wastewater, flue gas mercury control wastewater,
combustion residual leachate, or gasification wastewater shall not exceed the quantity determined by
multiplying the flow of the applicable wastewater times the concentration listed in the following table:

TABLE 70.
BPT Effluent Requirements — FGD wastewater j
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/I 30.0 mg/I
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I Oil and Grease | 20.0 mg/I | 15.0 mg/I |
40 CFR 423.12(b) (12)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)(3)
through (b)(7), and (b)(11), of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations
specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.12 (b) (12) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner.

40 CFR 423.13(g) (1)(i)

Except for those discharges to which paragraph (g)(2) or (g)(3) of this section applies, the quantity of
pollutants in FGD wastewater shall not exceed the quantity determined by multiplying the flow of FGD
wastewater times the concentration listed in the table following this paragraph (g)(1)(i). Discharges must
meet the effluent limitations for FGD wastewater in this paragraph by a date determined by the permitting
authority that is as soon as possible beginning November 1, 2020, but no later than December 31, 2023.
These effluent limitations apply to the charge of FGD wastewater generated on and after the date
determined by the permitting authority for meeting the effluent limitations, as specified in this paragraph.

TABLE 71.
BAT Effluent Requirements — FGD wastewater
Effluent Characteristic Maximum foranyoneday |  Maximum for monthly average
Arsenic, total 11 pg/l 8 ug/l
Mercury, total 788 ng/| 356 ng/l
Selenium, total 23 pg/ 12 pg/l
Nitrate/nitrite as N 17.0 mg/I 4.4 mg/I

40 CFR 423.13(g) (1)(ii)

For FGD wastewater generated before the date determined by the permitting authority, as specified in
paragraph (g)(1)(i), the quantity of pollutants discharged in FGD wastewater shall not exceed the quantity
determined by multiplying the flow of FGD wastewater times the concentration listed for TSS in
423.12(b)(11).

40 CFR 423.13(m)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (b)
through (1) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this section.

In accordance with Sections 423.13 (m) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

40 CFR 423.15(a)

Any new source as of November 19, 1982, subject to paragraph (a) of this section, must achieve the
following new source performance standards, in addition to the limitations in 423.13 of this part,
established on November 3, 2015. In the case of conflict, the more stringent requirements apply.

40 CFR 423.15(a) (2)
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The quantity of pollutants discharged in low volume waste sources, FGD wastewater, flue gas mercury
control wastewater, combustion residual leachate, and gasification wastewater shall not exceed the
quantity determined by multiplying the flow of low volume waste sources times the concentration listed
in the following table:

TABLE 72.
BPT Effluent Requirements — Low volume wastes
Effluent Characteristic Maximum for any one day Maximum for monthly average
TSS 100.0 mg/! 30.0 mg/I
Oil and Grease 20.0 mg/! 15.0 mg/I

40 CFR 423.15(a)(13)

At the permitting authority’s discretion, the quantity of pollutant allowed to be discharged may be
expressed as concentration limitations instead of the mass-based limitations specified in paragraphs (a)(1)
through (a)(13) of this section concentration limitations shall be those concentrations specified in this
section.

In accordance with Sections 423.15 (a)(13) the permitting authority may allow the quantity of pollutant
discharge to be expressed as a concentration limitation instead of a mass based limitation. The DOW has
determined to apply the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423 in this manner

15.3.3. Total Suspended Solids, and Oil and Grease

The Ash Pond, and the future water mass balance pond, treats many waste streams. Since Outfall 013
effluent will be directed to the future water mass balance pond, the limitations for these pollutants will
be applied at Outfall 001 after commingling with other waters. The Division of Water will develop flow-
weighted limitations to insure compliance with the federal effluent limitation guidelines.

15.4. Justification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

15.4.1. Internal Monitoring Point

The monitoring requirements for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(iii)], and the requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring
results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 —40 CFR 122.48].

15.4.2. Flow

The monitoring requirements for this parameter are consistent with the KPDES permit program
requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)(1)(ii)], requirements for blowdown volume [40 CFR 125.94(c)(1)], and
requirements for recording and reporting of monitoring results [401 KAR 5:070, Section 3 — 40 CFR
122.48].
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15.4.3. Total Arsenic, Total Mercury, Total Selenium, and Nitrate/nitrite

The limits for these parameters are consistent with the KPDES permit program requirements for
establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(a)(1) and 122.44(i)(1)], the criteria and standards for imposing TBELs [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(6)
— 40 CFR 122 Appendix A], and representative of the BAT and NSPS requirements for FGD wastewater [40
CFR 423.13(g)(1)(i)] and [40 CFR 423.15(a)].
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SECTION 16

OUTFALLS 00A, 00B, 00C, 00D, OOE, O0F, 00G, O0H,
001, 00J, 00K, and 00L
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16. OUTFALLS 00A, 00B, 00C, 00D, 00E, 00F, 00G, 0O0H, 001, 00J, 00K, AND 00OL
16.1. Outfall Description

The following table lists the outfall type, location, and description:

TABLE 73.
N?:::::" _ ‘;.‘;“p:" Receiving Water Description of Outfall

00A External Ohio River Stormwater from Road west of Coal Storage Area
00B External Ohio River Stormwater from area around Fuel Oil Tanks
00C External Ohio River Stormwater from area around Waste Water Treatment
00D External Ohio River Stormwater from Unit 1 and 2 Cooling Towers
00E External Ohio River Stormwater from Unit 3 and 4 Cooling Towers and Acid storage tanks
OOF External Ohio River Stormwater from area between Ash Pond and Railroad tracks and road west of Ash Pond
00G External Lawrence Creek Stormwater from main Entrance Road
00H External Lawrence Creek Stormwater from Road south Coal Storage Area
0ol External UT to Lawrence Creek Stormwater from north Haul Road drainage
00J External Lawrence Creek Stormwater from east Haul Road drainage
00K External UT to Lawrence Creek Stormwater from landfill access road
ooL External UT to Lawrence Creek Stormwater from landfill access road

These outfall represent drainage areas for stormwater that are to be covered under BMP’s. Plant Drainage Area Map can be found in the KPDES application

16.2. Effluent Limitations and Monitoring Requirements

The following table summarizes the effluent limitations and monitoring requirements for Outfalls 00A, 00B, 00C, 00D, 00E, 00F, 00G, 00H, 001, 00J, 00K, and OOL:

TABLE 74.
EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS MONITORING REQUIREMENTS
Loadings (Ibs./day) Concentrations
Effluent Characteristic Units I‘\\az::‘l;lz M:::.’f,m — r\:::;l: " :;'I'I‘\:‘m e Frequency Sample Type

Due to the absence of any industrial processes, equipment or storage areas being located within the areas served by theses outfalls, the DOW has determined that
implementation of BMPs would be the most effective approach for controlling pollutants from these areas. The BMP Plan shall specifically mention controls and practices
used to control or abate the discharge of pollutants in stormwater discharges from these outfalls.
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16.3. Pertinent Factors

The effluent limitations for this outfall were developed in accordance with DOW’s General Procedures for
Limitations Development located on DOW’s webpage at:

http://dep.ky.gov/formslibrary/Documents/General%20Procedures%20for%20Limitations%20Developm
ent.pdf

16.4. ustification of Requirements

Chapters 5 and 10 of Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations (KARs), cited in the following,
have been duly promulgated pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 224 of the Kentucky Revised
Statutes.

At a minimum, all permits shall contain technology-based effluent limitations (TBELs) [401 KAR 5:065,
Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(a)]. When necessary to achieve water quality standards, all permits shall
contain water quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs) [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR
122.44(d)]. Any WQBELs included in this permit are based upon the Kentucky Water Quality Standards
(KYWQS) [401 KAR 10:031].

16.4.1. Best Management Practices (BMPs)

The use of BMPs for the control of drainage from the non-industrial portions of the facility are consistent
with the KPDES permit program requirements for establishing effluent limitations, standards, and permit
conditions [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(k)].
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SECTION 17

OTHER CONDITIONS
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17. OTHER CONDITIONS
17.1. Schedule of Compliance

The permittee is required to comply with all effluent limitations by the effective date of the permit unless
a compliance schedule is included with the permit.

17.2. Antidegradation

The conditions of Kentucky’s Antidegradation Policy have been satisfied [401 KAR 10:029, Section 1]. The
facility dischargers to waters categorized as “Impaired Waters” pursuant to 33 U.S.C. 1315(b). Therefore
pursuant to 401 KAR 10:030, Section 1(4), further review is not required.

The conditions of Kentucky’s Antidegradation Policy have been satisfied [401 KAR 10:029, Section 1]. This
permitting action is a reissuance of a KPDES permit that does not authorize an expanded discharge.

17.3. Standard Conditions

The conditions listed in the Standard Conditions Section of the permit are consistent with the conditions
applicable to all permits [401 KAR 5:065, Section 2(1) — 40 CFR 122.41].

17.4. Sufficiently Sensitive Analytical Methods

Analytical methods utilized to demonstrate compliance with the effluent limitations established in this
permit shall be sufficiently sensitive to detect pollutant levels at or below the required effluent limit [401
KAR 5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(i)].

17.5. Certified Laboratory

All environmental analysis to be performed by a certified laboratory is consistent with the certified
wastewater laboratory requirements [401 KAR 5:320, Section 3].

17.6. BMP Plan

Permits are to include BMPs to control or abate the discharge of pollutants when: 1) authorized under
section 304(e) of the CWA for the control of toxic pollutants and hazardous substances from ancillary
industrial activities; 2) authorized under Section 402(p) of the CWA for the control of stormwater
discharges; 3) numeric effluent limitations are infeasible; or 4) the practices are reasonably necessary to
achieve effluent limitations and standards or to carry out the purposes and intent of the CWA [401 KAR
5:065, Section 2(4) — 40 CFR 122.44(k)]

17.7. Ohio River Outfall Signage

Kentucky is a member of the Ohio River Valley Water Sanitation Compact (ORSANCO) [KRS 224.18-760].
Article | of the Compact pledges faithful cooperation between the signatory states. Article |V authorizes the
Commission to adopt, prescribe and promulgate rules, regulations and standards for administering and
enforcing the Compact. The ORSANCO pollution control standards for discharges to the Ohio River require
that holders of an individual NPDES permit post and maintain a permanent marker having specific
dimensions at each Ohio River outfall. The permittee shall comply with the permanent marker requirements
of ORSANCO'’s Pollution Control Standards.

17.8. Cooling Water Additives, FIFRA, and Mollusk Control

The discharge of any product registered under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
(FIFRA) in cooling water which ultimately may be released to the waters of the Commonwealth is
prohibited, except Herbicides, unless specifically identified and authorized by the KPDES permit. In the
event the permittee needs to use a biocide or chemical not previously reported for mollusk control or
other purpose, the permittee shall submit sufficient information, a minimum of thirty (30) days prior to
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the commencement of use of said biocides or chemicals to the Division of Water for review and
establishment of appropriate control parameters.

17.9. Polychlorinated Biphenyls

Pursuant to the requirements of 40 CFR Part 423.12(b) (2), there shall be no discharge, from any point
source, of Polychlorinated Biphenyl compounds such as those commonly used in transformer fluids. The
permittee shall implement this requirement as a specific section of the BMP plan developed for this
section.

16.11 ORSANCO’s Mercury Variance

The permittee requested a variance from ORSANCO’s mercury standard of 0.000012 mg/I for effluent
from this site which discharges to the Ohio River. The permittee is currently meeting Kentucky’s water
quality criteria for mercury. Mercury is a pollutant believed to be present in FGD wastewaters. The
permittee is installing a new treatment system for FGD wastewaters in order to achieve compliance with
new federal effluent limitation guidelines. Effluent from Outfall 001 will be partially comprised of treated
FGD wastewaters, and the permittee believes the effluent will be able to continue meeting Kentucky’s
water quality criteria for mercury once the new treatment system is operational. The permittee is doubtful
the effluent will consistently meet ORSANCO’s mercury standard. Given these circumstances, the DOW
granted the variance ORSANCO’s mercury standard and will apply Kentucky’s water quality criteria for
mercury for discharges to the Ohio River.

6.12 Combustion Residual Leachate

Pursuant to 40 CFR 423.11(r), the term combustion residual leachate (“leachate”) means “leachate from
landfills or surface impoundments containing combustion residuals. Leachate is composed of liquid,
including any suspended or dissolved constituents in the liquid, that has percolated through waste or
other materials emplaced in a landfill, or that passes through the surface impoundment's containment
structure (e.g., bottom, dikes, berms). Combustion residual leachate includes seepage and/or leakage
from a combustion residual landfill or impoundment unit. Combustion residual leachate includes
wastewater from landfills and surface impoundments located on non-adjoining property when under the
operational control of the permitted facility.”

This permit authorizes the discharge of leachate from outfall 008 and outfall 011. For newly discovered
leachate seeps from a CCR surface impoundment or a CCR landfill, as defined at 40 CFR 257.53, to the
surface that discharge or have a potential to discharge to a water of the commonwealth other than
through outfall 008 or outfall 011, the permittee shall develop and implement a plan to address such
surface seeps. The plan shall be included as part of the on-site BMP Plan and shall address, at a minimum,
(1) scheduled inspections for identifying surface leachate seeps, (2) maintenance of CCR landfills and/or
impoundments to minimize the potential for surface leachate seeps, and (3) corrective measures that will
be implemented upon the discovery of a surface leachate seep that is not being controlled by a permitted
outfall authorized for discharge of leachate. The permittee shall notify the DOW Surface Water Permits
Branch and the appropriate DOW Field Office of planned corrective measures for any identified surface
seeps of leachate as soon as feasible after discovery of such a leachate seep, but no later than ten (10)
days after the discovery. Such corrective measures may include: (1) plans to reduce or eliminate the
leachate seep to the surface; (2) actions to route the surface leachate seep (via a conveyance designed to
contain the flow or eliminate the possibility of infiltration) to an outfall permitted to discharge leachate;
and (3) combinations of actions to eliminate or, if elimination is not feasible, reduce and control a surface
leachate seep and ensure any discharge to a receiving stream is authorized by the permit. Please note
that this does not exempt the permittee from 24-hour reporting Section 2.12 of the permit.
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16.13 Location Map
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L INTRODUCTION
Please state your name, business address and occupation.
My name is Craig A. Johnson and my business address is East Kentucky Power
Cooperative, Inc. ("EKPC™), 4775 Lexington Road, Winchester, Kentucky 40391. 1|
am the Senior Vice President of Power Production of EKPC.
Please state your education and professional experience.
I received a Bachelor’s degree in Engineering from West Virginia Institute of
Technology and a Master’s of Science degree in Engineering from the University of
Kentucky. I am a licensed professional engineer in the Commonwealth of Kentucky.
I have been employed by EKPC since September 1989 and have held my current
position within the EKPC organization since January 2010.
Please provide a brief description of your duties at EKPC.
I am responsible for all operational and maintenance functions at EKPC’s two (2) coal
fired power plants, two (2) combustion turbine plants, six (6) landfill gas plants and
one (1) community solar facility. I am responsible for Production Engineering and
Construction. | report directly to EKPC’s Executive Vice President and Chief
Operating Officer, Mr. Don Mosier.
What is the purpose of your testimony?
The purpose of my testimony is first to describe EKPC’s existing coal-fired generation
assets, specifically the Hugh L. Spurlock Station (“Spurlock Station™) and John S.
Cooper Station (“Cooper Station™). 1 will discuss the projects EKPC has undertaken at

these facilities in order to comply with state and federal environmental rules and



20

21

22

regulations, and I will describe in detail EKPC’s proposal to modify and expand the
Coal Pile Runoff Pond (“CPR Pond™) at its Spurlock Station (as further described
herein, the “CPR Project™). My testimony is provided in support of EKPC’s request
for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (“CPCN™) for the CPR Project.
as well as EKPC’s request to amended its Environmental Compliance Plan to include
the CPR Project and ten (10) other projects further described herein.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits?

Yes. Included with my testimony as Attachment CJ-1 is a compilation of summary
fact sheets relevant to the projects EKPC proposes for inclusion in its Environmental
Compliance Plan (except for the CPR Project, which is extensively detailed elsewhere).
Please describe EKPC’s Spurlock Station.

The Spurlock Station is EKPC’s largest coal-fired electric generation facility. It is
located near the City of Maysville, Kentucky, a few miles west of the center of town,
and situated along the Ohio River. The Spurlock Station consists of four (4) electric
generation units. Spurlock Station Unit #1 (*Spurlock 17") began commercial operation
on September 1, 1977, and has a net capacity of 300 MW. Spurlock Station Unit #2
(“Spurlock 27) became operational on March 2, 1981; at 510 MW of net capacity. it is
the largest electric generation unit at the Spurlock Station. Spurlock 1 and Spurlock 2
are both conventional, pulverized coal units. Spurlock Station Unit #3 is known as the
E. A. Gilbert Unit (“Gilbert Unit™) and began commercial operations on March 1, 2005.
The Gilbert Unit utilizes a Circulating Fluidized Bed (“CFB™) technology and boasts a

net generating capacity of 268 MW. Spurlock Station Unit #4 (“Spurlock 47) is a sister
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unit to the Gilbert Unit and also has 268 MW of generating capacity. Spurlock 4
became operational on April 1, 2009. The combined coal storage capacity of the
Spurlock Station is 490,000 tons and the Spurlock Station primarily burns a range of
eastern bituminous coals delivered by barge.
Please describe EKPC’s Cooper Station.
The Cooper Station is EKPC’s other coal-fired electric generation facility and is located
in the Burnside community of Pulaski County, Kentucky. The Cooper Station is
situated adjacent to Lake Cumberland and consists of two (2) electric generation units.
Cooper Station Unit #1 (*“Cooper 17) is rated at 116 MW and began commercial
operation on February 9, 1965. Cooper Station Unit #2 (*Cooper 27) is larger with 225
MW of electric generation capacity and entered service for EKPC on October 28, 1969.
The combined coal storage capacity of the Cooper Station is 250,000 tons. The Cooper
Station units burn eastern bituminous coal, delivered exclusively by truck.
As coal-fired generation facilities, are the Spurlock and Cooper Stations heavily
regulated?
Yes. Authorities at the federal and state levels oversee nearly every aspect of EKPC’s
operations, with particular emphasis on the monitoring and abatement of the wastes
and by-products that accompany coal-fired electric generation. EKPC continually
evaluates existing and anticipated environmental requirements to ensure its facilities
are best-positioned for compliance.

The testimony submitted herewith of Mr. Jerry Purvis, EKPC’s Vice President

of Environmental Affairs, provides extensive detail concerning the purpose. scope and



requirements of various state and federal environmental regulations that have
necessitated the projects EKPC proposes to add to its Compliance Plan. These include
the Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power
Generating Point Source Category (“ELG Rule™). the Disposal of Coal Combustion
Residuals from Electric Utilities Rule (*CCR Rule™). and other applicable
environmental regulations and requirements (including those associated with the
Kentucky Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (“KPDES™)), all of which apply to
coal combustion wastes and by-products from EKPC facilities utilized for production
of energy from coal.

Has EKPC made investments in environmental controls for the Spurlock Station
and Cooper Station?

Yes. With respect to the generation assets themselves, Spurlock Station Unit #1 is
equipped with low NOx burners, selective catalytic reduction (“SCR™) technology. a
cold-side (or, in the case of Spurlock Station Unit #2, hot-side) electrostatic precipitator
(“ESP”), a wet flue gas desulfurization (“FGD”) scrubber, and a wet ESP. The
Spurlock Station’s other two (2) units employ Circulating Fluidized Bed combustion
technology and are further equipped with selective non-catalytic reduction technology.
dry FGD scrubbers and baghouses. EKPC’s Cooper Station has a dry ash handling
system. The Cooper Station’s two (2) units share a common FGD system including a

pulse jet fabric filter, and one of its units is serviced by a SCR system.



What other projects has EKPC undertaken in order to comply with state and
federal regulations imposed upon coal-fired generation facilities?

EKPC has invested significant resources in its Spurlock and Cooper Stations to ensure
continued compliance with environmental requirements. These investments, both in
the generation assets and the plant infrastructure necessary to support those assets, are
specifically targeted to comply with regulations and rules imposed by various
governmental authorities.

Although EKPC’s environmental compliance strategies are too numerous and
varied to fully discuss here, EKPC’s primary efforts in this regard are reflected in the
projects contained in (and proposed to be added to) its Environmental Compliance Plan.
The most-recent amendment of EKPC’s Environmental Compliance Plan occurred
earlier this year when the Commission approved various proposed modifications of
existing Spurlock Station facilities to comply with state and federal environmental
requirements (primarily related to the CCR and ELG Rules).! These improvements
include conversion of the plant’s bottom ash handling system, construction of a new
wastewater treatment plant and fly ash storage silo, the closure and repurposing of the
on-site coal ash pond, and the expansion of the existing landfill. These projects help

ensure the ongoing safety and stability of EKPC’s generation fleet.

1 In the Matter of the Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend its
Environmental Compliance Plan and Recover Costs pursuant to its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of
Certain Asset Retirement Obligations and Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and
Other Relief. Order, Case No. 2017-00376 (Ky. P.S.C., May 18, 2018).
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How many projects does EKPC seek to add to its Environmental Compliance Plan
as part of this proceeding?

EKPC seeks to amend its Environmental Compliance Plan to reflect eleven (11)
additional projects, including the CPR Project. One of these projects amends an
existing Environmental Compliance Plan project, Project No. 12 — Spurlock Landfill
Area C Expansion. Project No. 12 was originally approved and included in EKPC’s
Environmental Compliance Plan in Case No. 2010-00083.

Besides the CPR Project, please describe the projects EKPC seeks to add to its
Environmental Compliance Plan.

Besides the CPR Project, there are ten (10) projects that EKPC desires to add to its
Environmental Compliance Plan. These projects are associated with the Cooper
Landfill, Cooper ash mixers, Spurlock Landfill, Spurlock compliance with Mercury
Air Toxic Standards, Spurlock site drainage, secondary containment around Spurlock’s
anhydrous ammonia tank farm, Spurlock dry sorbent injection to mitigate sulfur
trioxide, and a new vacuum truck ash transfer station at Spurlock. Each of these
projects is described in detail as part of Attachment CJ-1.

All of the projects EKPC seeks to add to its Environmental Compliance Plan were (or
will be) undertaken in order to maintain compliant operations at EKPC’s coal-fired
generation facilities. The majority of the projects have been completed in the usual

course of EKPC’s business.
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Were/are each of the projects EKPC seeks to add to its Compliance Plan
reasonable and cost-effective for compliance with applicable environmental
requirements?

Yes.

Does that include the CPR Project?

Yes.

Please describe the Spurlock Station’s existing CPR Pond and related facilities.
As aforementioned, the Spurlock Station is EKPC’s largest coal-fired electric
generation facility with a combined coal storage capacity of approximately 490,000
tons. In order to capture and retain coal pile runoff (essentially, stormwater that falls
atop and through the coal pile and plant contributing areas), the Spurlock Station
currently utilizes a 3.3-acre lined CPR Pond. The CPR Pond includes a geosynthetic
clay liner (“GCL") on the bottom and side slopes, with concrete above the GCL on the
bottom of the pond. and rip rap liner above the GCL on the side slopes. The principal
spillway consists of two (2) pumps that convey the CPR Pond water to the Spurlock
Station’s ash pond through a 10 polyethylene force main. The emergency spillway
consists of three 24™ pipes that are designed to discharge to a receiving stream of the
Ohio River, specifically through a designated KPDES Outfall (Outfall 005). EKPC’s
ability to collect, contain, and transport CPR is an essential element of its operations at
the Spurlock Station.

Are the Spurlock Station’s existing CPR Pond and related facilities inadequate?

Yes. The existing CPR Pond and pump system at EKPC’s Spurlock Station can contain
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the volume of water from a 2-year, 24-hour storm event. The limited capacity of the
CPR Pond results in occasional overflows of the pond through the emergency spillway,
which in turn results in discharges through Outfall 005. These conditions increase
EKPC’s risk of non-compliance with Spurlock Station’s new KPDES permit,
particularly as that new permit becomes more restrictive with respect to Total
Suspended Solids and pH consistent with the ELG Rule. While Mr. Jerry Purvis,
EKPC’s Vice President of Environmental Affairs, discusses the relevant environmental
regulations in more detail in his testimony submitted herewith. in sum, recurrent
outfalls from Outfall 005 present an unacceptable risk of noncompliance that requires
mitigation.

Notably, the coal pile runoff pond as originally constructed at the Spurlock
Station was designed to handle only drainage from Spurlock 1 and Spurlock 2’s coal
pile storage area. The pond was modified in the late 1990°s as a result of more drainage
area being added to the pond’s watershed. The Gilbert Unit and Spurlock 4 became
operational in 2005 and 2010, respectively, which further increased the amount of
stormwater flow entering the pond. After the Spurlock Station Drainage Improvement
project was completed in November of 2016, the amount of stormwater increased
again. These developments have necessitated a solution to collect the stormwater in
accordance with EKPC’s new KPDES discharge permit.

Has EKPC determined how best to address the inadequacies of the Spurlock
Station’s CPR Pond and related infrastructure?

Yes. Based on the Steam Electric Effluent Limitation Guidelines (40 CFR
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423.12(b)(10)) and good engineering practices for sedimentation pond design, EKPC
has determined that its CPR facilities must now be designed and built to contain a 10-
year, 24-hour storm event with adequate freeboard.  Improvements to the pond are
required to ensure the safe, compliant, and effective operation of the CPR Pond and
related facilities. EKPC engaged the engineering firm Burns and McDonnell
Engineering Company, Inc. (“Burns and McDonnell™) to prepare a Scoping Report that
would be useful to further develop the CPR Project. The Scoping Report, a copy of
which is provided as an attachment to the testimony of Mr. Sam Yoder submitted
herewith, reflects four (4) major project components: CPR Pond Pumps; Coal Pile
North Ditch Development; CPR Pond Supplemental Wall; and Balance of Plant
Systems.

Please discuss the alternatives considered by EKPC to address the inadequacies
of the Spurlock Station’s CPR Pond and related infrastructure.

EKPC evaluated a host of alternatives to address the stormwater capacity and
conveyance deficiencies at the existing Spurlock Station CPR Pond. In addition to the
selected option to modify the existing CPR Pond, EKPC considered the construction
of a second CPR Pond, reducing the size of the existing CPR Pond watershed, and
constructing above-ground or underground storage to augment the existing CPR Pond.
The alternative to modify the existing CPR Pond with increased pumping and storage
capacity and balancing plant systems was determined to be the most reasonable, least-
cost alternative. This option builds upon the work done to the pond in Project 21,

Spurlock Drainage Improvement Project, described in Attachment CJ-1.
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Please further explain the portion of the CPR Project that concerns modifications
to the CPR Pond and pumps.

EKPC will install new submersible pumps in a 4x33% line-up (three (3) operating and
one (1) spare) to convey excessive rainfall through new and existing pipes to the
planned Water Mass Balance (“WMB™) Pond. Presently, the pumps and related
facilities of the CPR Pond convey stormwater from coal pile runoff and the back-end
of the plant through existing piping to the existing coal ash pond; however, as the
Commission is aware, the ash pond is scheduled for closure and partial replacement by
a WMB Pond in late 2021. The proposed CPR Project recognizes this fact and is
designed with facilities for the conveyance of CPR to the new WMB Pond upon the
pond’s completion.

Please further explain the portion of the CPR Project that concerns modifications
to the North Coal Pile Ditch.

EKPC will modify the northern coal pile ditch with a new geosynthetic clay liner
(*GCL") and concrete bottom and side slopes, as well as deepen the ditch adjacent to
the existing pond to allow the retention of more stormwater.

Please further explain the portion of the CPR Project that concerns the CPR Pond
Supplemental Wall.

EKPC will erect a 3-foot high concrete wall to provide additional storage/freeboard
and operational flexibility in the CPR Pond. The supplemental storage wall and
associated emergency spillway modifications provide additional retention time to

improve sedimentation in the CPR Pond and additional freeboard during larger storm
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events. The 100-year, 24-hour storm was used as the design basis for the emergency
spillway and also used to check for overtopping of the supplemental CPR Pond storage
wall. This design requirement assumes the pumps are operating at maximum capacity
and that stormwater will be flowing out the emergency overflow to 005 but the dam
will not be overtopped by the stormwater. The distance between the elevation of the
top of the new concrete wall and the maximum pond level elevation during this large
rainfall event is defined as freeboard. Like the modifications to the North Coal Pile
Ditch, the retaining wall will allow EKPC’s CPR systems to accept greater capacity
and keep stormwater from overflowing the dike during large rainfall events.

Does the CPR Project involve substantial modification of the Spurlock Station’s
existing systems?

EKPC will install new controls, instrumentation and electrical equipment. as well as a
new Power Control Module to operate the new systems. These modifications will not
substantially impact existing infrastructure. EKPC will also repurpose the ash sluice
lines going to the new water mass balance pond; the ash sluice lines will be tied into
the new pumping system and will be used to convey the CPR discharge water to the
new water mass balance pond. The relevant project schedules will be coordinated to
allow this modification.

When does EKPC anticipate completing the CPR Project, if it is approved by the
Commission as proposed?

The schedule for implementing the CPR Project is designed to complement the other

construction activities taking place at Spurlock Station and will be carried out in a
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manner that is cognizant and consistent with all the other normal operations taking
place on the Spurlock Station campus. Based upon the current schedule, construction
should be completed in February 2021.

In addition to securing a CPCN from the Commission, what other administrative
approvals are necessary for the CPR Project?

In addition to approval from the Commission. the CPR Project requires EKPC to seek
arevised KPDES permit for the Spurlock Station from the Kentucky Division of Water.
EKPC has begun the process of obtaining this revised permit, which is discussed in
greater detail in the testimony of Mr. Purvis submitted herewith. EKPC will need to
obtain authorization for the CPR Project from the United States Department of
Agriculture’s Rural Utilities Service.

Can you describe the approach that EKPC is taking with regard to developing the
CPR Project?

Yes. EKPC has retained Burns & McDonnell to develop a Scoping Report that defines
the scope of the CPR Project. including preliminary design, schedule. contracting
approach, and cost estimate. EKPC will competitively bid engineering design services
for the CPR Project. These engineering services will include full design of the project,
specification development, procurement recommendation, and supplemental staffing
for construction management. In addition, EKPC intends to use a multiple contract
approach with adjustment unit pricing to develop and construct the CPR Project. This
approach allows EKPC to work with its design engineer to create and procure the

necessary construction and major equipment contracts, then to contract directly with
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providers for those goods and services. The approach involves the use of multiple
equipment and material contracts and multiple construction contracts and will allow
EKPC to minimize costs by providing for competitive bidding to reduce contractor
markups.

Can you provide an example of how this will work in practice?

The Scoping Report is the playbook for the entire project. Section 4.0 “Contracting
Approach”, describes in detail how the CPR Project will be broken down into contracts.
Each contract represents the procurement of major equipment or services required for
the successful completion of this project. EKPC and its design engineer will work
together to develop the bid specification, develop the bidders list, and conduct the
procurement activities. The design engineer will evaluate bids and recommend the best
proposal for EKPC’s consideration. EKPC will execute the contract. The contract
management will be performed by EKPC with recommendations and participation
from its design engineer.

What are the benefits to this type of approach to developing a project?

EKPC has found that this type of contract approach yields the lowest cost project,
mitigates schedule risk, and results in an end product that is of higher quality.

How will EKPC be able to assure that it is receiving the lowest reasonable cost for
the equipment and contracting services that it procures?

EKPC will predominately use competitive bidding for the procurement of goods and
services. There could be specialized equipment or services that will require sole-source

procurement.
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Has EKPC calculated what the incremental operations and maintenance expense
will be on an annual basis for the CPR Project once it is completed?

Yes. EKPC estimates that the incremental annual operations and maintenance expense
associated with the CPR Project following its completion will be approximately
$74.000.

Based upon your professional background and experience, do you believe that the
CPR Project is the reasonable, least-cost option for allowing EKPC to timely
comply with the relevant environmental requirements?

Yes. Mr. Mosier elaborates on the many benefits of the CPR Project in his testimony.
but clearly this option is less expensive than any other option that EKPC considered.
Although it requires significant capital investments, it is the best option for EKPC and
its Owner-Members to satisfy regulatory requirements.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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Specifications of Environmental Projects not requiring CPCN



Project 12-1
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Station Landfill Area C - Phase 2
Prepared By: Matt Clark. PE

Description: Spurlock Landfill Area C Phase 2 was constructed after Area C Phase 1 Work
Area 1 and Phase 1 Work Area 2. It is a special waste landfill cell constructed as permitted
with the Kentucky Division of Waste Management. It is 15.47 acres in size and ties into the
existing liner system of the previous cells. The cell provides Spurlock Power Station 4,554,704
Cubic Yards of capacity.

Justification: Ash Landfills are essential for coal fired power generation. On-site silos usually
have around 24 hours of storage before reaching capacity and forcing the power station to shut
down. Therefore, at all times the ash from the silos are being emptied and disposed of at the
landfill. Spurlock Power Station generates approximately 1,800,000 Cubic Yards of Coal
Combustion Residuals annually. Per EKPC’s landfill management plan, new construction is
sequenced so that one year of capacity is remaining in the existing constructed landfill when
the new cell is completed. Doing this provides a one year buffer at all times to ensure that
capacity will be available for Spurlock Power Station.

Alternatives Considered: The alternative to constructing additional capacity is to haul the ash
to a privately owned municipal solid waste landfill. Our best quote for this work is $12 per
ton to haul and $16 per ton tipping fee. Our current cost is $2.57 per ton haul and operations
(contracted out) and approximately $1.43 per ton to permit and construct (design cost,
mitigation fees, bottom liner construction, cap construction). This would be a yearly increase
0f $43.200.000.

Installed Date: Contractor reached substantial completion on November 21, 2014.
Capital Cost: $3,382.670.46

Operations & Maintenance Cost: Our yearly operations and maintenance cost are included
in the $2.57 per ton cost that is paid to the operations contractor. No further maintenance cost
is needed for this cell due to the fact this cell did not add any haul road or sedimentation ponds.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: Special Waste

Environmental Regulation: 401 KAR Chap 45; CWA Section 404




Project 12-2
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Station Landfill Area C — Phase 3
Prepared By: Patrick Bischoff, PE

Description: Per EKPC’s landfill management program, new construction at ash landfills is
sequenced such that one year of capacity is remaining in the existing constructed landfill when
the new cell is completed. This provides a one year buffer at all times to ensure that capacity
will be available for Spurlock Station.

Justification: Ash Landfills are essential for coal fired power generation. On-site silos usually
have around 24 hours of storage before reaching capacity and forcing the power station to shut
down. Therefore, at all times the ash from the silos are being emptied and disposed of at the
landfill. Spurlock Power Station generates approximately 1.800.000 Cubic Yards of Coal
Combustion Residuals annually (has the ability to produce up to 2,200,000 CY). Per EKPC’s
landfill management plan new construction is sequenced so one year of capacity is remaining
in the existing constructed landfill when the new cell is completed. This provides a one year
buffer at all times to ensure that capacity will be available for Spurlock Station.

Alternatives Considered: The alternative to constructing additional capacity is to haul the ash

to a privately owned municipal solid waste landfill. Our quoted cost for tipping fees and haul
was $28 per ton. Our current cost is $4.00 to use our landfill (including permitting,
construction, maintenance, and operations). This would be a yearly increase of $43.200,000.

Installed Date: Fall 2018.
Capital Cost: Projected - $4.737,105 Budgeted - $4.317.024

Operations & Maintenance Cost: $80,000 — maintenance (annual general maintenance
budget for landfill); $55.000 — environmental (includes general environmental Engineering
consulting, groundwater sampling, operational/environmental inspections).

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: CCR/Special Waste

Environmental Regulation: 40 CFR 257; 401 KAR Chap 45: CWA Section 404




Project 12-3
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Station Landfill Area C — Phase 4
Prepared By: Patrick Bischoff, PE

Description: Per EKPC’s landfill management program, new construction at ash landfills is
sequenced such that one year of capacity is remaining in the existing constructed landfill when
the new cell is completed. This provides a one year buffer at all times to ensure that capacity
will be available for Spurlock Station.

Justification: Ash Landfills are essential for coal fired power generation. On-site silos usually
have around 24 hours of storage before reaching capacity and forcing the power station to shut
down. Therefore, at all times the ash from the silos are being emptied and disposed of at the
landfill. Spurlock Power Station generates approximately 1,800,000 Cubic Yards of Coal
Combustion Residuals annually (has the ability to produce up to 2,200,000 CY). Per EKPC’s
landfill management plan new construction is sequenced so one year of capacity is remaining
in the existing constructed landfill when the new cell is completed. This provides a one year
buffer at all times to ensure that capacity will be available for Spurlock Station.

Alternatives Considered: The alternative to constructing additional capacity is to haul the ash
to a privately owned municipal solid waste landfill. Our quoted cost for tipping fees and haul
was $28 per ton. Our current cost is $4.00 to use our landfill (including permitting,
construction, maintenance, and operations). This would be a yearly increase of $43.200,000.

Installed Date: Fall 2018.
Capital Cost: $6.000.,000.

Operations & Maintenance Cost: $80.000 — maintenance (annual general maintenance
budget for landfill); $55.000 — environmental (includes general env. engineering consulting,

groundwater sampling, operational/environmental inspections).

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: CCR

Environmental Regulation: 40 CFR 257; 401 KAR Chap 46: CWA Section 404




Project 12-4
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Station Landfill Haul Road Extension
Prepared By: Patrick Bischoff, PE

Description: Per EKPC’s landfill management program, new construction at ash landfills is
sequenced such that one year of capacity is remaining in the existing constructed landfill when
the new cell is completed. This provides a one-year buffer at all times to ensure that capacity
will be available for Spurlock Station. The haul road extension is required to gain operational
access into the final three landfill cells (Area C Phases 3, 4, and 5) in the current permitted
area.

Justification: Ash Landfills are essential for coal fired power generation. On-site silos usually
have around 24 hours of storage before reaching capacity and forcing the power station to shut
down. Therefore, at all times the ash from the silos are being emptied and disposed of at the
landfill. Spurlock Power Station generates approximately 1.800.000 Cubic Yards of Coal
Combustion Residuals annually (has the ability to produce up to 2,200,000 CY). Per EKPC’s
landfill management plan new construction is sequenced so one year of capacity is remaining
in the existing constructed landfill when the new cell is completed. This provides a one year
buffer at all times to ensure that capacity will be available for Spurlock Station.

Alternatives Considered: There were no safe alternatives to constructing the haul road

extension into the remaining permitted area.
Installed Date: Fall 2017.
Capital Cost: $3.272.456.82.

Operations & Maintenance Cost: $7.500 — Prorated maintenance cost for stone replacement
associated with the haul road extension length only.

This does not require any replacement/early retirement of existing in-service.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: CCR

Environmental Regulation: 401 KAR Chap 46: CWA Section 404




Project 12-5

Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Landfill Final Cap and West Side Re-
grade

Prepared By: Laura LeMaster, PE, and Matt Clark. PE

Description: Spurlock Landfill has reached final elevation on 38.2 acres and must be re-graded
and capped per the Kentucky Division of Waste Management Spurlock Landfill Special Waste
Permit.

Justification: The final cap is part of the Kentucky Division of Waste Management Spurlock
Landfill Special Waste Permit. The final cap must be performed as the landfill reaches final
slope. The permit holder is responsible for providing financial assurance when a new landfill
cell is open to ensure that the landfill gets capped properly.

Alternatives Considered: There are no alternatives to the final cap. The final cap is part of
the Kentucky Division of Waste Management permit and details the requirements of the cap.

Installed Date: Construction completed 2017, awaiting State approvals.
Capital Cost: $1.964,649.52.

Operations & Maintenance Cost: $55.000 the first year after construction (vegetation is not
fully established), $35.000 second year after construction, and $30.000 every year after for
general maintenance.

This cap was associated with Area A and Area B Expansion

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: Special Waste

Environmental Regulation: 401 KAR Chap 45: CWA Section 404

20



Project 17-1
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Cooper Station Landfill Phase 1A
Prepared By: Matt Clark, PE

Description: As part of EKPC’s consent decree with the Environmental Protection Agency
Cooper Unit 2 dry scrubber was constructed and became operational in 2012. Based on the
additional ash production due to the scrubber EKPC permitted a horizontal and vertical landfill
expansion that was received in 2012. Per EKPC’s landfill management plan new construction
is sequenced so one year of capacity is remaining in the existing constructed landfill when the
new cell is completed. This provides a one year buffer at all times to ensure that capacity will
be available for Cooper Station. Phase 1A was the first cell constructed on the new Horizontal
& Vertical Expansion. Phase 1 was split into two construction projects to allow the landfill to
continue operations during construction.

Justification: Ash Landfills are essential for coal fired power generation. On-site silos usually
have around 24 hours of storage before reaching capacity and forcing the power station to shut
down. Therefore, at all times the ash from the silos are being emptied and disposed of at the
landfill. Cooper Power Station generates approximately 100,000 Cubic Yards of Coal
Combustion Residuals annually (has the ability to produce up to 300,000 CY). Per EKPC’s
landfill management plan new construction is sequenced so one year of capacity is remaining
in the existing constructed landfill when the new cell is completed. This provides a one year
buffer at all times to ensure that capacity will be available for Cooper Station.

Alternatives Considered: The alternative to constructing additional capacity is to haul the ash
to a privately owned municipal solid waste landfill. Our best quote for this work is $12 per
ton to haul and $16 per ton tipping fee. Our current cost is $4.00 per ton haul and operations
(contracted out) and approximately $4.02 per ton to permit and construct (design cost,
mitigation fees, bottom liner construction, and cap construction). This would be a yearly
increase of $1,998.,000.

Installed Date: Completion of Cooper Landfill Phase 1A = May 2014,
Capital Cost: $2.732.569.41

Operations & Maintenance Cost: Cap Maintenance = $10,000 per year

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: Special Waste

Environmental Regulation: 401 KAR Chap 45; KRS Chap 224
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Project 17-2
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Cooper Station Landfill Phase 1B
Prepared By: Matt Clark, PE

Description: As part of EKPC’s consent decree with the Environmental Protection Agency
Cooper Unit 2 dry scrubber was constructed and became operational in 2012. Based on the
additional ash production due to the scrubber EKPC permitted a horizontal and vertical landfill
expansion that was received in 2012. Per EKPC’s landfill management plan new construction
is sequenced so one year of capacity is remaining in the existing constructed landfill when the
new cell is completed. This provides a one year buffer at all times to ensure that capacity will
be available for Cooper Station. Phase 1B was the second cell constructed on the new
Horizontal & Vertical Expansion. Phase 1B completed construction of Phase 1.

Justification: Ash Landfills are essential for coal fired power generation. On-site silos usually
have around 24 hours of storage before reaching capacity and forcing the power station to shut
down. Therefore, at all times the ash from the silos are being emptied and disposed of at the
landfill. Cooper Power Station generates approximately 100,000 Cubic Yards of Coal
Combustion Residuals annually (has the ability to produce up to 300,000 CY). Per EKPC’s
landfill management plan new construction is sequenced so one year of capacity is remaining
in the existing constructed landfill when the new cell is completed. This provides a one year
buffer at all times to ensure that capacity will be available for Cooper Station.

Alternatives Considered: The alternative to constructing additional capacity is to haul the ash
to a privately owned municipal solid waste landfill. Our best quote for this work is $12 per
ton to haul and $16 per ton tipping fee. Our current cost is $4.00 per ton haul and operations
(contracted out) and approximately $4.02 per ton to permit and construct (design cost.
mitigation fees, bottom liner construction, cap construction). This would be a yearly increase
of $1.998.000.

Installed Date: Construction completed December 2014.
Capital Cost: $2.891.886.96

Operations & Maintenance Cost: $10,000 per year for Cap Maintenance, all other
maintenance is included in the operations contract.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: Special Waste

Environmental Regulation: 401 KAR Chap 45: KRS Chap 224

22



Project 17-3

Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Cooper Station Landfill Transmission,
Distribution, and Communication Lines Relocation

Prepared By: Matt Clark, PE

Description: As part of EKPC’s consent decree with the Environmental Protection Agency
Cooper Unit 2 dry scrubber was constructed and became operational in 2012. Based on the
additional ash production due to the scrubber, EKPC permitted a horizontal and vertical landfill
expansion that was received in 2012. Currently Phase 1A and Phase 1B have been constructed
with Phase II set to be constructed as the next expansion to the landfill. Phase Il of Cooper
Landfill will require a Transmission Line Relocation, Distribution Line Relocation, and a
Communication Line Relocation. All three of these lines are within the footprint of Cooper
Landfill Phase II construction. These lines will be relocated to allow for future construction
of landfill cells at Cooper Landfill.

Justification: Ash Landfills are essential for coal fired power generation. On site silos usually
have around 24 hours of storage before reaching capacity and forcing the power station to shut
down. Therefore, at all times the ash from the silos are being emptied and disposed of at the
landfill. Cooper Power Station generates approximately 100,000 Cubic Yards of Coal
Combustion Residuals annually (has the ability to produce up to 300,000 CY). Per EKPC’s
landfill management plan new construction is sequenced so one year of capacity is remaining
in the existing constructed landfill when the new cell is completed. This provides a one year
buffer at all times to ensure that capacity will be available for Cooper Station.

Alternatives Considered: The alternative to constructing additional capacity is to haul the ash
to a privately owned municipal solid waste landfill. Our best quote for this work is $12 per
ton to haul and $16 per ton tipping fee. Our current cost is $4.00 per ton haul and operations
(contracted out) and approximately $4.02 per ton to permit and construct (design cost,
mitigation fees, bottom liner construction, cap construction). This would be a yearly increase
0f $1,998.000.

Installed Date: Completed in 2016.
Capital Cost: $618.944.78

Operations & Maintenance Cost: There will not be any operations or maintenance cost above
or beyond the O&M for these lines in their current location.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: Special Waste

Environmental Regulation: 401 KAR Chap 45; KRS Chap 224
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Project 18
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Cooper Station Landfill Sediment Pond
Prepared By: Matt Clark, PE

Description: As part of EKPC’s consent decree with the Environmental Protection Agency
Cooper Unit 2 dry scrubber was constructed and became operational in 2012. Based on the
additional ash production due to the scrubber, EKPC permitted a horizontal and vertical landfill
expansion that was received in 2012. With the landfill expanding the existing sediment pond
would no longer function properly and was redesigned and modified to meet engineering
standards. The pond was reshaped, lined, and protective cover over the new synthetic liner
that was installed.

Justification: The Landfill Sediment Pond is necessary to meet the existing Kentucky
Pollution Discharge Elimination System Permit. Also, the sediment pond is a requirement of
the Kentucky Division of Waste Management Cooper Special Waste Permit.

Alternatives _Considered: “Doing nothing”™ was not considered due to environmental
compliance. There are not any areas of suitable size downstream of the landfill to construct a
sediment pond other than modifying the existing pond.

Installed Date: Construction completed May 2013.
Capital Cost: $2.163,009.08

Operations & Maintenance Cost: $5.000 per year for Cap Maintenance. Pond Cleanout every
15 years is approximately $1.250,000.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: Special Waste

Environmental Regulation: 401 KAR Chap 45; KRS Chap 224
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Project 19
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Cooper Station Ash Mixer Unloaders
Prepared By: Eddie Hudson

Description: In 1993, EKPC converted the Cooper Station Units 1 & 2 from a wet ash system
to a dry handling system. Since this conversion, both units have shared two fly ash mixer
unloaders. The mixer unloaders add water to the dry ash to suppress dust in order to ease
transport to the landfill via trucks.

Justification: In 2012, EKPC installed a dry scrubber on Cooper Unit 2. This project has
introduced lime into the fly ash system resulting in high calcium ash. The original ash mixer
unloaders were not capable of handling ash of this nature without the risk of cement-like
buildup in the unloader. In addition, the mixer unloaders were at the end of life and due to be
replaced. The mixers were deteriorating and work orders were steadily increasing. When
considering these conditions it was determined to proceed with a mixer unloader capable of
handling the high calcium ash that also worked similar to our current mixer unloader design.

Alternatives Considered: An innovative pin-paddle mixer unloader designed specifically for
conditioning high calcium ash. Paddles push and propel material forward while fast counter-
rotating shafts and pins lift the material and create turbulent mixing for optimal wetting.
Additional features of pin-paddle mixers include: the shafts and pins use covers made of ultra-
high molecular weight polyethylene material to resist buildup. Even distribution of power
between shafts minimizes shaft stress and deflection. This style mixer unloader was installed
on Cooper Unit 2 in 2012 and has given EKPC the results needed to properly handle the high
calcium ash. As a result of the success on Unit 2, EKPC moved forward in 2013 by installing
this same mixer unloader design on Unit 1.

Installed Date: Construction completed November 2013.
Capital Cost: $260,441.29

Operations & Maintenance Cost: $30.000 every 6-8 years for Maintenance.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: Special Waste

Environmental Regulation: 401 KAR Chap 45; KRS Chap 224:; 401 KAR 63:010
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Project 20

Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Cooper Station Ditch and Sediment Trap
Design/Construction

Prepared By: Laura LeMaster, PE

Description: Stormwater runoff from the active disposal area on the Cooper Landfill drains to
the north side of the landfill and flows to the existing Sediment Pond, currently there is ponding
of water at the toe of the landfill due to poor drainage in this area. This project includes the
installation of a concrete ditch and placement of fill to promote positive drainage of all
stormwater runoff to the sediment trap and the installation of a sediment trap to minimize
sediment that enters the pond.

Justification: This project will promote the positive flow of surface water runoff that contacts
the ash landfill into the existing sediment pond. Existing conditions are flat and currently pool
water at the toe of the landfill. Existing conditions also allow water to pool outside of the
existing channels in unlined areas. The sediment trap will allow for routine maintenance and
cleaning operations as a first line of defense of the sediment pond. Minimizing sediment into
the sediment pond will increase the time between costly clean out of the sediment pond.

Alternatives Considered: No action was considered, however, due to environmental

compliance implications, the project was executed.
Installed Date: Construction completed December 2017.
Capital Cost: Estimated: $1.242,055.47

Operations & Maintenance Cost: The only operational and maintenance cost will be to clean
the ditch using EKPC personnel - $12.000 per year.

This project will not require the retirement of any assets.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: Special Waste

Environmental Regulation: 401 KAR Chap 45; KRS Chap 224
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Project 21
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Station Drainage Improvement
Prepared By: Laura LeMaster, PE

Description: This project consists of modifications for the redirection of FGD blowdown and
numerous surface drainage and collection areas. Specifically, cleaning out and increasing
capacity in the Coal Pile Runoff Pond. increasing the height of the existing Gypsum Stackout
Wall, elimination of several drainage and collection pits, and regrading/paving areas on the
back side of the plant.

Justification: The project is necessary to assure that EKPC complies with the CCR Final Rule
by assuring that the Coal Pile Runoff Pond and various pits and collection points on the site
were not susceptible to interpretation as “CCR Impoundments™ by the relative deadline date in
the Rule, and by developing surfaces and control systems to facilitate operational compliance
with the CCR Final Rule in routine operations for handling and transporting ash.

Alternatives Considered: The scope of this project was developed to address immediate issues
for compliance with the CCR Final Rule per specified requirement deadlines. Elective non-

compliance or changing operations at Spurlock to cease ash production were not considered.
The critical timeline and physical restrictions also did not allow for significant changes in
process design or other alternatives that might possibly exist. The implemented projects were
the simplest, most achievable and cost effective options to meet the near term requirements for
the CCR Final Rule. For impervious pavement areas, concrete versus asphalt was evaluated
and the least cost alternative was selected.

Installed Date: Substantial Completion November 2016.
Capital Cost: Estimated Final Cost - $13.134,888

Operations & Maintenance Cost: Estimated Annual Cost - $153.,000

1) Auxiliary pumps that transport FGD from tank to ash pond
2) Actuated valves
3) Pavement replacement

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: CCR, Stormwater

Environmental Regulation: 40 CFR 257; 401 KAR 63:010; CWA Sec. 402; KRS Ch. 224

27



Project 22
Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Station HG Compliance — Units 1 & 2
Prepared By: Mary Jane Warner, PE

Description: Compliance was achieved by installing a Fuel Additive System to oxidize the
Mercury and a Flue Gas Desulfurization (FGD) Additive System to assure that captured
Mercury is not re-emitted. The Fuel Additive System feeds a calcium bromide solution onto
the coal belt for each unit. and required a storage tank, pump skid, and ancillary piping. The
FGD Additive System delivers a NALCO product (MerControl 8034+) to the return line of the
pH sampling loop for each scrubber. Similarly, a storage tank, pump skid, and ancillary piping
were installed to administer this additive.

Justification: In order to meet U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Mercury and
Air Toxic Standard requirements, East Kentucky Power Cooperative (EKPC) must install
mercury control systems for Units 1 & 2 at the Hugh L. Spurlock Generating Station
(Spurlock), and those systems had to be fully operational by April 15, 2015.

1) Alternatives Considered: 1In order to comply with the Mercury and Air Toxic
Standards (MATS), coal fired facilities have a number of compliance technology
alternatives to consider. The technology alternatives considered generally included
activated carbon injection, fuel additives, and wet flue gas desulfurization additives.
The appropriate technology or combination of technologies is highly dependent on the
existing coal fired facilities air pollution control equipment being balanced with the
installed costs and operating and maintenance (O&M) costs. Since Spurlock Units 1 &
2 arrangements include selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems and wet flue gas
desulfurization (FGD) systems, EKPC determined that the lowest capital and O&M
cost systems to install for compliance with MATS was a combination of a fuel additive
and wet FGD additive system.

Installed Date: Construction completed March 2015.
Capital Cost: $2.755.438

Operations & Maintenance Cost: Based on generation patterns and typical fuel composition,
the annual additive cost is estimated to be $1,955.400, and the normal Operations and
Maintenance costs are expected to be approximately $30.000 per year.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: Mercury

Environmental Regulation: 40 CFR 60; 40 CFR 63; 401 KAR 63:020
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Project 23

Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Station Anhydrous Ammonia
Secondary Containment Prepared By: David Meade, PE

Description: Reduce the health and environmental impact of an accidental release of
Anhydrous Ammonia. Build berms around ammonia tank farm. Route bermed area to new
containment pond and upgrade fogger.

Justification: A worst-case accidental release of Anhydrous Ammonia with current safety
controls has an effective possible radius of 6.9 miles. Modeling shows that upgrades to the
tank farm will improve safety for the community and plant and will limit the affected area of
a spill to 0.65 miles or less.

Alternatives Considered: Building around tank farm considered.

Installed Date: Construction completed on December 29, 2017.
Capital Cost: $1.050,779.86

Operations & Maintenance Cost: Annual Maintenance is expected to be $5,000 per year for
fogger and containment system.

This will not require any replacement/early retirement of existing plan in-service.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: NH3

Environmental Regulation: 40 CFR 112; CAA Sec 112(r)
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Project 24

Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Station Vacuum Truck Ash Transfer
Station

Prepared By: Laura LeMaster, PE

Description: An in-ground concrete transfer station where ash trucks can dump wet and dry
ash trucks. The in-ground concrete structure will include a wind fence, foggers, lighting, an
unloading location, a loading ramp. and a wheel wash. The in ground pit will be used for
storage of the ash until it achieves optimum moisture content and taken to the landfill.

Justification: Spurlock Station routinely uses vacuum trucks to clean around the boilers and
to remove ash from inside the boilers. The new CCR regulations do not allow for wash down
of facilities such as around our ash silos. This material is now collected dry, by vacuum truck
and sweepers. This project will reduce environmental and safety risks. Currently, the dry ash
trucks are driving to the landfill. EKPC is incurring cost for additional vac trucks to make the
haul up to the landfill as well the requirements for night time operations at the landfill and
temporary lighting. Disposal of dry ash on the landfill can also causes dust concerns. Wet ash
trucks are currently dumping their content into the ash pond, within the next two years the ash
pond will begin clean closure, a location to dump wet ash will still be required, which will be
provided by the this facility.

Alternatives Considered: The alternative for the dry ash is to continue to haul it up to the
landfill, however, there are operational and maintenance cost associated with this annually.
Due to ash pond closure, there will be no location in the future to dump wet trucks. The annual
operation and maintenance cost for taking dry trucks to the landfill is $45,200 per year, plus
the cost for additional vac trucks per outage costing an additional $215,000 per year. Multiple
iterations of facility layout were considered during design.

Installed Date: Fall 2018.
Capital Cost: Projected - $2,664,200 (not based on actual bids, projected cost based off)

Operations & Maintenance Cost: Operation of the station — approximately - $75,000/ year
(outside contract expected). Utility cost including water, power, and air. Typical maintenance
for cleaning foggers, site clean-up, and maintaining truck wash will remain less than $10,000
per year.

This will not require the retirement of any existing plant assets.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: CCR and Particulate Matter

Environmental Regulation: 40 CFR 257; 401 KAR Chap 46; 401 KAR 59:010
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Project 25

Environmental Surcharge Fact Sheet: Spurlock Station Dry Sorbent Injection System
for Units 1 & 2 Prepared By: Brandon Bettinger

Description: Purchase and install a Dry Sorbent Injection (DSI) system that can remove Sulfur
Trioxide (SO3) upstream of the Wet Electrostatic Precipitator (WESP) to protect the Air
Heaters, duct work and fans from corrosion. It will also help with opacity compliance for the
units. To be able to install the system in one year, we must purchase a trailer (blowers and
feeders) and silo to feed the units. We must then design, purchase, and install conveying
piping, splitters. and injection lances. Lastly all utilities will need to be upgraded and installed
to make the system permanent.

Justification: Environmental compliance - Purchase and install a DSI system that can remove
SO3 upstream of the WESP to protect the Air Heaters, ductwork and fans from corrosion. It
will also help with opacity compliance for the units. A side benefit by this installation is the
reduction of Magnesium Hydroxide usage.

Alternatives Considered: Options considered included increasing WESP size, installing a
trona feed system, continuously renting a Hydrate lime feed system. or purchasing and
installing a permanent DSI Hydrated Lime Feed System.

The first option we looked at was increasing the WESP size. It was not chosen because of the
high cost and long installation time frame. We then performed tests with trona and hydrated
lime feed systems. The hydrated lime system provided the best results and was the chosen
product to feed. We then compared a permanent feed system against a temporary feed system.
The permanent hydrated lime feed system has a higher up front capital cost as compared to the
temporary system, but it provides the most economical longer term benefit. The permanent
system provides the most reliable hydrated lime feed.

Installed Date: August 2017
Capital Cost: $3.876.376.31

Operations & Maintenance Cost: Yearly hydrated lime cost will be approximately $600,000.
There will be $50,000 per year in maintenance to maintain the system.

Pollutant Waste By-Product Controlled: SO3, NH3

Environmental Regulation: 40 CFR 63
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Please state your name, business address, and occupation.

My name is Sam Yoder and my business address is 9400 Ward Parkway, Kansas
City, MO 64114. I am a Project Manager for Burns & McDonnell Engineering
Company. Inc. (“Burns & McDonnell™).

Please briefly describe the business conducted by Burns & McDonnell.

Burns & McDonnell is a full-service engineering, architecture, construction,
environmental and consulting solutions firm, based in Kansas City, Missouri. Our
staff of 5,700 includes engineers, architects, construction professionals, planners,
estimators, economists, technicians and scientists, representing virtually all design
disciplines. We plan, design, permit, construct and manage facilities all over the
world.

Please state your education and professional experience.

I have a B.S. in Chemical Engineering and B.S. in Mathematics from the University
of Missouri, Columbia, 2007. I have worked for Burns & McDonnell for 10 years
and | am a Professional Engineer in the Commonwealth of Kentucky.

Please provide a brief description of your duties at Burns & McDonnell.

I am a Project Manager with Burns & McDonnell’s Energy Division. I am
responsible for supervising and coordinating engineering staff. design, project
schedule and cost. project planning, multi-contract coordination and management,
and serve as the primary liaison with the Client.

What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

The purpose of my testimony is to describe the role of Burns & McDonnell in

helping East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC™) develop its proposal to



W

modify and expand the Coal Pile Runoff Pond (*CPR Pond™) at its Hugh L.
Spurlock Station in Mason County, Kentucky (“Spurlock Station™) (as further
described herein, the “CPR Project™). [ will also describe and authenticate the
Project Scoping Report (“Scoping Report™) that Burns & McDonnell prepared on
behalf of EKPC.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits as part of your testimony?

Yes. My curriculum vitae is attached hereto as Attachment SY-1, and a copy of
the Scoping Report is attached hereto as Attachment SY-2. These documents were
prepared by me or by individuals working directly under my supervision.

Please briefly describe EKPC’s Spurlock Station.

EKPC’s Spurlock Station is situated along the Ohio River outside Maysville,
Kentucky. The Station includes four (4) generating units with a total combined
capacity of 1,346 MW, all of which primarily burn a range of eastern bituminous
coals delivered by barge. The combined coal storage capacity of the Spurlock
Station is 490,000 tons.

How has Burns & McDonnell been involved in the development of the CPR
Project?

EKPC approached Burns & McDonnell to help develop a plan to address existing
inadequacies with the CPR Pond and related facilities at the Spurlock Station.
Specifically, due to the limited size and design of the Spurlock Station’s present
CPR facilities, EKPC identified a need to ensure fewer emergency outflows in order
to remain compliant with applicable environmental regulation. Since engaged.

Burns & McDonnell has worked with EKPC to define the CPR Project to include
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four (4) major project components—CPR Pond Pumps: Coal Pile North Ditch
Development; CPR Pond Supplemental Wall; and Balance of Plant Systems—each
of which is more fully described in the Scoping Report attached hereto as
Attachment SY-2.

Please describe the Scoping Report prepared for EKPC.

The Scoping Report is intended to provide EKPC and other interested parties, such
as this Commission, an understanding of the CPR Project scope, assumptions,
conceptual design, schedule and associated cost estimate. The Executive Summary
and Introduction provide the highest-level summary and put some necessary
caveats on what Burns & McDonnell was asked to accomplish as part of its review.
Section 3.0, the Project Definition section of the Scoping Report, includes extensive
detail about the Project.

The Project Definition section describes the existing layout and
configuration of the Spurlock Station and provides a reasonably high-level
overview of the mechanical, electrical and control systems that will be required on
the CPR Project. The Project Definition also includes a discussion on permitting
requirements that are likely to be applicable to the Project’s development.

The next major component of the Scoping Report is the Contracting
Approach Section. In that portion of the Scoping Report, the multiple contract
approach selected for the Project is described. An important feature of this portion
of'the Scoping Report is the inclusion of a list of major contracts as well as a matrix
showing how each contract interfaces with other contracts. This matrix helps

EKPC plan and track the sequencing of the contracts accordingly. The last part of

o
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the Contracting Approach section of the Scoping Report provides a general
description of the scope of each contract and further breaks the CPR Project down
into construction contracts and equipment contracts.

The next section of the Scoping Report covers the Schedule for the CPR
Project. It describes the major milestones that must be met in order to timely
complete the work involved and also describes how the project will fit into the
planned outages for the Spurlock Station.

The last major section of the Scoping Report is the Cost Estimate
discussion. In this part of the Scoping Report, Burns & McDonnell provides
estimates for both the capital investment and the operations and maintenance
investment associated with the Project. Additionally, a discussion is included of
the assumptions used in preparing the cost estimates and how contingency amounts
were calculated. Finally, a cash flow estimate is provided based on the Project
schedule, contracting approach, and cost estimate.

Do you believe that the $11.21 million cost estimate associated with the CPR
Project is a reasonable estimate?

Yes. While assumptions were made in the process of preparing the Scoping Report
and certain limitations exist when any engineer develops a project before beginning
the project, the estimate developed in preparing the Scoping Report is of budgetary
planning quality for similar projects of this complexity and size.

Do you authenticate and adopt as part of your testimony the conclusions
contained within the Scoping Report attached hereto as Attachment SY-2?

Yes.
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Q.
A.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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SAMUEL YODER, P.E.

Project Manager

Mr. Yoder is a Project Manager with Burns &
McDonnell’s Energy Division. Mr. Yoder has been EDUCA"ON

involved in more than $1.5 Billion in coal-fired » BS, Chemical Engineering
power plant pollution control retrofit projects. Mr. » BS, Mathematics

large capital projects. including project planning REGISTRAHONS

studies and evaluations, detailed engineering » Professional Engineer (MO, KY)
design. multi-contract coordination and
management, construction and commissioning at
coal-fired power plants.

Yoder’s experience includes all major phases of

]0 YEARS WITH BURNS & MCDONNELL

10 YEARS OF EXPERIENCE

Spurlock Station Coal Combustion Residuals and Effluent Limitations Guidelines Scoping Study | East Kentucky Power

Cooperative

2016-2017

Project manager for the Spurlock Station coal combustion residuals (CCR) and effluent limitations guidelines (ELG) project
scoping study. The study involves preliminary engineering design to determine the project costs and schedule to comply with
CCR and ELG regulations on Spurlock Units 1 and 2.

Coal Combustion Residuals and Effluent Limitations Guidelines Scoping Study | Confidential Client

2016-2017

Project manager for a coal combustion residuals (CCR) and effluent limitations guidelines (ELG) project scoping study. The
study involves preliminary engineering design to determine the project costs and schedule to comply with CCR and ELG
regulations at a coal-fired power plant.

Coal Combustion Residual Documents Implementation Program | East Kentucky Power Cooperative

2015-2016

Project manager for the EKPC CCR Implementation Program that included the documents required to meet the new EPA
CCR Rule. Documents included inspection lists, groundwater monitoring studies, quality assurance program, fugitive dust
program. and website/data management development. Roles included reviewing and developing documentation for EKPC
CCR implementation, client coordination and internal engineering coordination.

Spurlock Station Site Drainage Improvement Project | East Kentucky Power Cooperative

2015-2016

Project manager for a diverse and fast paced project at Spurlock Station. The project consists of design and specification
development, as well as construction management for rerouting the wet FGD blowdown from the coal pile runoff pond to the
ash pond almost 8.000 feet away in less than 6 months. Once the reroute was completed, design and specifications were
developed for deepening and lining the existing coal pile runoff pond. Lastly, site pavement design drawings and
specifications were developed to pave nearly 15 acres at Spurlock Station.

BURNS\\MEDONNELL._



SAMUEL YODER, P.E.

(continued)

Wilson Station Dry Sorbent Injection Project | Big Rivers Electric Corporation

2014-2016

Project manager for the Wilson Station Dry Sorbent Injection project. The project consists of dry sorbent injection silo, pipe
rack and injection grid on Wilson Unit 1. The project consisted of developing design and specifications for the equipment
supply contract as well as the installation contract.

Dale Station Ash Pond Closure and Site Restoration | East Kentucky Power Cooperative

2013-Present

Project manager for closure by removal of ash ponds at East Kentucky Power Cooperative’s Dale Station near Ford,
Kentucky. The project consists of removal of approximately 500.000 cubic yards of coal combustion residuals (CCR) from
multiple ponds along the Kentucky River and hauling the CCR material to a landfill being developed at East Kentucky Power
Cooperative’s J.K. Smith Station.

Cooper Station Unit 1 - Duct Reroute Project | East Kentucky Power Cooperative

2013-2016

Project manager for the Cooper Unit 1 duct reroute project. The project consists of re-routing the Cooper Unit 1 flue gas into
the previously constructed Cooper Unit 2 circulating dry scrubber system for MATS compliance. This unique project
consisted of several equipment and material supply contracts as well as two installation contracts.

Green Station Units 1 & 2 MATS Compliance Project | Big Rivers Electric Corporation

2013-2015

Project manager for the Green Station Unit | & 2 MATS compliance project. The project consists of dry sorbent injection
and powdered activated carbon injection on Green Units 1 & 2 for MATS compliance. The project consisted of detailed
design and specification development for equipment supply. pilings, foundations. and mechanical construction. In addition,
the project had multiple installation contracts that required coordination.

Spurlock Station Mercury Control Project | East Kentucky Power Cooperative

2013-2015

Project manager for the Spurlock Station mercury control project. The project involves the addition of a wet flue gas
desulfurization (FGD) mercury reemission additive and a fuel additive to Spurlock Units 1 and 2.

MATS Compliance Study | Indianapolis Power and Light

2014

Project manager for the Indianapolis Power and Light MATS compliance study that evaluated the potential application of
calcium bromide fuel additive for Harding Street Unit 7. The purpose of the study was to determine whether the application
of fuel additive alone could bring Harding Street Unit 7 into MATS compliance. In addition to the feasibility evaluation, Mr.
Yoder helped develop a testing plan that could be utilized by IP&L for testing the fuel additive application.

Cooper Station Unit 2, East Kentucky Power Cooperative
2009-2013
Mr. Yoder was the process engineer for the Cooper Unit 2 environmental project. The project involved the addition of a

circulating dry flue gas desulfurization (FGD) system, baghouse, and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) systems to Cooper
Station Unit 2, which is 225 MW.
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(continued)

Mr. Yoder was the field mechanical engineer for the Cooper Unit 2 environmental project. In this role. Mr. Yoder answered
both technical and contractual questions from the installing contractors, assisted in coordinating the onsite work activities
between multiple installation contractors, and coordinated and managed the equipment manufacturer’s field representative
services.

Mr. Yoder was the process commissioning engineer for the Cooper Unit 2 environmental project. In this role, Mr. Yoder
assisted in commissioning the SCR, the circulating dry scrubbing FGD, primary air fan, forced draft fan. induced draft fan,
and air heater. In addition, Mr. Yoder assisted in commissioning the balance of plant equipment for the Cooper Unit 2
environmental project.

Cholla Power Station Unit 3, Arizona Public Service

2007-2010

Mr. Yoder was the process engineer for the Cholla Unit 3 and Unit 4 scrubber and baghouse retrofit project for Arizona
Public Service. The project involved the addition of wet FGD systems on each Unit. a new baghouse on Unit 4, and the
replacement of the existing hot side electrostatic precipitators (ESP) with a baghouse on Unit 3. The Unit 4 ESP, which was
abandoned on the Unit 4 retrofit, was converted into the Unit 3 baghouse.

Seminole Generating Stations Units 1 & 2, Seminole Electric

2007-2009

Detailed engineering and design for modifications to existing air pollution control equipment and installation of new air
pollution control equipment for the existing Units 1 and 2. Work included new SCRs. urea injection, sorbent injection testing.
sorbent injection equipment for SO; control, and FGD modifications including new mist eliminator wash, installation of
perforated trays, and new gypsum dewatering equipment.

Merom Station, Hoosier Energy Rural Electric Cooperative, Inc.
2007

Development of specifications and drawings for procurement of sulfuric acid mist (SAM) control system. System was
designed for reagent injection upstream of the existing particulate collection device.
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

East Kentucky Power Cooperative (EKPC; Owner) owns and operates the Hugh L. Spurlock Generating

Station (Spurlock) in Maysville, KY. Spurlock consists of four operating coal-fired units: Unit 1 is a 300-
net megawatt (MW) pulverized coal fired unit built in 1977, Unit 2 is a 510 net MW pulverized coal fired
unit built in 1981, Unit 3 is a 268 net MW circulating fluidized bed (CFB) unit built in 2005, and Unit 4 is

a 268 net MW CFB unit built in 2009. Spurlock burns a range of eastern bituminous coals.

EKPC has retained Burns & McDonnell (BMcD) to assist in developing the scope, preliminary design,
schedule, and budgetary cost estimate for providing supplemental stormwater runoff storage for the coal
pile and plant contributing areas. The design storm chosen for analysis was the 10-year, 24-hour event. As
part of the evaluation, the existing stormwater model developed by BMcD, was to be utilized to determine
the sizing requirements for pumps, piping, and supplemental storage, as required. The evaluation and
preliminary design was requested by EKPC as the current Coal Pile Runoff Pond (CPR Pond) has
capacity to contain approximately a 2-year, 24-hour storm event. The Project scope includes the items

summarized in Table 1-1 and discussed in detail in Section 3.0.

Table 1-1: Project Scope

Major Scope Items Description

CPR Pond Pumps and Piping The scope includes new submersible pumps in a 4x33% line-up (3
operating and one spare) to convey the 10-year, 24-hour design
storm event through existing bottom ash, fly ash, flue gas
desulfurization (FGD) and CPR Pond lines to the future Water Mass
Balance (WMB) Pond. New piping will be required to complete tie-
ins to the existing piping lines.

Coal Pile North Ditch The scope includes modifications to the northern coal pile ditch with
Development a new geosynthetic clay liner (GCL), concrete bottom, and side
slopes.

CPR Pond Supplemental Wall The scope includes an optional 3-foot high concrete wall to provide
an additional 3-feet of storage/freeboard in the CPR Pond and ditch
during a 100-year, 24-hour event.

Balance of Plant (BOP) The scope includes new controls, instrumentation and electrical
equipment, along with a new Power Control Module (PCM)
enclosure to operate these new systems.

The scope does not include capital costs for any modifications to the planned and future Water Mass
Balance (WMB) Pond that may be required to handle additional flows from the CPR Pond and/or berm
modifications for the additional piping. Modifications to the WMB Pond were not included because
sampling of the coal pile runoff and other plant process flows, should occur prior to detailed design of the
WMB Pond.
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Additionally, the scope does not include chemical treatment of the coal pile runoff or other Non-Chemical
Metal Cleaning (NCMC) wastes which may come from air heater washes, boiler washes, precipitator

washes, or similar.

1.1 Purpose
The purpose of this report is to present the study results for use in EKPC’s evaluation of Project
feasibility and budgeting as part of the Project development phase. The report provides overall scope,

schedule, and cost estimate of the Project based on the documents contained herein.

Prior to the development of this Project Scoping Report (PSR), a stormwater model was developed by
BMcD and utilized to provide a screening level Stormwater Management Report for Spurlock. This
building block report as well as the previously developed stormwater model were utilized in developing
this PSR.

1.2 Project Execution Approach

The selected contracting strategy for the Project is a multiple contract approach with adjustment unit
pricing. The multiple contract approach provides EKPC with more control over the design of the Project,
the quality and type of the equipment and materials, and it provides more ability to make changes as the

Project progresses.

In the multiple contract approach, EKPC and an Owner’s Engineer will work together to create and
procure the construction and major equipment contracts for the Project. The procurement of the long lead
time equipment, such as the PCM, may be necessary early in the Project to support the construction
schedule. The contracting approach includes equipment/material contracts and one general construction
contract, as referenced in Section 4.2. The equipment contracts allow EKPC to reduce the cost of the

general construction contractor markup via competitive bidding.

1.3 Schedule

The Project schedule is driven by the planned modifications to the existing bottom ash, fly ash, and FGD
handling at Spurlock. These systems on Units 1 and 2 currently sluice to the existing Ash Pond through
existing pipes. These existing pipes are anticipated to be re-used, but conversion of these systems to “dry”
handling and wastewater treatment will need to occur prior to Project completion. Additionally, a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN) may be required for this Project which can take
up to six months to obtain. Table 1-2 reflects the major milestones for the Project. The complete Level 1

schedule is provided in Appendix D.
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Table 1-2: Project Milestones

Activity Date
Commence CPCN Application October 2017
CPCN Approval April 2018
FNTP Engineering November 2018
Award of Long Lead Equipment July 2019
Commence Construction July 2020
Unit 2 Outage Commence September 2020
Unit 2 Outage Complete December 2020
CPR Pond Project Startup January 2021
CPR Pond Supplemental Storage Project Complete February 2021

1.4 Cost Estimate

Safety will be a primary focus for the Project. Each contractor will be required to provide full time safety

professionals to properly manage safety during Project execution.

The estimated capital cost for the Spurlock Coal Pile Runoff Pond Supplemental Storage Project is $10.7
MM including escalation for Project completion in 2021. This estimate is based on the capital cost basis
and assumptions in Section 6.0 and Appendix C. A Project estimate contingency is included to cover the
accuracy of pricing and commodity estimates for the scope defined in this report. In addition, an Owner’s
cost estimate of $480k is included based on input from EKPC. Owner’s contingency for discretionary

costs were not included per EKPC’s request.

1.5 Project Assumptions

Multiple items were assumed as part of the Project development which include:

e  WMB Pond: The future WMB Pond which is preliminarily sized at 17-acres is assumed to be
adequate to handle additional flows during CPR Pond storm events. During detailed design, the
WMB Pond may require sizing modifications and/or chemical feed equipment to handle these
additional process flows from the CPR Pond, specifically during storm events; however, these

potential modifications are assumed to be covered in the CCR/ELG Compliance Project.
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e Existing Piping Re-use: Multiple existing pipes are proposed to be re-used as part of the Project.
The condition of these pipes is unknown and an allowance of approximately 5% of each pipe has

been included for replacement.

e Fuel Oil Line Utility Rack: On the north side of the coal pile and CPR Pond, there is a fuel oil
line supported by a utility rack above grade. The supplemental wall included in this estimate is
assumed to be supported at the top of the berm and will not be impacted by the fuel oil line

utility rack.

e Underground Interferences: Unknown underground interferences will be mitigated prior to
detailed design by pilot trenching, however at the time of this estimate the underground

information is unknown.

* %k %k % %

East Kentucky Power Cooperative 1-4 Burns & McDonnell



Spurlock Station CPR Pond Supplemental Storage - Project Scoping Report Introduction

2.0 INTRODUCTION

21 Background

EKPC is developing a CPR Pond Supplemental Storage Project for Spurlock Station near Maysville,
Kentucky. As part of the Project development, EKPC retained BMcD to evaluate and develop the scope.
preliminary design, schedule, and budgetary cost estimate for modifications at Spurlock’s CPR Pond to
provide supplemental storage or other means to contain and convey a 10-year, 24-hour design storm event
to the future WMB Pond without overflowing through the emergency spillway. The CPR Pond
Supplemental Storage Project will consist of new pumps, modifications to existing pipe lines,
modifications to the northern coal pile ditch, and the construction of a supplemental storage wall. This
report summarizes the Project scope and presents the study results for use in EKPC’s evaluation of

Project feasibility and budgeting.

2.2 Scope of Study

The PSR includes preparation of the following major items:

1. Key Conceptual Design Documents

o

Project Design Basis/Scope Matrix

Project Execution Level 1 Schedule

Class 3 AACE Capital Cost Estimate

Owner’s Cost Estimate

Operations and Maintenance (O&M) Cost Estimate

Project Annual Cash Flow

R N on B s 9

Permitting Matrix

The PSR defines preliminary design parameters for major components of the Project and provides

adequate information to support the following activities:

1. Evaluation of the economics of the Project
2. Preparation of a Project schedule

3. CPCN Application and Public Service Commission (PSC) Approval process

2.3 Limitations and Qualifications
Estimates and projections prepared by Burns & McDonnell relating to schedules, performance,
construction costs, and operating and maintenance costs are based on our experience, qualifications and

judgment as a professional consultant. Since Burns & McDonnell has no control over weather, cost and
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availability of labor, material and equipment, labor productivity, construction contractor’s procedures and
methods, unavoidable delays, construction contractor’s method of determining prices, economic
conditions, government regulations and laws (including interpretation thereof), competitive bidding and
market conditions or other factors affecting such estimates or projections, Burns & McDonnell does not
guarantee that actual rates, costs, performance, schedules, etc.. will not vary from the estimates and

projections prepared herein.

k %k %k %k ok
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3.0 PROJECT DEFINITION

3.1 Project Overview

The CPR Pond Supplemental Storage Project for Spurlock includes new pumps to convey a 10-year, 24-
hour design storm event (4.22 inches of rainfall), modifications to existing piping and the north coal pile
ditch, a new supplemental storage concrete wall, and a new electrical PCM to power the new equipment.
Table 1-1 provides an overview of those major systems associated with the Project. Design rainfall events
were taken from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Atlas 14 weather data
for the area of Maysville, KY. The NOAA values are slightly more conservative for each return event
(with the exception of the 1-year return event) than those provided by the Kentucky Division of Water
(KDOW) Memorandum No. 2.

3.1.1 Preliminary Design

The existing CPR Pond and pump system at Spurlock can contain approximately a 2-year, 24-hour storm
event. The existing pond bottom is at elevation 513, the existing emergency spillway consisting of three
24 inch Corrugated High-Density Polyethylene (CHDPE) riser pipes has an overflow of elevation 528,
and the existing top of pond berm is at elevation 530. The design assumptions used for this scoping report
are based on stormwater modeling that was developed by BMcD. SKCO003 in Appendix A shows the

assumed pond limits and a stage-storage relationship table.

During the scope development, it was determined that by increasing the CPR Pond pump capacity and
lowering the stoplog structure elevation, the runoff was contained in the existing CPR Pond without a
discharge through the emergency spillway. Four 33% pumps (three operating and one spare) were
selected with a design discharge of 2,340 gallons per minute (gpm) for each pump. The scope was further
refined to utilize three 10-inch existing bottom ash and fly ash sluice pipes along with one 6-inch FGD
blowdown pipe that are planned to be removed from service with the completion of the proposed

Spurlock CCR/ELG Compliance Project. These four pipes are currently routed to the existing Ash Pond.

To provide EKPC with additional storage and operational flexibility, a supplemental CPR Pond storage
wall and modifications to the emergency spillway were added to the project scope. This supplemental
storage wall and emergency spillway modifications provides EKPC with additional retention time to
achieve sedimentation in the CPR Pond and freeboard during larger storm events. The 100-year, 24-hour
storm event was used as the design basis for the emergency spillway and used to check for overtopping of

the supplemental CPR Pond storage wall.
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Operation of the pumps was considered during the development of this scope report. Since the CPR Pond
pumps will likely only run during a storm event there is potential for portions of the conveying lines to
the WMB Pond to be charged with water. The volume of water in the pipes conveying the CPR Pond
runoff to the WMB Pond is significant enough that if allowed to drain back to the CPR Pond, it would
raise the stage elevation approximately five feet which would eliminate available storage for any
subsequent rain events. For this scope report, it was assumed the secondary lagoon pumps would tie into
these conveying lines and flush the coal pile runoff water to the WMB Pond. The lines then could be
allowed to drain back to the secondary lagoons if freezing temperatures were anticipated. This additional
tie will minimize heat trace and insulation requirements on the conveying pipes, providing a more
economical approach to freeze protection than heat trace. Per the Process and Instrumentation Diagram
(P&ID) in Appendix A, individual pipes may not be flushed while the CPR Pond pumps are in operation,

nor can an individual line be drained while lagoon flushing is operating.

3.2 Plant Location and Layout

Spurlock is an existing power plant located just west of Maysville, Kentucky on the Ohio River. The CPR
Pond Supplemental Storage Project is a modification to the existing CPR Pond operation to the 10-year,
24-hour design storm event without any discharge at the emergency spillway. The layout is influenced by
existing structures, access, constructability, capital costs, and consideration of existing O&M processes at
Spurlock. A preliminary set of general arrangement and site layout drawings for the Project are included
in Appendix A. Plant north is approximately a 30-degree clockwise rotation from true north. The general

arrangements and site layout drawings reflect a plant northing on the drawings, not a true northing.
3.3 Mechanical Systems

3.3.1 Coal Pile Stormwater Runoff

The existing CPR Pond consists of a pump structure and 2x100% pumps to convey stormwater from coal
pile runoff and the back-end of the plant through an existing 10” line to the existing Ash Pond. To convey
the 10-year, 24-hour design storm event, new 4x33% pumps will be provided as well as new valves and
piping to control the operation between varying storm events. The pumps are proposed to be located in
the existing stoplog structure, downstream of the stoplogs. The pumps will be operated with level
controls, based on the water level in the CPR Pond and the conveying pipes will be valved in/out based
on flow requirements. The proposed pipe routing will include discharge from the submersible pumps to
an above grade valve station located near the stoplog structure. The routing will then turn below grade
and run along the south side of the existing lagoons, below frost depth, towards the existing utility rack.

The pipes will come above grade and will tie-in to a total of five existing abandoned lines, four of which
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currently sluice bottom ash, fly ash, and FGD blowdown to the existing Ash Pond. Each of these lines and
the existing CPR Pond conveying line will have a flush and drain line tied back to the lagoons so they can
be flushed to the future WMB Pond (planned within the CCR/ELG Compliance Project) and then drained
if freezing temperatures are expected. Heat trace is anticipated to be required on the above grade portions
of the pipe route routing that are upstream of the drain location (including the piping at the above grade
valve station located near the CPR Pond and the grade transition near the existing utility rack.). Valves

will be motor operated where necessary for operation.

The piping, pumps, and instrumentation of the new system are shown on P&ID OWW-001 included in
Appendix A. Refer to Appendix C for scope assumptions used for sizing the system and equipment

described above.
3.3.2 Balance of Plant Systems

3.3.2.1 Compressed Air

Compressed and/or instrument air is not included nor required as part of the Project.

3.3.2.2 Service Water

Service water is not included nor required as part of the Project.

3.3.2.3 Potable Water

Potable water is not included nor required as part of the Project.

3.3.2.4 Fire Protection Water

Fire protection water is not included as part of the Project.

3.4 Permitting Modifications

The new mechanical system described in Section 3.3 will not require EKPC to modify their existing
Kentucky Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (KPDES) permit as no new outfalls or changes to the
outfalls are required or proposed with this Project. Additionally, no new emissions sources are required or
proposed as part of the Project so the existing air permit remains unchanged. A permitting matrix has

been included in Appendix G for reference.
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3.5 Electrical Systems

3.5.1 Auxiliary Electrical Power Supply

The auxiliary power supply required to power the new CPR Pond pumps and associated valves and
instrumentation will be provided from the proposed CCR/ELG Compliance Project’s Ash Handling PCM
located on the north end of Unit 1°s abandoned stack. Cabling and tray will be routed on the existing ash
handling utility rack toward the existing Ash Pond (where the existing bottom ash and fly ash pipes are
assumed to be removed as part of the CCR/ELG Compliance Project). Cabling is then routed
underground in an electrical duct bank next to the proposed underground pipe routing on the south side of
the lagoons. The electrical duct bank will terminate at the new dry service station transformers and CPR

Pond PCM located next to the existing CPR Pond.

An overall electrical one-line diagram for the electrical distribution system for the CPR Pond pumps and
associated valves and instrumentation has been included on EE0001 in Appendix A. Additionally, the

General Arrangement (GA) included in Appendix A provides the location of the major equipment.

3.5.2  Uninterruptable Power Supply (UPS)

Uninterruptable Power Supply (UPS) power for the new Distributed Control System Input Output (DCS
10) cabinet will be supplied from a new packaged UPS system located in the CPR Pond PCM. The UPS
will include a sealed battery; sizing is based upon 120-minute capacity after the loss of alternating current
(AC) power. The battery charger is sized for a 24-hour re-charge time for the batteries while serving the

continuous load.

3.5.3 Communications

The CPR Pond PCM will not contain a plant communication system.

3.5.4 Cathodic Protection

Cathodic protection is not included in the Project scope as underground piping utilized will be HDPE.

3.6.5 Grounding and Lightning Protection

An extension of the existing plant grounding system will be required. The Project includes a system of
buried bare copper ground conductor and copper-alloy sectional type ground rods. Grounding is included
around the perimeter of the new CPR Pond PCM. The Project includes lightning protection for the PCM
building.
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3.5.6 Area Lighting
Area Light Emitting Diode (LED) lighting in the new CPR Pond PCM is included to adequately light the

building for normal O&M. Existing plant lighting is assumed to be adequate for outdoor areas.
3.6 Control Systems

3.6.1 General
The existing plant DCS, by ASEA Brown Boveri (ABB), will be expanded and/or modified to incorporate
the new controls to be installed. A DCS 10 cabinet will be installed in the new CPR Pond PCM to control

the local equipment.

Control logic implemented within the DCS will be based on information and logic submittals from the
equipment manufacturers. The graphics developed for the DCS will be P&ID style graphics. Existing
DCS templates and standards for both logic and graphics will be incorporated into the new equipment
design. The DCS will be integrated with the existing plant control system, the flexibility will exist for

operating from other locations.

The system will have a Modbus Transmission Control Protocol/Internet Protocol (TCP/IP)
communication interface to communicate with ancillary equipment for supervisory control and

monitoring. Critical signals will be hardwired to the DCS.

3.6.2 DCS System Architecture

New DCS equipment will be provided to control and monitor the new Project equipment. The DCS will
be complete with redundant controllers, 10, power supplies, and ancillary hardware, and be fully wired
and tested. The system will also include necessary network switches, media converters, and associated
hardware for each communication link. Connection to the existing plant DCS will allow for the interface

of existing plant DCS 10 with the new equipment.

10 for each system will be partitioned such that no single module, rack. or controller failure will prevent
the entire system from operation. DCS communication cabling will be fiber for communication external

to the PCM.

Switchgear relays for each system will be monitored and controlled through a combination of Modbus
TCP/IP communications and hardwire control. Critical control points will be done through hardwired

control. It is expected that at a minimum the Trip/Open command and Closed or Start and Stop
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functionality will be hardwired. Alarm acknowledge resets will be performed at the equipment controller

or relay.

3.6.3 Programmable Logic Controller (PLC) Integration

The Project equipment is to be DCS controlled. No local PLCs are included.

3.6.4 Instrumentation

The Project instrumentation will be supplied by the installation contract.

3.6.5 Startup and Commissioning

Startup management by Owner’s Engineer is included in the scope and estimate with craft support by the
general contractor. No support is anticipated or included from the equipment suppliers for the Project.
Startup is anticipated to include pump motor checks, pipe flushing, communications tests and 10
checkout. Each piece of equipment will be operated from the DCS to confirm control and status.

Sequence operations will be tested and verified.

3.7 Civil / Structural / Architectural

3.7.1  Geotechnical
Current geotechnical information includes existing reports from construction of Units 1 through 4. Based
on these existing geotechnical reports provided by EKPC, the equipment foundations within the scope of

this project were preliminarily sized as shallow or mat foundations.
3.7.2 Civil

3.7.21 Coordinate System
The civil design coordinate system is based on the existing Plant Grid for Spurlock provided by EKPC. A

survey of the existing coal pile and CPR Pond will confirm coordinates and elevations.

3.7.2.2 Clearing, Grading, and Landscaping

The areas to be cleared will be determined based on the approximate construction limits and to minimize
disturbance to the existing vegetation. Removal and disposal will be subject to the guidelines of federal,
state and local regulations in effect at the time of construction. Disposal of contaminated and hazardous
materials will be off-site at Owner’s expense. Other construction trash and debris will be placed in trash

containers and disposed of off-site by construction contractors.
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Grades will be established to minimize the amount of earthwork required to construct the facilities. Waste
material will have coal removed and placed back into the coal pile. Waste material containing minimal
coal fines and non-hazardous materials will be disposed of at Spurlock’s existing on-site landfill. Existing

roads, driveways, and access ways will be maintained.

Prior to construction, topsoil will be stripped from areas to be disturbed and stored separately on-site for
use in site finishing construction. The topsoil will be spread over areas which are disturbed during
construction and do not receive other types of surface treatment such as riprap, crushed rock, or paving.

Prior to completion of the work, these areas will be fine graded, seeded, and mulched.

Native grass seeding will be provided for areas disturbed by construction which are not covered with
other surfacing. Sloped areas which are particularly subject to erosion will be protected by seeding or

other methods of erosion control.

Sl 2.3 Storm Drainage

Structures, piping, and grading will be provided to allow for positive storm drainage away from new
equipment work areas. The existing ditch north of the coal pile will be developed with GCL and a
concrete bottom and sides to provide access for maintenance. The new GCL will be tied into the existing

pond liner and new supplemental storage wall.

3.7.2.4 Roads, Drives, and Surfaced Areas

Existing roads will be maintained throughout the construction period via various construction contracts.
This maintenance will include removal of mud and snow, necessary grading and placing of additional
crushed stone on temporary roads, and watering of roads during dry periods to mitigate dust problems.
Existing road structural maintenance will be maintained by EKPC during the construction period unless

damaged by the construction contractor.

3.7.2.5 Dewatering

Dewatering will need to occur at the existing CPR Pond during modifications to the ditch and
installation/commissioning of the new pumps. As part of the Project scope, a temporary pump system
with similar capacity to the existing CPR Pond pump has been included to maintain the CPR Pond level

at an acceptable level throughout the duration of construction.

3.7.2.6 Foundations

The foundation system used may be spread footing or mat-type, but may change based on the

geotechnical investigation. Concrete will be designed in accordance with the American Concrete Institute
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Building Code (ACI 318) and the Kentucky Building Code (KBC). Shallow foundations will bear at or
below the frost depth as defined in ACI 318 and the KBC. Uplift forces will be offset by the weight of the

footing and soil overburden.

3.7.3 Structural

3.7.31 Access

The Project will be arranged to facilitate access to equipment and systems for operations and
maintenance. Valve stations will either be located at grade or in concrete vaults that are accessible by
ladders. On the north side of the coal pile, an existing access platform spanning the coal pile ditch will be
demolished and replaced as part of the coal pile ditch development with the Project. The electrical PCM

enclosure is intended to be placed at grade and will not need access platforms.

3.7.3.2 Basic Design Criteria

Basic design criteria for the Project will be in accordance with the KBC including appendices,
amendments, and reference standards. The soil properties will be verified during detailed design by a
geotechnical investigation. Work performed on-site will comply with Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) Regulations and Standards 29CFR1926. Additionally, work and materials will be

in compliance with local, county, state, federal regulations, codes, standards, laws, and ordinances.

3.7.3.3 Steel Structures

Structural steel will be designed in accordance with American Institute of Steel Construction (AISC) 341
and 360. No steel structures are included with the Project. However, modifications to the existing utility
racks may be required for the new electrical cable tray that is routed to the new PCM. A small allowance
of steel tonnage (25 tons) has been included to retrofit the existing utility rack as well as the existing
pump structure and provide steel for the new coal pile ditch platform crossing. The existing utility rack

will require a structural review to determine the extent of modifications, if any, are required.

3.7.4 Lead and Asbestos Abatement

It is recognized the existing equipment may contain asbestos material and lead based paint. Costs
associated with removal and abatement of these materials are difficult to capture with a preliminary cost
estimate. Removal of asbestos materials and lead based paints are not specifically included in the current
Project cost estimate; however, from discussions with EKPC, lead and asbestos are not anticipated to be

significant. The contracts will allow for a mutually agreed upon amount of time within the construction
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schedule to accommodate asbestos and lead abatement activities without impacting the overall completion

date. Asbestos materials and lead based paints in newly supplied equipment will be strictly prohibited.

3.7.5 Pre-Engineered Buildings

No pre-engineered buildings are included in the Project.

3.8 Demolition
Demolition is included for the existing CPR Pond pump structure, and existing piping tie-in from the
existing pump structure to the existing wet well. Demolition also includes removing the stoplogs from the

existing stoplog structure.

* %k ok ok sk
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40 CONTRACTING APPROACH

4.1 General Approach

After discussion with EKPC, the selected contracting strategy for the Project is a multiple contract
approach with adjustment unit pricing. The multiple contract approach provides EKPC with more control
over the design of the Project, the quality of the equipment and materials, and more ability to make

changes as the Project progresses.

In the multiple contract approach, EKPC and an Owner’s Engineer will work together to create and
procure the construction and major equipment contracts for the Project. The procurement of the long lead
time equipment such as the PCM may be necessary early in the Project to support the construction
schedule. The contracting approach includes equipment/material contracts and a general construction
contract. The equipment contracts allow EKPC to reduce the cost of the general construction contractor

markup via competitive bidding.

This section contains detailed descriptions of each contract with an itemized list of the respective scope.
To assist in understanding the coordination of work between the contracts, this section also provides
detailed information on the coordination of responsibilities for design, fabrication, delivery, receipt &
protection, foundations, piping, wiring, erection, commissioning and startup interfaces. The contract

terms and required milestones will be coordinated to establish and manage the critical path for the Project.

4.2 Contract List

The following is the list of contracts that were used as a basis for this Project:

Table 4-1: List of Contracts

Contract Number Contract Name

Construction Contracts

C8110 General Construction

Equipment Contracts

C2190 Miscellaneous Pumps
C5300 Major Electrical Equipment
C6110 DCS

4.3 Interface Schedule

The following table identifies the interfaces between contracts to identify the responsibilities for each

equipment foundation, receipt, installation, piping and wiring.
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Table 4-2: Contracts Interfaces

Contract Contract Interfaces
No. Description SUPPLIED | RCVD | INST | FDNS | PIPE | WIRE
BY BY BY BY BY BY
Construction Contracts
C8110 | General Construction NA C8110 | C8110 | C8110 | C8110 | C8110
Equipment Contracts
C2190 | Miscellaneous Pumps C2190 C8110 [ C8110 [ C8110 | C8110 | C8110
C5300 | Major Electrical Equipment C5300 C8110 | C8110 | C8110 NA | C8110
C6110 | DCS C6110 C5300 [ C5300 NA NA | C8110

4.4 Contract Scopes

441

General

The following scope descriptions itemize the general content of the contracts that are currently

contemplated. Table 4-2 identifies responsibilities for foundations, receipt of equipment and materials,

construction / erection, and special interfaces to assist the reader in understanding the coordination of

work. Assumptions have been made in preparing the scope description listing of items.

44.2

Construction Contracts

CONTRACT C8110 - GENERAL CONSTRUCTION

A. General Description: This is a construction contract including the following;:

1.
2;
3.

Y oy W

e

Perform clearing, grubbing, and grading of required area on plant site.
Perform sampling, testing and analysis of the site soil compaction.
Performing rough and finish grading for the following:

a. New equipment areas.

b. Construction lay-down including crushed rock surfacing.
Construction service roads.

Underground utilities relocation, if required.

Underground utilities installation.

Temporary yard lighting, if required.

Temporary fencing and gates, if required.

Storm drainage system.

Perform trash and construction debris removal and disposal from required areas on plant site.

Lead and asbestos abatement, if required.
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12.

13,

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.
22.

23,

24.

25.

Maintain temporary construction facilities (runoff ponds, lay-down area, parking areas,

access roads, temporary fencing, temporary utilities, etc.).

Install and construct mats, foundations, grade beams and anchor bolts as required for valve

vaults, miscellaneous foundations, valve station foundations, PCM, transformers, and CPR

Pond supplemental storage wall.

Furnish and install below grade electrical grounding grid and complete final grounding

connection to existing plant grounding grid.

Excavation, subgrade preparation, dewatering and backfill for foundations.

Dewatering of CPR Pond.

Furnish and install electrical manholes, duct banks, and below grade conduit embedded in or

under concrete.

Furnish and install permanent drains to existing system as required.

Manufacture and/or test and deliver to site the concrete and rebar.

Furnish and install storm drainage system modifications including excavation, placement of

GCL, rip-rap, and concrete lining.

Furnish and install structural steel and platforms.

Unload. receive, store (if required), and install equipment furnished by contracts for pumps

from C2190 and electrical equipment from C5300.

Procure, fabricate, deliver, receive, protect, store, haul, assemble, erect, install, and place into

service equipment and material including, but is not limited to, the following:

a. Balance of plant piping, valves, pipe supports (including supplemental structural steel
and miscellaneous concrete pads), piping specials (expansion joints, strainers, filters, etc.)
insulation and lagging.

b. Line mounted instruments for monitoring and analog control of the supporting systems
and associated equipment.

c. Miscellaneous instruments and transmitters not included in another equipment package,
including installation materials, such as brackets, adapters, tubing, etc.

d. Plant heat tracing system for areas, including design. Work will be completed to specified
terminal points and include monitoring system.

Complete checkout, testing and assisting EKPC in placing into service of mechanical systems

and equipment installed under this contract.

Applying final paint systems and touch-up painting (as required) to equipment and materials

installed by Contract C8110 including equipment, steel, and piping.
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26. Remove and dispose completely the existing CPR Pond pump structure and existing piping
tie-in from the existing pump structure to the existing wet well, and remove stoplogs from
existing stoplog structure.

27. Provide the following electrical equipment:

a. Lighting transformers.
b. 480V power panels.

c. 120/208V power panels.
d. Lighting contactors.

28. Furnish and install above grade conduit raceway systems.

29. Furnish and install cable tray.

30. Furnish and install power cabling to heat trace equipment

31. Perform electrical testing.

32. Label cable tray and cable.

33. Perform structure-related wiring including:

a. Furnish, install and wire lighting/convenience outlets.
b. Wire HVAC systems.
c. Furnish and install lightning protection.
d. Design, furnish, and install fire detection system.
34. Provide electrical testing services including:
a. Test equipment.
b. Personnel to perform wire checking and testing of wiring systems, equipment and
controls.
35. Perform electrical system testing of the following systems:

Small power transformers.

=

Protective relays.
c.  Motor control centers.
d. Heat trace monitoring panels.
e. Power wiring.
f.  Control wiring.
g. Control systems.
36. Perform final calibration of instruments.
37. Furnish and place crushed rock and asphalt or concrete paving/surfacing as required.
38. Comply with requirements of Project’s Best Management Practices (BMP).

39. Providing final cleanup of areas worked including restoration of parking and laydown areas.
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443 Equipment Contracts
CONTRACT C2190 - MISCELLANEOUS PUMPS
A. General Description: Design, manufacture and deliver equipment and materials including the
following:
1. Miscellaneous pumps as indicated on the equipment list for C2190.

2. Submittals and operating and maintenance manuals.

CONTRACT C5300 - MAJOR ELECTRICAL EQUIPMENT
A. General Description: Design, manufacture and deliver Equipment and Materials including the
following:
1. One PCM for the CPR Pond equipment.

o

4160V switchgear and power centers.

480V switchgear and Motor Control Centers (MCC’s).
4160V — 480V transformers.

Station Service transformers.

Non-segregated phase bus.

Protective relays.

0 =N Sy U s W

Variable frequency drives.

CONTRACT C6110 — DISTRIBUTED CONTROL SYSTEM (DCS)

A. General Description: Design, manufacture and deliver Equipment and Materials including the
following:
1. System servers.
2. DCS controllers and 10.
3. DCS communications hardware and software to communicate with new equipment to be

installed.

4. DCS network equipment and requisite media converters.

B. Provide services to integrate logic diagrams and graphic sketches to control and monitor the CPR

Pond pumps.
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5.0 SCHEDULE

5.1  Critical Milestones

The current schedule is based on construction completion in January 2021 following Spurlock’s Unit 2
Outage for bottom ash and fly ash conversion. The new equipment associated with this Project will be in
service and operational in February 2021. Several key Project milestones will need to be accomplished to
meet the overall schedule for the Project. A list of suggested milestones as indicated on the Level 1

Project schedule included with this report are listed in Table 1-2.

The schedule is dependent on Project approvals and a variety of other influences, in particular the
procurement of long lead equipment such as the PCM. Additionally, equipment may not be procured and

construction may not commence until the CPCN issued.

5.2 Project Schedule
A Level 1 Project schedule prepared by BMcD for this Project is included in Appendix D. The proposed
schedule provides EKPC the opportunity to complete the Project in early 2021 following piping and

electrical tie-ins near the end of the Unit 2 Outage.

The scope split for the equipment and construction contracts is described in Section 4.0 — Contracting
Approach. The performance of the general construction contract is anticipated to be continuous without

intermediate demobilization and remobilization.

The schedule is based on early procurement of the long lead major plant equipment which includes but is
not limited to the electrical equipment. Vendor submittals are required from each equipment contractor
which will support the detailed design of infrastructure (foundations, piping, wiring, instrumentation, etc.)
required for installation of this equipment. Sufficient time has been built into the schedule for the
Owner’s Engineer to perform the detailed design to obtain competitive, lump sum bids for the

construction.
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6.0 COST ESTIMATE

6.1 General

An initial capital cost estimate for the proposed Spurlock CPR Pond Supplemental Storage Project is
included in Appendix E. The estimated cost for the Coal Pile Runoff Pond Supplemental Storage Project,
inclusive of contingency and escalation is $10.7 MM. No financing fees for interest during construction

were included in the Project costs.

6.2 Basis and Assumptions
The following describes the methodology used in the development of the Spurlock CPR Pond

Supplemental Storage Project cost estimate.

e The estimate is based on the assumptions and scope of supply indicated in this document and the
Project assumptions in Section 3.0 and Appendix C. Design parameters and scope typically
defined by these studies are estimated based on information provided by EKPC, preliminary
calculations and BMcD experience.

e BMcD solicited and received budget level vendor quotations for the following:

o Miscellaneous pumps
o Major electrical equipment

e Balance of Plant equipment: BMcD utilized in-house information from similar projects for
developing the estimate.

e Construction Estimates: BMcD used recent pricing information from an internal database and
industry standard pricing for construction commodities and indirect costs.

e Labor rates: Labor rates and productivity factors were developed based on BMcD in-house

information which included a labor study in nearby regions.

6.2.1 Capital Cost Estimate Scope
A Project scope description for the cost estimate is included in Section 3.0. This description along with
the drawings and lists included in Appendices A, B, C and D define the scope included in the cost

estimate.

6.2.2 Major Capital Cost Estimate Assumptions
Several major assumptions were used in developing the capital cost estimate. These assumptions include

the following:
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e Commercial operation of the equipment is assumed to be February 2021.

e Labor is assumed to be open shop and available without excessive hourly incentives or incentive
packages.

e Escalation is assumed to average 2% per year for equipment and materials and 3% per year for
labor.

e Contingency is included at 10% for Project estimate contingency. Owner’s contingency for
discretionary expenditures has not been included and will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis
during Project execution.

e Cost for Builder’s Risk Insurance was based on 0.45% of the direct costs.

e Costs for Performance Bonds were included in the major contract pricing buildups.

e Sales tax at 6% is included on the equipment and material costs associated with the Project, since
this Project will likely not meet a sales tax exemption in Kentucky. No financing fees or interest

during construction were included.

6.2.3 Major Commercial Terms

The following lists the major commercial terms assumed in developing the cost estimates.

e Project is assumed to be performed with a general construction contract for the construction work
as defined in Section 4.0 — Contracting Approach. Installation of pumps and major electrical
equipment and furnish and installation minor equipment items (piping specialties, small-bore
piping, wiring and other construction commodities) are expected to be included in the General
Construction contract.

e Project will include equipment procurement contracts including contracts for miscellaneous
pumps and major electrical equipment as defined in Section 4.0 — Contracting Approach.

e Project will be executed with durations similar to those shown on the Project schedule with the
objective of achieving the Project milestone dates. It is assumed the Project will be executed with
a schedule sufficient to minimize overtime. A 50-hour workweek was assumed as a means of
providing an incentive to attract labor. This includes 40 hours of straight time and 10 hours of
overtime for normal construction periods. A 50-hour workweek was also assumed during
commissioning and start-up. No additional overtime is included to accommodate a compressed

work schedule.
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6.3 Operations & Maintenance Estimates
The differential (new vs. existing) O&M costs for Spurlock in 2017 dollars have been estimated to be an

additional $74k per year. Refer to Appendix E for a summary of the O&M costs.

6.4 Economic Conditions Considerations

An estimate for escalation of Project costs has been included in the capital cost estimate. Escalation of
construction labor, materials, and indirects (including warranty, bond, and insurance) was based on the
average increase in craft labor and material costs projected for the United States at the time of this

evaluation.

6.5 Contingency

A Project estimate contingency is included to cover accuracy of pricing and commodity estimates for the
defined Project scope. This contingency is not intended to cover changes in the general Project scope (i.e.
addition of buildings, addition of redundant equipment, addition of systems. etc.) nor major shifts in
market conditions that could result in significant increases in contractor margins, major shortages of
qualified labor, significant increases in escalation, or major changes in the cost of money (interest rate on

loans).

Owner’s contingency has been excluded per EKPC direction and discretionary costs will be evaluated

during Project execution on a case-by-case basis.

6.6 Summary Cost Estimate
The capital cost estimate developed for the Spurlock CPR Pond Supplemental Storage Project is

contained in Appendix E.

6.7 Summary Cost Item Description

The capital cost estimate is based on the multiple contracting approach defined in Section 4.0 —
Contracting Approach. Additional mark up costs have been included for equipment, labor and material
assumed to be subcontracted. The contracting approach was developed concurrently with the cost

estimate.

6.8 Cash Flow

A cash flow based on the Project schedule, contracting approach, and the cost estimate was developed and

is included in Appendix F.

R X R

East Kentucky Power Cooperative 6-3 Burns & McDonnell



APPENDIX A - DRAWINGS



EXHIBIT J

APPENDIX A - DRAWINGS

Subject to Motion for Confidential Treatment



APPENDIX B - EQUIPMENT LIST



Equipment List - Spurlock Coal Pile Runoff Pond Supplemental Storage Project

East Kentucky Power Cooperative

Spurlock Station

Project Number: 100580

BURNS\\ MEDONNELL

Rev. A
PRELIMINARY - NOT FOR CONSTRUCTION
Motor
System Equipment Name E“"'T:';""‘ N::":ﬂ Equipment Type Capacity | Oimensions Material R::‘t";" RJ:E:: Redundancy O“’::,":'J'" Fabrication c‘;:::g':’ '":T;:;"’ c:;"f’::;” insufated A;“;:;" D“:V"Ed s”‘;‘"d 1"5:;"‘1
Load
OWW_|COAL PILE AUNOFF FORWARDING PUMP A OWW001| PUMP AND MOTOR | 2,340GPM | TaD 250 HP NA ¥ SHOP | OUTDOOR| ¥ v N 52190 | 5.8110
OWW |COAL PILE RUNOFF FORWARDING PUMP B OWW-001 PUMP AND MOTOR 2,340 GPM TBD 250 HP NA Y SHOP OUTDOOR 1. Y N 52190 5.8110
DWW _|COAL PILE RUNOFF FORWARDING PUMP C OWW.001| _PUMPANDMGTOR | 2,340GPM | 18D 250 WP NA 3 sHoP | ouToooR| v 0 N 52190 | 58110
OWW_|COAL PILE RUNOFF FORWARDING PUMP D OWW.001] _PUMPAND MOTOR | 2.340GFM | T8D 50 WP NA N shoP__|outboor] v v N 5219 | 58110
OWW  |COAL PILE RUNOFF VARIABLE FREQUENCY DRIVE A NA VFD NA TBD 250 HP NA Y SHOP INDOOR N N N 5.5300 5.5300
OWW |COAL PILE RUNOFF VARIABLE FREQUENCY DRIVE B NA VFD NA TED 250 HP NA Y SHOP INDOOR N N N 5.5300 5.5300
OWW_|COAL PILE RUNOFF VARIABLE FREQUENCY DRIVE C NA ViD NA TED 250 WP NA ¥ SHOP__| INDOOR N N N 55300 | 55300
DWW _|COAL PILE RUNOFF VARIABLE FREQUENCY DRIVE D NA ViD NA T8D 250 WP NA N SHoP__| INDOOR N N N 53300 | 5.5300
OWW_|COAL PILE RUNOFF POND PCM NA ENCLOSURE NA T0%35 A A WA NA SHOP | OUTDOOR| __NA A A 55300 | 58110
OWW |COAL PILE RUNOFF POND XFMR A NA TRANSFORMER NA 5'X8' NA NA NA NA SHOP OUTDOOR NA NA NA 5.5300 5.B110
OWW COAL PILE RUNOFF POND XFMR B NA TRANSFORMER NA 5'X8' NA NA NA NA SHOP OUTDOOR NA NA NA 5.5300 5.8110
OWW_|COAL PILE RUNGFF POND DCS NA 10 CABINET NA T8D NA NA NA NA SHoP | INDOOR | NA NA NA 56110 | 55300
Motor
System Miscellaneous [Valves and nstruments) Quantity N::fﬂ et Type Capacity | Dimensions Material “::t‘:"' t‘:ﬁ;‘: Asthindiney 07::,':;" Fabrication “)"U‘:::’:r '";;”;:'“’ c‘[’:::;"' nsulated A;"”:ld D"‘:’;‘" E"‘;"v‘"" '"“;'\:"d
Load
oWw 10" MOV 8 |OWW.O01] MOTORIZED VALVE NA NA NA NA NA ¥ SHOP__| OUTDOOR] N v v 58110 58110
OWW 6" MOV 3 OWW-001 MOTORIZED VALVE NA NA NA NA NA Y SHOP OUTDOOR N ¥ y 5.8110 58110
OWW 10" CHECK VALVE 5 OWW-001 CHECK VALVE NA NA NA NA NA Y SHOP OUTDOOR N Y ¥ 5.8110 5.8110
OWW 10" BUTTERFLY VALVE 4 OWW-001 BUTTERFLY VALVE NA NA NA NA NA ¥ SHOP OUTDOOR N ¥ ¥ 5.8110 58110
oww LEVEL TRANSMITTER T [OWW.001| LEVELTRANSMITTER NA NA NA NA NA Y sHoP__|outooor] v N N S8110 58110
OWW PRESSURE TRANSMITTER 1 OWW-001] PRESSURE TRANSMITTER NA NA NA NA NA ¥ SHOP OUTDOOR N N ¥ 5.8110 5.8110
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Project Description:

] upplementat storage or modifications to the exisling Coal Pile Ruoﬁ{CPR) Pond system to handle the 10-year, Z-heur slowaler runoff from the coal pile

East Kentucky Power Cooperative
Spurlock Coal Pile Runoff Pond Supplemental Storage Project

Scope Assumptions Matrix
Burns McDonnell Project Number: 100580
Rev. B

\
BURNSN‘IEDONNELL

and north area of the plant that currently goes to the Coal Pile Runcff Pond

Plant Description: Spuriock Unit 1 is a 300 net MW, opposed wall fired, pulverized coal boiler-and Spurlock Unit 2 is a 510 net MW, tangentially fired, pulverized coal boiler. Unit
3 is a 268 net MW coal-fired circulating fluidized bed (CFB) boiler. Unit 4 is a 268 nel MW coal-fired CFB boiler.

Performance Fuel Bituminous coal; not defined as part of project scoping report.

Design Fuel Bituminous coal, 16% ash content, 79% Fly Ash, 21% Bottom Ash

Operation Base Load with outages for maintenance.

Capacity Factor Unit 1 & 2: 90%. Unit 3 & 4: 90%

Mini Load Capability: Unit 1: 300 MW, Unit 2: 510 MW, Unit 3: 268 MW, Unit 4: 268 MW. All net MW values.

Project Locati Existing Spurlock Station near Maysville, Kentucky.

Site Description: Brownfield existing coal fired.

Project COD date: February 2021.

Labor Type: Open shop.

Labor Incentives: Not Included: Per diem / job completion; Safety Included.

Project LD's: Schedule and performance for each contract.

Contracting Methodology: Multiple Contract.

General:

Water Supply:
Service Water: Not required for the Project.
Potable Water: Not required for the Project.
Fire Protection Water: Not required for the Project.
Other Water Sources: Coal Pile Runoff, conveyed to new WMB Pond, via new pumps.
Compressed Air: Compressed air is not required for the Project.
W ter Disposal
Contami d Wi Not applicable.
Sanitary Wastewat Not applicable.
Start-up Fuel: Fuel Oil - No.2 Ultra Low Sulfur.
Fuel:
Type: Bituminous.
Delivery: Rail and Barge.
Alterative Fuel: Not considered.
Fuel Additives: Kiln dust, GE FuelSolv, and Calcium Bromide.
Civil:
Site Conditions: The existing Coal Pile Runoff Pond can handle between a 1-year and 5-year, 24-hour storm event from the Coal Pile and north end of the plant before the

emergency overflow is utilized to discharge which creates a reporting event for EKPC. The existing CPR Pond has a geosynthetic clay liner (GCL) underlying
the protective cover, concrete pavement, and riprap slope protection.

Layout Considerations:

The existing CPR Pond cannot be increased in size vertically via grading modifications due to slope considerations. A vertical wall on the top of the berm is a
potential solution to increase storage/freeboard. The pond is constrained in plan view due to the coal pile vicinity and existing plant roads. New pumps will be
provided in the existing stoplog structure which will require modifications to the existing grating/beams. Cable tray routing on the existing utility rack from the
Ash Handling PCM will require existing bottom ash and/or fly ash piping removed from the rack to provide space. It is understood these lines are being
removed as part of EKPC's CCR/ELG Compliance Project.

Disposal of Spoils:

Spoils will be disposed of on-site at the landfill. No hazardous materials are anticipated in the soils.

Soil Conditions / Stability:

Existing soils are assumed to be stable in and around the area and suitable for use as laydown without any further preparation.

Subsurface Rock:

Not encountered until an approximate elevation of 425’ to 400"

Groundwater: An existing groundwater monitoring system is in place around the perimeter of the existing Ash Pond. The existing Coal Pile Runoff Pond has piezometers
located around its perimeter.
Cut & Fill: Site cut and fill will be required on the north end of the existing Coal Pile to modify the existing stormwater ditch. A portion of the existing Coal Pile Runoff

Pond berm will be modified to support a new supplemental storage wall.

|Borrow Material:

Clay and protective soil material will be from the EKPC approved borrow site that is approximately 3 miles (one-way) from Spurlock (at Spurlock's Landfill), if
required. Suitable backfill material, if not available at EKPC's on-site borrow area, will be gathered from off-site sources.

Dewatering:

Dewatering of the Coal Pile Runoff Pond will be required during construction to minimize surcharge loading on the north berm of the pond. A temporary pump
has been included in the Project budget for & months to provide a means for dewatering.

Construction Stormwater Control:

EKPC's Best Management Practices (BMP) will be followed as part of the stormwater management controls.

Permanent Project Stormwater Control:

The new Coal Pile Runoff 4x33% pumps and piping lines that tie-in to existing fly ash (2 @ 10"), bottom ash (1 @ 107), FGD (1 @ 6"), and coal pile runoff line
(1 @ 10") will be designed to meet the 10-year. 24-hour storm event. These lines will convey approximately 7,000 gpm at 9 fps to the new WMB pond.

Roads: No modifications to existing paved roads are anticipated. The location of the new PCM and transformers will shorten the gravel/dirt road to the existing CPR
Pond stoplog structure. EKPC will widen portions of the road on top of the existing ash pond berm for adequate access and pipe routing

Parking: No maodifications to existing facilities are included.

Truck Scale: Not applicable.

Coal Pile Run-off:

For the CPR Pond, it is assumed that there will be an additional 1' of sediment storage in the battom of the pond. For the 100-year, 24-hour storm event, it is
preliminarily estimated that there will be 2' of freeboard in the CPR Pond after modifications to the coal pile ditch and installation of the supplemental storage
wall are complete.

Ash Landfill:

No further costs for on-site landfill have been included. Haul route traffic is not anticipated to be disrupted.

East Kentucky Power Cooperalive
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Ash Pond: Existing pipes to the existing Ash Pond will be modified to convey additional stormwater during the 10-year, 24-hour event to the Ash Pond. The Ash Pond is
being closed through removal of CCR material and re-purposed as a Water Mass Balance (WMB) Pond as part of a separate project. The re-purposing of
these ash conveying lines will not occur until the bottom ash conversion project is nearly complete. The existing conveying lines to the Ash Pond do not
extend to the proposed comer of the new WMB Pond, so this Project has included additional piping and supports to convey the CPR Pond stormwater runoff
to the proposed comer of the WMB Pond for entry of process flows. No modifications to the WMB Pond have been included as part of this Project.

Site Security: Included in Owner's costs.

Future Expansion: No future expansion is inciuded in this Project.

Landscaping: Minimal landscaping is included. Disturbed areas will be seeded for erosion control.

Rail Access: No rail modifications are included. Materials can be delivered on rail, if necessary.

Truck Access: Existing roads will be used for construction access. No upgrades are included.

|Construction Parking & Laydown

Existing construction parking area will be utilized based on updates to EKPC's site security and parking at Spurlock. Laydown will be local to new equipment
locations. EKPC to provide the information necessary to note the parking and laydown locations in detailed design, however for purposes of the Project
budget, a drawing has been prepared and included in the scope.

Structural:

'Soil Bearing Capacity:

Existing geotechnical data in the plant area was utilized for general information for the scoping report. Foundations for the PCM, transformers, supplemental
storage wall, and miscellaneous valve/piping supports are assumed to be mat or shallow foundations with a bearing capacity of 3,000 psf. No subsurface
investigation and report is included in the Project and existing subsurface reports will be utilized for the proposed scope.

Soil Improvement:

No soil improvements are assumed as part of this scoping report

Piling: No H-piles or other deep foundations are included.
Groundwater: Groundwater is not anticipated to be an issue when installing foundations
Enclosures: One new PCM enclosure is included for electrical equipment supporting the new CPR Pond pumps

Control Facilities:

Exisling control facilities will be utilized. Localized control with a remole 10 cabinet located in the new PCM will have a fiber signal back to DCS for pumps
running and high-high level indication.

|Warehouse Facilities:

Not Included.

Maintenance Shops:

Nol Included.

Utility Rack: Existing utility racks will be utilized, which may require modifications to support cable tray in lieu of existing ash handling pipe. The existing fly ash and bottom
ash lines from the Ash Handiing PCM fo the new tie-in points will be required to be removed to provide space for new tray carrying MV feed and 1&C feeds to

J' the new PCM. These lines are included to be demo'd as part of the CCR/ELG Compliance Project.

PCM: One new PCM enclosure is included for electrical equipment supporting the new CPR Pond pumps

Transformers: Two new 4160V-480V dry transformers are included.

Mechanical:

|Noise: 85dbA nearfield where practical.

Coal Pile Pond Pumps 4x33% pumps included.

Equipment Redundancy See above.
Compressed Air Supply: No new compressed air required.
Fire Protection: No upgrades to existing fire pumps. No tie-ins to existing fire loop anticipated but the Authority having Jurisdiction (AHJ) may require new fire protection

measurements, although this is not anticipated.

Fire Detection:

New fire detection will be required in the PCM enclosure that will have an alarm interface to the DCS only.

Pipe

Bottom Ash / Fly Ash

Modification of the existing bottom ash / fly ash to starmwater service. The (3) 10" existing lines (2 are HDPE and 1 is carbon steel) that run from the FGD
area to the existing Ash Pond will be modified to convey stormwater from the existing Coal Pile Runoff Pond to the new WMB Pond.

FGD Modification of the existing FGD line to stormwater service. The (1) 8" existing plastic lined pipe that runs from the FGD area to the existing Ash Pond will be
modified to convey stormwater from the existing Coal Pile Runoff Pond to the new WMB Pond.

Instrument Air Not required

Fire Protection Not required.

Freeze Protection

Included on above ground piping that cannot be drained.

Existing Pumps:

Coal Pile Runoff Pond Pump

Removed with scope of Project.

Secondary Lagoon Pump

Tied into coal pile runoff pipes for flush water. It is assumed the pump can operate through the pipes to the WMB Pand with no maodifications necessary.

Electrical:

Electrical Distribution Equipment

New electrical PCM enclosure and 4160V to 480V transformers located near new CPR Pond.

Wire Routing

Cable routing through existing utility rack from the Ash Handling PCM provided in the CCR/ELG Project, which then transitions to an underground duct bank
to the new PCM and transformers.

Existing Switchgear Existing switchgear in Ash Handling PCM will have new 4160V breakers (2) added to supply power to new equipment.
MV Switchgear / Power Centers Not applicable.
480V Switchgear Not applicable.

480V MCCs: New 480V MCC included in new PCM enclosure.

Emergency Power: Not applicable.

Start-Up Power Supply: Not applicable.

Auxiliary Power Supply: 4160V

Plant Communications: No plant communications equipment.

Lightning Protection PCM only.

Transformers

Dry type, (2) 4160-4B0V and (1) 480-208/120V

East Kentucky Power Cooperative
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Controls:

Plant Control System Controlied by DCS. New DCS controller tied into existing network over fiber.
Vibration Monitoring Not included.

Electrical Relay data link Electrical Relay Ethernet data link connected to DCS for indication only inputs.
Closed Circuit Television(CCTV) Not included.

Instrumentation

Instruments included as required.

Transmission / Interconnection:

Transmission:

No modifications are included.

Switchyard: No madifications are included.
Commercial:
General Liability Insurance Included.
Builder's Risk Insurance Included.

Performance Bonds

Included in individual contract buildups within the Project costs

Project L/D's

Schedule and Performance for each contract.

Retention:

A 10% retention will be required on all contracts.

Warranty:

Warranty on equipment will be required for 1 year +1 year from commercial operation

Construction Indirects:

Construction Indirects:

Commissioning / Start-up:

Allowance included.

Operator Training:

Allowance included

Performance Testing:

Allowance included for all major components regardless of contracting approach.

Permits:

Construction permits are included.

Quality Control:

Hydrotesting of the new pipes installed is included. The existing pipes utilized for this project is excluded as well as the joints to tie new pipe into existing pipe.

Construction Utilities:

Water Supply:

None anticipated to construction trailers.

Construction Sanitary Facilities

Portable facilities provided by construction contraclors.

Construction Power and Construction
Lighting:

Power provided by Contractors. Internet and phones by Contractors,

Equipment Delivery:

Equipment primarily to be delivered by truck. All unloading / handling by Contractor.

Construction Schedule:

It is assumed that the construction schedule will be adequate to allow the project to be completed with minimal overtime. Construction schedule will be
estimated as a 5 x 10 schedule to provide an incentive to attract labor

Construction Facilities:

Rental buildings with temporary Engineering & Construction Management building. Included in Owner's cost for Engineering & Construction Management.
Construction Contractors to provide facility as part of their scope and is included in project estimate.

Project Indirects:

Owner's Operation Personnel:

Project Development:

Allowance Included in Owner's Costs.

Allowance Included in Owner's Costs.

Owner's Project Management:

Allowance Included in Owner's Costs.

Owner's Engineering:

Allowance Included in Owner's Costs.

Owner's Legal Counsel:

Allowance Included in Owner's Costs.

Operator Training:

Allowance Included in Project Estimate

Permitting & License Fees:

Allowance Included in Owner's Costs

Landfill: Not Included.
Site Security: Not Included.
Warehouse Shelves: Not Included.
Mobile Equipment, Vehicles: Allowance Included in Project Estimate.
Laboratory Equipment: Not Included.
Commissioning Fuel & Consumables Not Included.
Commissioning Test Power Sales Not Included.

Operating Spare Parts

Included in Project costs, if applicable. Critical spares will be identified and included in the Project Estimate.

Commissioning Spares and First Fills

Inciuded in Project costs and Owner's Costs, if applicable.

Plant Maintenance Tools

Not Included.

Sales tax at 6% is included on the equipment and material costs associated with the Project, since this Project will likely not meet a sales tax exemption in
Kentucky

|Sa|es Tax:
Escalation:

Escalation is included at a rate of 2% per year for equipment/materials and 3% per year for iabor.

Contingency:

Project estimate contingency of 10%.0Owner's contingency not included and will be treated on a case-by-case basis.

All Owner's Costs

Allowance Included in Owner's Costs.

General Assumptions:

Reuse of existing equipment

Existing pipe and equipment to be reused is assumed to be in adequate working order including bottom ash pipe, fly ash pipe, and FGD pipe. An allowance of
5% of the existing lines pipe length has been included to be replaced in 5 foot spools (5% per line).
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. Allinsurance other than General Liability being carried as a project cost

._Sound abatement above normal supply.

._Aesthetic landscaping other than erosion control

SIS

._High escalation associated with extreme market conditions.

6.

Financing fees.

2

Interest during construction.
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| Milestones Le: — — =
MS-CPO2 Commance CPCN Applcation 0 D2-Mar-18* [ # Commence GPCN Applcation
MS-CPO3 CPCN Approval [ 07-Sep-18 5 # GPCNApproval
MS-CPo4 FNTP Engineering 0 12-Nov-18 5 ® FNTP Enginesning
MS-CPOE Commence Constuction 0 08-Jukzn 5 # Commence Constniction
| MS-OUT20F-U25 | Qutage - Unit 2 Stan 0 27-Sep-20° 0 # Outage - Unit 2 Start
MS-OUT20F-U2F ' Outage - Unif 2 Finish 0 06-Dac o # Outag - Unit 2 Finish
MS-CP7 CPR Pond Project Start Up 0 2t-Jan-2t 5 # CPR Pond Projact Start U
il Ms-crea CPR Pand Supplemental Starage Project Complete i 10-Feb-21® 5 # CPA Pand Supplemental Storage Project Comphy
| — ——
Project Development - CPR Pond Suppkmental Siorage
I Enginsering Design - CPRA Pond Supplemental Storage
| —_— = —
I 80 - E e = ot . . s EReA 3
| ‘ PR2180-10 ©2180 - Misc Pumps - Spec Develop 30 27-Nov-18  10-Jan-18 100 BN C2190 - Misc Pumps - Spec Develop
| PR2190-20 £2190 - Misc Pumps - Bid, Evaluate, Award an f1-Jan-18  07-Mar-19 100 N 2190 - Misc Pumps - Bid. Evaluate. Award
N PR2180-30 C2180 - Misc Pumps - Design, Fabricate. Delver 105 08-Mar-19  05-Aug-19 270 N 2190 - Misc Pumps - Design. Fabncate, Delver
| ﬁ PR2180-40 €2190 - Misc Pumps - Material On Site 0 20-hug-20 5 # C2190 - Misg Pumps - Material On Sie
i PR530010 ©5300 - Major Electrical Equipment - Spec Develop a0 27-Mar-19 07-May-18 17 EEEE C5300 - Major Flectrical Equipment - Spec Develap
! PR5300-20 C5300 - Major Electrical Equipment - Bid, Evaluate, Award 45  08-May-18 11-Juki9 17 N C5300 - Major Eletirical Equipment - Bid, Evaluale. Award
| PR5300-30 ©5300 - Major Electrical Equipment - Design, Fabricate, Defiver 315 12-k18  06Cct20 17 C5300 - Major Electncal Equipment - Design. Fabricate. Deliver
| ©5300 - Major Electrical Equipment - Material On Sits 0 07-0ct20 7 # £5300 - Major Elactical Equipment - Material On Site
| =g =— - = e e ==
€6110 - DCS - Spec Develop a0 09-Aug-13  20-Sep-19 17 BN C5110 - OCS - Spec Develop
C6110 - DCS - Bid Evakiate, Award 40 23:Sep-19  15-Nov-19 17 BN CA110 - DCS - Bid. Evaliate, Award
PAB110-30 CB110 - DCS - Design, Fabricate, Delver 180 | 1B-Now-13  17-Aug-20 17 EEE— 6110 - DGS - Desigr, Fabricate. Dafiver
PRE110-40 ©6110 - DCS - Delivared lo 5300 0 18-Aug-20 17 # C6110- DCS - Delverad lo 5300
PRB110-10 GB110 - Ganeral Construction - Spec Devebp 50  17-Jan-20  26-Mar-20 5 €8110 - General Constriction - Spec Develp
PRE110-20 CE110 - Ganeral Construction - Bid, Evakiate. Award 40 27-Mar-20  21-May-20 5 E= (8110 - General Construction - Bid, Evahiate, Award
PR8020-10 = C8020 - Surveying - Spec Develop 25 élNovrlB 03-Jan-18 138 BN C8020 - Surveying - Spec Devebp
PR9020-20 C8020 - Suveying - Bid, Evaliate, Award 20 | 04-Jan-19  3t-Jan-18 138 B 59020 - Suveying - Bid, Evakiate, Award
| PA2030-10 030 - Pilot Trenching - Spec Davelop 25 | 27-Nov-1B  D3-lan-18 138 EEE CB030 - Pibot Treniching - Spec Develop
| PARINI0-20 £8030 - Pilot Trenching - Bio, Evaluate. Award 20 04dan-19  3tdan1e 138 W C9030 - Pilot Trenching - Bid. Evaluale, Award
Construction and Start Up & — = ———————
CNan20 C8n2n - Surveying 60 0i-Feb-19  25-Apr-18 138 T C9020 - Surveying
CNg030 C8030 - Pibt Trenching 60  01-Feb-18  25-Apr-18 138 SR C9030 - Pilot Tranching
MS-CPOS Award of Long Lead Equipment 0 11-Juk1g 17 # Award of Long Lead Equipment
CNB110-1 G810 - Cwil Construction 85  09-Jul20 05-Nav-20 5 N, C8110 - Civil Canstruchon
CNE110-2 8110 - Mechanical Gongtrucifon 85 20-Aug-20  18-Dec-20 5 EEmm—— C81)0 - Mechanical Ganstruditon
CN8110-3 G8110 - Elctrical Construction 85 18-Sep-20 | 20-Jan-21 5 I 8110 - Electnical Construction
MS-0UT2 Outage 70 27-Sep20 06:Dec:20 0 — Oulage
5U1000-2 Start Up 15 21-Jan-21  10-Feb-21 5 Bl Starl Up
EKPC SPURLOCK - COAL PILE RUNOFF POND SUPPLEMENTAL STORAGE PROJECT ol Houson | Checxed L Approved
St Dute 17-Apr-17 N PSR SCHEDULE 24-Juk17 A- IFOR SY TR
Finish Date 10-Feb-21 BURNS Mc DONNELL WHS L e 11-Aug-17 B - IFOR SY TR
Data Date 01-Apr-17 A\ N . > Layoul 08-Sep-17 C-IFOR SY TR

Run Date NR-Sep-17 Page 1of 1
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CAPITAL COST ESTIMATE

EKPC

SPURLOCK
COAL PILE RUNOFF POND

100580

MAYSVILLE, KY

Engr Equip/ Const.
Subcontract | Equipment
Acct |Area / Discipline Labor Cost Material Cost Cost Cost Total Cost
01 |Engineered Equipment $20,000 $30,000 $1,640,000 $1,690,000
02 [Civil $340.000 $780,000 $50,000 $120,000 $1,290,000
03 |[Deep Foundations
04 |Concrete $340,000 $290,000 $50,000 $60,000 $740,000
05 |Structural Steel $80,000 $130,000 $10,000 $220,000
06 |Architectural
07 [Piping $510,000 $620,000 $50,000 $1,180,000
08 |Electrical $780,000 $390,000 $20,000 $70,000 $1,260,000
09 [Instrument & Control $10,000 $100,000 $110,000
10 |Insulation $10,000 $10,000
11 [Coatings $20,000 $20,000||
12 |Electrical Redundancy $110.000 $70,000 $260,000 $10,000 $450,000
13 |Demolition
14 |Misc Directs $40,000 $230,000 $270,000
Total Direct Cost $2,220,000 $2,320,000 $2,380,000 $320,000 $7,240,000
Rev. Revision Date Construction Mgmt, Field Staff & Start Up 10% $750,000
A 07/24/117 }Eﬂineering 14% $1,000,000
B 08/08/17 Commercial - Builders Risk Insurance 0.45% $50,000
[Escalation 6% $450,000
[Total Indirect Cost $2,250,000
Total Direct and Indirect Costs $9,490,000
Cost
Project Estimate Contingency 10.0% $950,000
[Total Project Cost 10.0% $10,440,000
Owner Cost - General 5% $480,000
Owner Cost - Sales Taxes $290,000
\ 3 BURNS Owner Cost - Owner Contingency
[ |__|
\ M-DONNEL |[Total Project Cost Incl. Owner Cost

$11,210,000]
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EKPC Spurlock CPR Pond Supplemental Storage Project

O&M Costs
Expense Year Cost
Labor Costs’ 2017 S 68.75 |S/hr
Electrical Costs 2017 S 28.00 |S/MWh
Inputs
Capacity Factor (Units 1 and 2) 90%
Additional Electrical Use’ 2,170,000  |kWh/year
Additional Full Time Equivalents to Operate CPR Pond OWW System 0 FTE

Calculated Values

Operation Labor Costs® S 14,000 |S/year
Additional Electrical Costs S 60,000 |S/year
Incremental Costs

Labor O&M Differential Costs S 14,000 |$/year
Electrical Differential Costs S 60,000 |S/year

Total O&M Cost Differential 3 74,000 ($/year

1. Values obtained from EKPC based on historical data

2. Electrical usage differential was calculated by adding the energy use of the new CPR Pond equipment together and
multiplying by the S/MWh. Since the CPR Pond equipment will operate primarily during rain events, the above was factored
by 35% for rain days in Maysville, KY plus 20% for other process flows the CPR Pond handles.

3. Additional labor is based upon 2% of the fixed capital equipment cost.
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Appendix F
EKPC Spurlock Station CPR Pond Supplemental Storage Project
Cash Flow

Date Incremental Cumulative Incremental % | Cumulative % | Millions
Apr-17 21,667 21,667 0.2% 0.2% 0.02
May-17 21,667 43,333 0.2% 0.4% 0.04
Jun-17 21,667 65,000 0.2% 0.6% 0.07
Jul-17 21,667 86,667 0.2% 0.8% 0.09
Aug-17 21,667 108,333 0.2% 1.0% 0.11
Sep-17 21,667 130,000 0.2% 1.2% 0.13
Oct-17 - 130,000 0.0% 1.2% 0.13
Nov-17 - 130,000 0.0% 1.2% 0.13
Dec-17 - 130,000 0.0% 1.2% 0.13
Jan-18 - 130,000 0.0% 1.2% 0.13
Feb-18 - 130,000 0.0% 1.2% 0.13
Mar-18 10,000 140,000 0.1% 1.2% 0.14
Apr-18 8,333 148,333 0.1% 1.3% 0.15
May-18 8,333 156,667 0.1% 1.4% 0.16
Jun-18 8,333 165,000 0.1% 1.5% 0.17
Jul-18 8,333 173,333 0.1% 1.5% 0.17
Aug-18 8,333 181,667 0.1% 1.6% 0.18
Sep-18 8,333 190,000 0.1% 1.7% 0.19
Oct-18 - 190,000 0.0% 1.7% 0.19
Nov-18 172,775 362,775 1.5% 3.2% 0.36
Dec-18 111,901 474 676 1.0% 4.2% 0.47
Jan-19 110,161 584,837 1.0% 5.2% 0.58
Feb-19 144,236 729,073 1.3% 6.5% 0.73
Mar-19 140,815 869,889 1.3% 7.8% 0.87
Apr-19 136,594 1,006,483 1.2% 9.0% 1.01
May-19 266,942 1,273,424 2.4% 11.4% 1.27
Jun-19 347,235 1,620,659 3.1% 14.5% 1.62
Jul-19 82,855 1,703,514 0.7% 15.2% 170
Aug-19 75,856 1,779,371 0.7% 15.9% 1.78
Sep-19 360,299 2,139,670 3.2% 19.1% 2.14
Oct-19 571,247 2,710,917 5.1% 24.2% 2.71
Nov-19 66,770 2,777,687 0.6% 24.8% 2.78
Dec-19 42,939 2,820,626 0.4% 25.2% 2.82
Jan-20 93,831 2,914,457 0.8% 26.0% 2.91
Feb-20 24,522 2,938,979 0.2% 26.2% 2.94
Mar-20 15,092 2,954,071 0.1% 26.4% 2.95
Apr-20 10,357 2,964,429 0.1% 26.4% 2.96
May-20 239,037 3,203,466 2.1% 28.6% 3.20
Jun-20 229,771 3,433,237 2.0% 30.6% 343
Jul-20 529,678 3,962,915 4.7% 35.4% 3.96
Aug-20 1,277,364 5,240,278 11.4% 46.7% 5.24
Sep-20 1,346,496 6,586,774 12.0% 58.8% 6.59
Oct-20 2,101,169 8,687,943 18.7% 77.5% 8.69
Nov-20 1,291,854 9,979,797 11.5% 89.0% 9.98
Dec-20 726,593 10,706,390 6.5% 95.5% 10.71
Jan-21 280,167 10,986,557 2.5% 98.0% 10.99
Feb-21 223,443 11,210,000 2.0% 100.0% 11.21
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Permit/Clesrance

Regulatory Agency

Cowl Pile Runafl 9ond Supplemental Storage Praject Pemitting Matris

ERPE Sourlock Station

When Required

Anticipated Agency Raview Time

Assotisted Fess

Comments

Fedaral

Clean Water Act - Section
404 Permit

U5 Atmy Corps of Engineers,
Louisville District

Required to dredge of place fill in a jurisdictional water, Including
wetlands

Permit (NWPJ: Less an or equal to 0.5 acre of wetland
o stream (mpacts

Indfvidual Permit: Greater than 0.5 acre of wetland or stream
impacts

An ash pond and a coal pile runoff pond are classified as non-
Jurisdictional water features. Waste treatment systems are
excluded from Section 404 review,

Prior to constructian

Up to 120 days for a NWP, if 2 pre-
construction notification is required;
12 ta 24 months for an Individual
Permit

No application or mitigation
fees

A wetland and stream delineation will be required to
|determine the extent of wetfand and stream impacts
assaciated with site construction. Jurisdictional waters ar
wetlands are not anticipated based an the Project's
proposed equipment and work locations, (f the project
qualifies for a NWP 38 (Commercal and Institutional
Developments), NWP 12 (Utility Activities), NWF 14 (Roads);
ar 3 NWP 18 [Minor Discharges), a pre-construction
notification may be required depending on the extent of
wetland/stream impacts.

Section 7 Threatened and
Endangered Species

U.S, Fish & Wildlife Service [FWS),

If the project will potentially impact protected species or their
respective habitat, or if 3 Section 404 and/or NPDES permit is.

30 days for initial response, additional

No fees unless tree clearing

Formal consultation likely not required f construction will
take place in an already developed area and no Section 404
Permit s required. Due to the nature of this site. Impacts to

Amendment

(EPA)

address operational changes

requested

2 required, then the FWS must be contacted. The FWS will determine [Prior to construction 30 days for determination of field I required that could affect
Cansultation and Ecological Services endangered species are not ikely, provided no trees are
the level of effort needed for the project to proceed (e.g., habitat survey results (if required] bat habitat
Clearance impacted, and there are no direct effects to the Ohio River
assessment, species surveys, avian impact studies, etc ).
(mussels)
Formal consultation likely not required if construction will
Migratory Bird Treaty Act / Required when construction of aperation of a proposed facilit
el Y 20 5 ian m wildiite service (FWs), = % s y ) 30 days for data request, 30 days for take place In an already developed area and no Section 404
3 |Bald and Golden Eagle could impact migratory birds, their nests, and especially threatened |Prior to construction No fees
Eeological Services fepon review Permit is required. Due to the nature of this site, mpacts ta
Protection Act Compliance or endangerad species
migratary birds is not likely
Required for the construction of structures 200 feet tall or within Natifying the FAA includes completing Form 7460-1 for all
the distance to height ratio from the nearest paint of a FAA airport required structures and providing a site layout map degicting|
Notice of Proposed runwa Iocat:
F i Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Y: Prior to construction 45+ days Mo fees SISO ooitiont
Construction
Also required for constructian equipment reaching heights over 200 No temporary construction equipment or permanent
feet |structures will be over 200 feet tall
Spill Preventian, Cantrol, Not required 1o submit the SPCC Plan Aequired to be updated based on new operational changes
U 5. Enviranmental Protection A A 1 to the facility's SPCC Plan will t
5 |and tountarmeisund Plan [U; EAVirORmeTEl Protetion Aggnty bt #Faliey's SPEC Plad Wilk be frauired th PrioF 16 opération to the EPA for review, ubless No fees this will ot b required to be submitted o EPA, uniss they

request it,

Certificate of Public

120 to 180 days after the submission

A CPCN may be required for the Coal Pile Runoff Pond

Permit (PSD)/Title v

Division for Air Quality

increased truck traffic

& |Conveniance and Kentucky Public Service Commission |Required for the canstruction of electric generating facilities Prior to construction Project specific
of a complete application madifications.
Necessity (CPCN]
Facility modifications to meet CPR Pond requirements may require
NEPA review due to EKPC request for financing from the USDA
Rural Utilities Service (RUS)
Categorical Exclusion - up to 6 months.
2 National Environmental SO R e i Project could quality for a RUS categorical exclusion because it will T Environmental Repart - & to 9 months o The level of NEPA review is dependent on the extent of
Policy Act (NEPA) Review take place on a disturbed site. If archaeology, TAE species, water, or| Environmental Assessmant - up to 2 impacts
floodplains will be impacted during construction, an AUS vears for appraval
Environmental Report or Environmental Assessment could be
needed. If a Section 404 permit is required, the Corps would
require its awn NEPA documents.
Air Quality Kentucky Department of Environmental  |Required for new major stationary sources of air emissions or
8 |Construction/Operating  |Protection increased air emissions, including the silofs)/baghouses and any Prior to construction 1vear from application submittal No fees No new air emissions sources are anticipated




Permit/Clearance

Permit to Construet Across

Regulatory Agency

Kentutky Department of Environmental

ECow e Runoll Fond S

Details

In addition ta authoriring stream crossings, this permit also

EXPC Spurlack Station

P Pt

When Required

1018l O] ParTing Mt

Anticipated Agency Raview Time

20 business days for fisodplain impact

Asyociated Fees

None of the new equipment is proposed to be located in 2

9 Protection provides floodplain eanstruction approval. Project should not Prior to construction No fees
or Along a Stream approval floodplain
Division of Water impact any streams.
Stream impact greater than
If wetland/stream impacts are " ImpAry
authorized undera Section 404 | 200 inear faet and jess than
rebii e 1,000 faet ~ 51,000 |Assumes Water Quality Certifi au
section 401 Water Quality |(©THEHY Department of Enviranmental  The purpose of the WOC is to canfirm that the discharge of fill anroval s sued cancurrantly ;45 | ST3M iMBact 1,000%0  through the Corps’ Natianwide Program, If the project will
16 entication (wac) Pratection materials (Sectinn 404 Permit) will be in compliance with the State's |Prior to construction r::n davs. 11 = Section 408 Indwidyal | 5000near feet 52,500 (require a Section 404 Indwvidual Permit fram the Corps, then
Division of Water applicable water quality standards. P”m‘:u atash m-n: veparate | S17®AM impact greater than (the Kentuicky Department of Environmental Protection must
A ¥ 5,000 linear fest - $5,000  [issue an Individual Section 401 WQC
WQC approval from the State could :
i et Wetland impacts — $500 per
acre, not to exceed 55,000
One-Time/Temparary Kentucky Department of Environmental  |Required for temporary discharges of wastewater autside of .
5 ; This can also be used for ane time discharges from the Coal
11 |Discharge Request for Off- |Protection permitted discharges. Can be used far hydrostatic testing of Prior ta testing 30days Na fees £ :
% Pile Runoff Pond ta the Ohia River while it is being modified.
Permit Authorization Division of Water pipelines and/ar tanks
Because the facility has an existing KPDES Operational Discharge
Permit (see Itern 13), the facility is not required to obitain a General
Kentucky Department of Environmental
Best Management Permit for Starmwater % with €
12 Pratection Prior to construction No State approval reauired. Na fess
Practices (BMP) Plan s ot Wik Activities for construction activities which will disturb 1 or
more total acres of land. However, the facility must develop a
project-spacific BMP Plan prior to the start of constructian
1f the existi it requis tional
KPDES Operatianal Kentucky Department of Environmental  |The facility will be required to modify its existing KPDES Operational e o RO MW
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), this plan must be
13 [Discharge Permit Pratection Discharge Permit (K¥0022250] to address operational changes Prior to operation 180 days prior to operational changes 57,000 A i o
Modification Division of Water related to the discharge of wastewaters (LAt 10 Seare e poRratidnl chuhyes; ol
stormwater flows.
Kentucky Department of Environmental fandfill f P
Special Waste Landfill - ! Required prior to construction of a landfill for the disposal of tility Not seeking @ modification to the o landfill modifications required ay part of froject. Some
14 Protection Prior to construction No fees excavated waste material may be disposed of in the existing
Permit waste, existing fandfill
Division of Waste Management landfill
Under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, Federal
agencies must work with the State Historic Preservation Office to
National Historic address historic preservation issues when planning projects or 540 for Preliminary Site  |Section 106 requirements would be addressed through the
Kentucky Heritage Council - State Historic ough
15  |Preservation Act - Section issuing funds or permits that may affect histonic properties and Prior to construction 45 Davs Check through SHPO RUS NEPA review process and Section 404 permitting, it

106 Clearance

Preservation Office (SHPO)

archaeological resources listed in or determined eligible for the
National Regster of Historic Places.

database

required.

Building Permit
Application for Nan-
Residential Structures

Masan County loint Planning Commission

Required for projects with new bulldings that are non-resident(al,
Including utility structures. Bulldings must meet Kentucky Bullding
Codes.

Prior to construction

Rate is 50.04/square foot.

A new electrical bullding is Included as part of the Project,
however it will be pre-manufactured and delivered 10 site in
s anticipated to be 400 square feet of less.
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Please state your name, business address, and occupation.

My name is Isaac S. Scott and my business address is East Kentucky Power
Cooperative, Inc. (“EKPC™), 4775 Lexington Road, Winchester, Kentucky 40391.
I am the Manager of Pricing for EKPC.

Please state your education and professional experience.

[ received a B.S. degree in Accounting, with distinction, from the University of
Kentucky in 1979. After graduation I was employed by the Kentucky Auditor of
Public Accounts, where | performed audits of numerous state agencies. In
December 1985, | transferred to the Kentucky Public Service Commission
(“Commission™) as a public utilities financial analyst, concentrating on the electric
and natural gas industries. In August 2001, I became manager of the Electric and
Gas Revenue Requirements Branch in the Division of Financial Analysis at the
Commission. In this position, [ supervised the preparation of revenue requirement
determinations for electric and natural gas utilities as well as determined the
revenue requirements for the major electric and natural gas utilities in Kentucky. I
retired from the Commission effective August 1, 2008. In November 2008, I
became the Manager of Pricing at EKPC.

Please provide a brief description of your duties at EKPC.

As Manager of Pricing, I am responsible for rate-making activities which include
designing and developing wholesale and retail electric rates and developing pricing
concepts and methodologies. [ report directly to the Director of Regulatory and

Compliance Services, Mr. Patrick Woods.
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What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding?

The purpose of my testimony is to describe the cost of constructing a series of
improvements to the Hugh L. Spurlock Generation Station (“Spurlock Station™)
and the John S. Cooper Station (“Cooper Station™) (collectively the <2018 plan
projects™) that will enable EKPC to comply with applicable environmental statutes
and regulations. In addition, I will describe how some of the 2018 plan projects
relating to landfill capping activities at the Spurlock and Cooper Stations will be
used to partially settle existing Asset Retirement Obligations (“ARO™). I will also
discuss how EKPC’s Environmental Compliance Plan will be implemented on a
monthly basis and the rate impact at the wholesale and retail levels. Finally, I will
describe the proposed revisions to EKPC’s monthly environmental surcharge
reporting forms.

Are you sponsoring any exhibits?

Yes. I am sponsoring the following exhibits, which I ask be incorporated into my
testimony by reference:

e Attachment ISS-1: A schedule showing the current Environmental
Compliance Plan and the addition of the 2018 plan projects proposed in this
Application.

e Attachment ISS-2: A sample copy of the monthly environmental surcharge
reporting formats which reflect the inclusion of the 2018 plan projects.

e Attachment ISS-3: An estimate of revenue increases resulting from the
inclusion of the 2018 plan projects and the estimated bill impact on retail

customers.
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Please describe the estimated cost of the 2018 plan projects.

EKPC estimates the total cost of the eleven projects making up the 2018 plan
projects at $64.0 million. Of this total, $11.2 million is associated with the Coal
Pile Runoff (“CPR™) Project at the Spurlock Station. The remaining $52.8 million
is associated with ten additional projects located at the Spurlock and Cooper
Stations. '

How does EKPC plan to finance the total cost of the 2018 plan projects?

Mr. Stachnik addresses this question more fully in his testimony and so | will defer
to him on the details, but, generally speaking, EKPC has or will use credit available
through its short term Credit Facility to finance the construction of the 2018 plan
projects before transitioning that debt to long-term debt issuance, which will be
funded in accordance with EKPC’s Trust Indenture.

What does EKPC anticipate will be the incremental operations and
maintenance costs associated with the 2018 plan projects upon completion?
EKPC anticipates that the incremental operations and maintenance (“O&M™)
expense associated with the eleven proposed projects to be $3.3 million in 2017
dollars. The table on the following page shows the anticipated annual O&M

expenses associated with each project.?

! Please see Paragraph 34 of the Application for a summary of the ten projects, as well as the testimony of
Mr. Craig Johnson for additional detail.

2 Please note that the O&M expenses anticipated for Amended Project #12 and Project #17 are associated
with the maintenance of the respective landfill caps and are not part of the settlement of the ARO.

2
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Project No. Location Project Description O&M Expense
Spurlock Landfill — Area C
") ]

Amended #12 Spurlock Phases Tivp tionsh Four $332,500
417 Ciooper 1C](3)oper Landfill — Phases 1A & $20.000
418 Cooper Cooper Landfill — Sediment $5.000

Pond
#19 Cooper Ash Mix Unloaders $0
#20 Cooper Ditch and Sediment Trap $12,000
#21 Spurlock Station Drainage Improvement $153,000
#22 Spurlock HG Compliance $1,985,400
#23 Soilpek | L CYEs00S Ao $5,000
Containment
44 Spurlock Vaguum Truck Ash Transfer $85.000
Station
#5 Smplogk | Snus 1 &2 Dy Borbent $650,000
Injection
426 Spurlock Coal Pile Runoff Pond $74.000
Supplemental Storage
Total $3.321,900

In addition, two of the projects are anticipated to incur additional O&M expenses
periodically. For Project 18. it is expected that pond clean out expenses of
$1.250,000 would be incurred every 15 years. For Project 19, it is expected that
O&M expenses of $30,000 would be incurred every six to eight years.

Q. Please provide a brief description of EKPC’s current environmental
compliance plan.

A. EKPC currentl}; has 16 projects in its Environmental Compliance Plan.’
Attachment ISS-1 lists each of the projects, the pollutant or waste/by-product to be

controlled, the control facility, the generating station, the applicable environmental

3 In conjunction with the establishment of a regulatory asset for the undepreciated balance of the William C.
Dale Generating Station assets that were being retired early, EKPC was required to remove the costs
associated with Project 5, Dale Low Nitrogen Oxide Burners, and the Dale portion of Project 10, Continuous
Monitoring Equipment, from the environmental surcharge mechanism. However, EKPC has not amended
its environmental compliance plan to remove these two projects. See In the Matter of Application of East
Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for an Order Approving the Establishment of a Regulatory Asset for the
Undepreciated Balance of the William C. Dale Generating Station, Order, Case No. 2015-00302, (Ky. P.S.C.,
Feb. 11, 2016).
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regulation addressed by the project, the applicable environmental permit, the
completion date of the project, and the project cost. Projects 1 through 4 were
approved by the Commission in Case No. 2004-00321.* Projects 5 through 10
were approved by the Commission in Case No. 2008-00115.° Projects 7 through
9 were amended by and Projects 11 through 13 were approved by the Commission
in Case No. 2010-00083.° Project 14 was approved by the Commission in Case
No. 2013-00259.” Project 15 was approved by the Commission in Case No. 2014-
00252.% Project 16 was approved by the Commission in Case No. 2017-00376.°

Q. Do the 2018 plan projects meet the requirements of KRS 278.183, and thus
qualify for environmental surcharge recovery?

A. Yes. | am not an attorney, of course, and cannot make any statements that would

be construed to be legal conclusions, but based upon the facts as I know them and

4 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an
Environmental Compliance Plan and Authority to Implement an Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No.
2004-00321, (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 17, 2005).

3 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an Amendment
to Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No. 2008-00115, (Ky.
P.S.C., Sep. 29, 2008).

¢ See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval of an Amendment
1o Its Environmental Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge, Order, Case No. 2010-00083, (Ky.
P.S.C., Sep. 24, 2010).

7 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for Alteration of Certain Equipment at the Cooper Station and Approval of a
Compliance Plan Amendment for Environmental Surcharge Cost Recovery, Order, Case No. 2013-00259,
(Ky. P.S.C., Feb. 20, 2014).

8 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for a Certificate of Public
Convenience and Necessity for Construction of an Ash Landfill at J.K. Smith Station, the Removal of
Impounded Ash from William C. Dale Station for Transport to J.K. Smith and Approval of a Compliance
Plan Amendment for Environmental Surcharge Recovery, Order, Case No. 2014-00252, (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 6,
2015).

? See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for Approval to Amend Its
Environmental Compliance Plan and Recover Costs Pursuant to Its Environmental Surcharge, Settlement of
Certain Asset Retirement Obligations and Issuance of a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity and
Other Relief, Order, Case No. 2017-00376, (Ky. P.S.C., May 18, 2018).
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my own plain readings of KRS 278.183, the proposed projects satisfy the statutory
requirements and therefore qualify for environmental surcharge recovery. The
environmental surcharge statute, KRS 278.183, was enacted “to promote the use of
high sulfur Kentucky coal by permitting utilities to surcharge their customers for
the cost of a scrubber which is part of a power plant that cleans high sulfur coal in
order to meet the acid rain provisions of the Federal Clean Air Act amendments of
1990.7' Section 1 of the statute contains the guarantee of cost recovery for such
environmental compliance costs:

Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, effective
January 1, 1993, a utility shall be entitled to the current recovery of
its costs of complying with the Federal Clean Air Act as amended
and those federal, state, or local environmental requirements which
apply to coal combustion wastes and by-products from facilities
utilized for production of energy from coal in accordance with the
utility's compliance plan as designated in subsection (2) of this
section. These costs shall include a reasonable return on
construction and other capital expenditures and reasonable
operating expenses for any plant, equipment, property, facility, or
other action to be used to comply with applicable environmental
requirements set forth in this section. Operating expenses include all
costs of operating and maintaining environmental facilities, income
taxes, property taxes, other applicable taxes, and depreciation
expenses as these expenses relate to compliance with the
environmental requirements set forth in this section."!

As noted in Attachment ISS-1, the 2018 plan projects are designed to
comply with numerous federal and state environmental requirements, including but
not limited to the Clean Air Act, the Mercury Air Toxics Standards, the Disposal

of Coal Combustion Residuals from Electric Utilities Rule, the Effluent Limitation

19 Kentucky Indus. Utility Customers, Inc. v. Kentucky Utilities Co., 983 S.W.2d 493, 496 (Ky. 1998).

KRS 278.183(1).
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Guidelines and Standards for the Steam Electric Power Generating Point Source
Category, the federal Clean Water Act, and state permits associated with the
Kentucky Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements. All of these rules
and regulations would qualify as federal or state environmental requirements which
apply to coal combustion wastes and by products from facilities utilized for
production of energy from coal. Thus, KRS 278.183 is applicable to the 2018 plan
projects. Both Mr. Jerry Purvis and Mr. Craig Johnson elaborate on the
environmental obligations driving the 2018 plan projects in their testimonies.

Of course, the statute goes on to describe the process by which a utility may
recover its environmental compliance costs through the environmental surcharge.
For instance, a utility must “submit to the commission a plan, including any
application required by KRS 278.020(1), for complying with the applicable
environmental requirements set forth in [KRS 278.183(1)].” Following that:

...[TThe commission shall conduct a hearing to: (a) Consider and

approve the plan and rate surcharge if the commission finds the plan

and rate surcharge reasonable and cost-effective for compliance

with the applicable environmental requirements set forth in

subsection (1) of this section; (b) Establish a reasonable return on

compliance-related capital expenditures; and (c) Approve the
application of the surcharge.'?

The Kentucky Supreme Court characterized KRS 278.183 as “a new right”
that “did not exist before the enactment of the surcharge.”'® Thus, the Kentucky

General Assembly has chosen to encourage the use of coal by enacting a surcharge

mechanism that guarantees a utility the ability to recover costs associated with

2KRS 278.183(2).

13 Kentucky Indus. Utility Customers, Inc., at 500.



(3]

compliance with environmental mandates. The Commission has itself commented
upon the prescriptive nature of KRS 278.183 by observing that it “must consider
the plan and the proposed rate surcharge. and approve them if [the Commission]
finds the plan and rate surcharge to be reasonable and cost effective.”'* The
environmental surcharge statute, therefore, relates to and is an important adjunct to
the traditional CPCN analysis required by KRS 278.020(1). Again, from this
perspective, the 2018 plan projects would clearly appear to qualify for cost recovery
under the environmental surcharge statute as set forth in KRS 278.183.

Please discuss the return EKPC would propose for the 2018 plan projects.

As described by Mr. Stachnik in his testimony, EKPC is proposing an overall rate
of return of 6.023%, which is the product of applying a 4.015% average cost of debt
toa 1.50 TIER."

Please discuss how the 2018 plan projects would be reflected in EKPC’s
environmental surcharge mechanism.

The expenditures under the 2018 plan projects fall into three specific categories:
facilities already constructed and in service at the Spurlock and Cooper Stations,
the construction of additional facilities at Spurlock, and the capping activities of
landfills at the Spurlock and Cooper Stations which relate to the settlement of

existing AROs.'® 1 will discuss the ARO-related projects later in my testimony.

4 See In the Matter of the Application of Big Rivers Electric Corporation for Approval of its 2012
Environmental Compliance Plan, Order, Case No. 2012-00063, p. 16, (Ky. P.S.C., Oct. 1, 2012).

15 See In the Matter of An Examination by the Public Service Commission of the Environmental Surcharge
Mechanism of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for the Two-Year Billing Period Ending December
31, 2017, and the Pass-Through Mechanism for Its Sixteen Member Distribution Cooperatives, Order, Case
No. 2018-00075, (Ky. P.S.C., Jul. 23, 2018).

16 Please see Paragraphs 26 and 34 of the Application and the table on the following page for a breakdown
of completed projects, to-be-constructed projects, and ARO-related costs.

7
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For the facilities already constructed and in service, EKPC is proposing to
include the original cost and the applicable accumulated depreciation for these
projects in the environmental compliance rate base. The balance for the
accumulated depreciation will be as of the end of the month in which the
Commission’s Order approving the inclusion of these projects in EKPC’s amended
environmental compliance plan is issued. EKPC is also proposing that it be
permitted to begin recovery of the depreciation, return, insurance expense, taxes,
and operation and maintenance expenses associated with the completed projects
included in the 2018 plan projects. These costs will reflect the going forward levels
of cost associated with these projects and will not include the recovery of costs
incurred prior to the Commission’s approval of the inclusion of the projects in the
amended environmental compliance plan.

For the construction of the additional facilities, EKPC is proposing that it

be permitted to earn a return on the monthly Construction Work In Progress

Category of Project Project Reference Cost Lok C?;) asttegory
Amendelci Project $6.655.127
Facilities Already Constructed and In Project 17 $5.325.572
Projects 18 — 23 $20,606,611
Project 25 $3.876.376 $36.463.686
Amended Project
ARO-related Projects 12 $1.964,850
Project 17 $917,829 $2.882.479
Amended Project
Facilities under Construction or to be 12 $HOFATLIA5
Constructed Project 24 $2.664,200
Project 26 $11.210,000 $24,611,305
Total 2018 Plan Projects $63.957,470 $63,957,470
Total All Projects, Paragraph 34 $52,747.470
Total CPR Project, Paragraph 26 $11,210,000
Total 2018 Plan Projects $63.957.470
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(“CWIP”) balance. This request is consistent with the treatment approved in Case
No. 2008-00115. Upon completion, EKPC is proposing that it be permitted to
begin recovery of depreciation, return, insurance expense, taxes, and operation and
maintenance expenses associated with the 2018 plan projects.
Please discuss how the ARO-related landfill closure costs that are part of the
2018 plan projects would be reflected in EKPC’s environmental surcharge
mechanism.
The ARO-related landfill capping costs included in the 2018 plan projects total
$2.882,479."7 These landfill capping costs were incurred in 2015 and 2017, and
did not extend the lives of the respective landfills or add value to those sites. EKPC
is proposing these costs be amortized and recovered through the environmental
surcharge over a period of 24 months. EKPC is recommending a 24-month
amortization period after taking into consideration the total dollars involved and the
nature of the landfill capping costs. EKPC believes this approach will enable the
corresponding regulatory asset to be amortized as these ARO settlement costs are
recovered, which would result in the reduction of the regulatory asset balances in
proportion to the ARO liability settled. EKPC is only proposing the amortization
of the costs actually incurred and not proposing to treat the unamortized balance as
a deferred cost that it would seek to earn a return on as well.

EKPC believes this approach is consistent with the rate-making treatment

afforded costs associated with the settlement of AROs and the amortization of

17 The $2.882,479 total reflects Spurlock Landfill Final Cap and West Side Regrade costs of $1,964,650
(Amended Project 12), Cooper Landfill Cap — Phase 1A costs of $511,790 (Project 17), and Cooper Landfill
Cap — Phase 1B costs of $406,039 (Project 17).
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corresponding regulatory assets in the two previous environmental compliance plan
amendment cases. The only difference in this proceeding is the fact the costs have
already been incurred. In those previous cases, costs associated with the settlement
of AROs and the amortization of the corresponding regulatory assets were expensed
and recovered through the environmental surcharge as those costs were incurred. '
The cost recovery approach authorized in those cases enabled the corresponding
regulatory assets to be amortized as the ARO settlement activities took place, which
resulted in the ARO and the regulatory asset balances clearing within the same
timeframe.

It should be noted that landfill capping activities are ongoing throughout the
life of the landfill and, therefore, the associated ARO will not completely settle
until an area is completely capped. EKPC proposes that the costs associated with
the ongoing capping activities at the Spurlock and Cooper landfills, which attribute
to the settlement of their associated AROs, be recovered through the environmental
surcharge as those costs are incurred. Accordingly, the associated regulatory asset
would be amortized in proportion to the amount recovered. This action will enable

the ARO to settle and the regulatory asset to clear over the same timeframe.

¥ In Case No. 2014-00252, the Commission found that costs associated with hauling ash from the Dale
Station ash ponds to a new Smith Station landfill should be expensed as incurred. In Case No. 2017-00376,
EKPC proposed and the Commission approved the expensing of the ash pond closure costs at the Spurlock
Station as incurred. In both cases, it was noted that these costs neither extended the life nor added value to
the ash ponds or landfills.
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Q. Will the 2018 plan projects have any impact upon the ARO that EKPC
established for the Spurlock and Cooper Stations’ landfills or the regulatory
asset that covers the accretion and depreciation expense associated with the
ARO?

A. Yes. The ARO-related costs included in the 2018 plan projects will partially settle
the ARO associated with the specific Spurlock and Cooper landfills. Under the
accounting rules applicable to EKPC, the precise amount of the ARO will be
determined as EKPC expends dollars towards the capping activities. These
expenditures will reduce the value of the ARO on a dollar for dollar basis until such
time as the closure is complete and the ARO is eliminated entirely, with any gain
or loss transferred to the regulatory asset. Since the regulatory asset for accretion
and depreciation expense approved in Case No. 2014-00432" is associated with
the ARO, the completion of the 2018 plan projects will also afford EKPC the
opportunity to amortize the regulatory asset and begin to eliminate it from its
balance sheet as recovery occurs. EKPC is proposing to allow the revenues from
the amended Environmental Compliance Plan to offset the amortization of the

regulatory asset associated with the 2018 plan projects.

Q. Will any revisions to the monthly environmental surcharge reporting forms be
necessary?
A. Yes. The proposed revisions to the monthly reporting formats are shown in

Attachment ISS-2. EKPC believes that some revisions will be needed to the

19 See In the Matter of An Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for an Order Approving the
Establishment of Regulatory Assets for the Depreciation and Accretion Expenses Associated with Asset
Retirement Obligations, Orders, Case No. 2014-00432, (Ky. P.S.C., Mar. 6, 2015 and Jul. 21, 2015).

11
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monthly environmental surcharge reporting formats. EKPC is proposing the
following revisions:

e ES Form 2.0 — Under the Determination of Pollution Control Operating
Expenses section, EKPC is proposing to add one line item. which will be
titled “Monthly Project 12/17 Related Landfill Closure — ARO™. This will
present the monthly amortization of costs associated with the Spurlock and
Cooper landfill closures as reported on ES Form 2.12.

e ES Form 2.1 — EKPC is proposing to expand this format to two pages, given
that the 2018 plan projects will result in the addition of 10 new projects. At
the bottom of'the first page, “Total™ has been replaced with “Subtotals, Page
1 of 2”. A second page with the same title and column headings follows.
The second page starts with a carry-over of the subtotals from page 1 of 2
and then lists Projects 17 through 26. At the bottom of the second page are
the combined totals for both pages.

e ES Form 2.12 — EKPC is proposing to add another section to this format to
report the amortization of the costs incurred in conjunction with the
Spurlock and Cooper landfill closures. This section will track the
amortization of these costs and document when the 24-month amortization
has been completed.

Will inclusion of the 2018 plan projects in EKPC’s approved environmental
surcharge compliance plan require any revisions to EKPCs Rate ES-
Environmental Surcharge?

EKPC does not believe a tariff revision will be required.
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11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Will the 2018 plan projects result in the retirement or abandonment of any
existing utility plant assets prior to the expected retirement date of the assets?
EKPC does not believe the 2018 plan projects will result in an early retirement or
abandonment of existing utility plant assets prior to the expected retirement date of
the assets.

Will the 2018 plan projects result in an amount to be recognized in the BESF
component of the surcharge mechanism?

While there are no early retirements or abandonments associated with the 2018 plan
projects, Project 19 involves the replacement of older Cooper ash mixer unloaders
that could currently be recovered through existing EKPC base rates, so the
possibility exists that a BESF component could be necessary. EKPC has reviewed
its accounting records and determined that these ash mixer unloaders were fully
depreciated as of the end of the forecasted test year in EKPC’s last base rate case.”’
Consequently, there would not be any corresponding depreciation expense or
property taxes associated with these assets. EKPC was not able to identify any
O&M expense associated with the ash mixer unloaders. The only remaining
expense would be property insurance, which is determined based on the net book
value of the asset. Since the older ash mixer unloaders were fully depreciated, the
net book value would be zero and consequently there would be no property
insurance associated with this asset. Based on these facts, EKPC believes there is
no amount to be recognized in the BESF component of the surcharge mechanism

associated with these assets.

20 See In the Matter of Application of East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. for General Adjustment of
Electric Rates, Order, Case No. 2010-00167, (Ky. P.S.C., Jan. 14, 2011). The forecasted test year ended
December 31, 2011.
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Please describe how the inclusion of the 2018 plan projects in EKPC’s
environmental surcharge will impact the bills of EKPC’s wholesale and retail
customers.

The majority of the 2018 plan projects are already completed and in service as of
the filing date of this application. Portions of Amended Project 12 and all of Project
24 are expected to be completed by the end of 2018. Project 26, the CPR Project,
is expected to be completed by February 2021. Because of these timing differences,
the annual revenue requirement impact will fluctuate year to year. In addition,
EKPC is proposing to amortize the landfill capping costs over 24 months, which
will also cause the annual revenue requirement to fluctuate. EKPC has estimated
the annual revenue requirements as of the end of the first quarter of 2020, 2021,
and 2022. EKPC chose these dates to reflect the impact of the 2018 plan projects
on the surcharge approximately one, two, and three years after the approval date.
The table below shows the estimated annual revenue requirement, the approximate
increase in the environmental surcharge for all customer classes at wholesale, the
approximate increase passed through to retail customers, and the estimated increase
in an average residential customer’s monthly bill. The calculation of these

estimates is provided on Attachment ISS-3.

. Estimated
Estimated .
Quarter Percentage Increase in
. Annual Percentage
Ending Revenue ferenss Increase Retail Average
March 31 e —— Wholesale Residential
q Monthly Bill
2020 $9,010,852 1.12% 0.81% $0.64
2021 $9,347.421 1.16% 0.84% $0.66
2022 $8,035.673 1.00% 0.72% $0.57
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Did EKPC provide advanced notice of its intent to file an Application to amend
its Environmental Compliance Plan and environmental surcharge?

Yes. Pursuant to KRS 278.183(2), EKPC has given at least thirty (30) days’
advanced notice of its intent to file its Application to Amend its Environmental
Compliance Plan and Environmental Surcharge. On August 14, 2018, EKPC
provided such notice to the Commission, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit D
to the Application submitted by EKPC in this matter. EKPC also provided notice
to its member distribution cooperatives, and a copy of that notice is attached as
Exhibit E to the Application submitted by EKPC in this matter.

Please summarize your testimony.

Based on its understanding of KRS 278.183, EKPC believes the costs of the 2018
plan projects are eligible for, and should be recovered through, the environmental
surcharge. EKPC is requesting that during construction it be allowed to earn a
return on the appropriate balance of CWIP and that the rate of return utilized to
determine that return be the rate of return established for its other environmental
compliance plan projects. EKPC is also requesting that it be permitted to recover
the previously-incurred Spurlock and Cooper landfill capping costs over a 24-
month period and amortize the corresponding ARO regulatory assets for accretion
and depreciation, accordingly. Further, EKPC seeks approval to recover the costs
of the ongoing capping activities at these landfills as they are incurred. I have
described the impact the 2018 plan projects would have on retail residential

customers’ bills. I recommend that the Commission approve EKPC’s request to
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amend its Environmental Compliance Plan to include the 2018 plan projects and
include the 2018 plan projects for recovery through the surcharge mechanism.
Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes.
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ATTACHMENT ISS-1

Schedule of Current Environmental Compliance
Plan and the Project Amendments/Additions



Attachment ISS-1

Page 1 of 3
EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN
PURSUANT TO ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARGE LAW
() (2) [€) (4) (5) | (6) 7) (8)
Pollutant or Actual or Actual (A) or
Waste/By-Product Control Generating Environmental Environmental Scheduled Estimated (E)
Project To be Controlled Facility Station Regulation Permit Completion Project Cost
1 Fly Ash/Particulate Boiler Gilbert 401 KAR Chap 45 081-0005 2005 $696 M (A)
NOx & S0O2 SNCR CAA Sec 404 V-97-050 (Rev 1)
Baghouse 40 CFR Part 72
Flash Dry 401 KAR 50:035
Absorber CAA Sec 407
40 CFR Part 76
2 Particulate Precipitator Spurlock 1 401 KAR 61:015 V-95-050 (Rev. 1) 2003 $243 (A)
3 NOx SCR Spurlock 1 CAA Sec. 407 V-97-050 2003 $84 4 M (A)
40 CFR Part 76
4 NOx SCR Spurlock 2 CAA Sec. 407 V-97-050 2002 $47.2 (A)
40 CFR Part 76 Fall 2007 &
Spring 2008
5 NOx Low NOx Burner Dzle CAN:06-cv-00211 V-04-038 Fall 2007 $2.0M (A)
40 CFR Part 76.7
Title IV-A, 42 USC
7651-76510, Sect
502, 401 KAR 51:160
6 NOx NOx Reduction Spurlock 1 40 CFR Part 76.7 \-06-007 Spring 2009 $3 .09 M (A)
Equipment CAN 04-34-KSF
7 S02 Scrubber Spurlock 2 CAN 04-34-KSF V-87-050 Rev. 1 Oct 2008 $194 1 M (A)
CAA Sec 405
Switchyard In Svce $8.396 M (A)
Improvements
Isolation Valve Spurlock 2 40 CFR Part 76 7 V-06-007, Rev 2 Fall 2010 $787,793 (A)
Scrubber CAN 04-34-KSF
CAA Sec 405
CAA Sec 404
8 S02 Scrubber Spurlock 1 CAN 04-34-KSF V-87-050 Rev. 1 | Spring 2009 $1458M (A)
CAA Sec 404
Switchyard In Svce $1.26 M (A)
Improvements
Isolation Valve Spurlock 1 40 CFR Part 76 7 V-06-007, Rev 2 | Spring 2011 $677,992 (A)
Scrubber CAN 04-34-KSF
CAA Sec 405
CAA Sec 404
9 Fly Ash/Particulate Boiler Spurlock 4 401 KAR Chap 45 V-06-007 April 2009 $84.8 M (A)
NOx & SO2 SNCR CAA Sec 404
Baghouse 40 CFR Part 72
Flash Dry 401 KAR 50:035
Absorber CAA Sec 407
40 CFR Part 76
Ash Silos Spurlock 4 401 KAR 63:010 V-08-007 Summer 2010 $11.7M(A)




Attachment ISS-1

Page 2 of 3
EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN
PURSUANT TO ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARGE LAW
(1) (2) | (3) | (4) | (5) | (6) | (7) (8)
Pollutant or Actual or Actual (A) or
Waste/By-Product Control Generating Environmental Environmental Scheduled Estimated (E)
Project To be Controlled Facility Station Regulation Permit Completion Project Cost
10 PM & Mercury Stack Emissions Spurlock 40 CFR Part 60 CAN 04-34-KSF Spring 2010 $29M(A)
CEMS Monitoring Dale App B,PS 11, &
Cooper App. F Proced. 2
CD para 97-102
40 CFR 75
NOx and SO2, Air Quality Control Consent Decree CAN 04
11 Particulate Matter System Cooper 2 34-KSF V-05-082 R1 Summer 2012 $222 M (A)
KY BART SIP
Landfill Area C
Expansion and | Spurlock 1, 2, 4,
Coal Combustion by{ Sediment Pond |Gilbert; Spur 1, 2| Clean Water Act (CWA) KPDES No
12 products (CCB) Construction Scrubbers Section 404 KY0022250 Fall 2010 $6.5 M (E)
Amend- Coal Combustion | Area C-Phases | Spurlock 1, 2, 40 CFR 257 SW08100005 In Svce $8.6 M (A)
ment [B] Residuals (CCR) | Two through Four 4, Gilbert 401 KAR Chap 45 Fall 2018 $107 M (E)
and Special Waste 401 KAR Chap 46
CWA Section 404
SOx, H2S04, Replacement of
13 Mercury Retired Ductwork | Spuriock Unit #2| CFR Title 40, Part 51 V-08-007 Spring 2010 $2.8M (A)
CFR Title 40, Part 52
(New Source Review)
Mercury Air Toxics
Ductwork to Rule,
14 Nox and SO2, Connect to Cooper 1 40 CFR Parts 60 & 63 V-05-082R1 Summer 2016 $15M (E)
Particulate Matter | Existing Air Quality EPA BART & KY BART
Contro| System SIP;
40 CFR Parts 51 & 52
USACE Individual
Regulations proposed | 404 Permit # LRL-
at 75 Fed Reg. 35128 2012-455-mdh;
(June 21, 2010) that are KY Division of
anticipated to be Water (KDOW)
15 Coal Combustion | Ash Special Waste Smith finalized in 40 CFR KPDES Permit # Nov 2017 $27 M (E)
by-products (CCB) Landfill Parts 257, 261, 264, KY0055972;
Construction 265, 268, 271, and 302, | KDOW 401 Water
401 KAR Sec. 45; Quality Certification
401 KAR 5:055; # 2012-049-7R;
401 KAR 83:010 KY Division of
Waste Permit #
025-00022
Permit Revision
Non-hazardous 40 CFR 257, forthcoming for
Waste and CCR 40 CFR 281, KPDES Permit No.
16 Steam Effluent Rule units and Spurlock 40 CFR 423, KY002225Q; Nov. 2024 $2624 M (E)
Water Quality Industrial Water 401 KAR Sec 46; KDWM Waste
Standards Discharges KRS Chap. 224 Permit
#SW08100005;
#SW08100018
17 Special Waste Waste Landfill Cooper 401 KAR Chap 45 SW10000015 In Svce $62M (A)
[B] KRS Chap 224
18 Special Waste Landfill - Cooper 401 KAR Chap 45 SW10000015 In Svce $22M(A)

Sediment Pond

KRS Chap 224
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Page 3 of 3
EAST KENTUCKY POWER COOPERATIVE, INC
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN
PURSUANT TO ENVIRONMENTAL SURCHARGE LAW
(1) | (2) (3) | (4) i (5) | (6) (7) (8)
Pollutant or Actual or Actual (A) or
Waste/By-Product Control Generating Environmental Environmental Scheduled Estimated (E)
Project To be Controlled Facility Station Regulation Permit Completion Project Cost
19 Special Waste KY Waste Cooper 401 KAR Chap 45 SW10000015 In Svce $03 M (A)
Facility KRS Chap 224 V-12-019R1
401 KAR 63:010
20 Special Waste KY Waste Cooper 401 KAR Chap 45 SW10000015 In Svce $12M(A)
Facility KRS Chap 224
Station Drainage CWA Section 402 V-15-063 In Svce $13.1 M (A)
21 CCR and Improvement Spurlock KRS Chap 224 KY0022250
[B] Stormwater Facilities 40 CFR 257
401 KAR 63:010
22 Mercury Hg Removal Spurlock 40 CFR 60 Title V in renewal In Svce $28M (A)
Equipment 40 CFR 63 {o incorporate
401 KAR 63:020 40 CFR 63
Spurlock Spill
Prevention
23 NH3 Anhydrous Spuriock 40 CFR 112 Control & Counter- In Svce $1.1 M (A)
Ammonia CAA Sec 112(r) measure plan,
Containment Risk Management
plan
24 CCR and Spurlock Spurlock 40 CFR 257 V-15-063 Fall 2018 $27 M (E)
Particulate Matter Facilities 401 KAR Chap 46
401 KAR 59:010
25 S0O3, NH3 Dry Sorbent Spuriock 40 CFR 63 V-15-063 In Svce $3.9M (A)
Injection System
26 Special Waste KY Waste Spurlock 401 KAR Chap 45 SW08100005 Feb. 2021 $11.2M (E)
Facility CWA Section 404
[B] The Amendment to Project 12, Project 17, and Project 21 include multipie specific projects; see Application for

a detailed listing of the specific projects

Please note that the Dale Station has been retired. The Commission's February 11, 2016 Order in Case No. 2015-00302 authorized the creation of
regulatory assets for the undepreciated balance of the Dale Station assets. Consequently, costs associated with Project 5 and the Dale portion of
Project 10 are no longer included in the environmental surcharge




ATTACHMENT ISS-2

Sample Copy of the Monthly Environmental
Surcharge Reporting Formats which Reflect
Inclusion of the Amended/Additional Projects



East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Environmental Surcharge Report

Revenue Requirements of Environmental Compliance Costs

For the Expense Month Ending {Date}

Determination of Environmental Compliance Rate Base

Eligible Pollution Control Plant (Gross Plant)

Eligible Pollution CWIP net of AFUDC
Subtotal

Additions:

Inventory - Spare Parts

Inventory - Limestone

Inventory - Emission Allowances

Project 15 Related Capital Expenditures, Net

Cash Working Capital Allowance
Subtotal

Deductions

Accumulated Depreciation on Eligible Pollution Control Plant
Subtotal

Environmental Compliance Rate Base

Determination of Pollution Control Operating Expenses

Monthly O&M Expense
Monthly Depreciation and Amortization Expense
Monthly Project 15 Related Amortization Expense
Monthly Project 16 Related Spurlock Ash Pond Closure - ARO
Monthly Project 12/17 Related Landfill Closure - ARO
Monthly Taxes Other Than Income Taxes
Monthly Insurance Expense
Monthly Emission Allowance Expense
Monthly Surcharge Consultant Fee
Total Pollution Control Operating Expense

Gross Proceeds from By-Product and Emission Allowance Sales

Total Proceeds from By-Product and Allowance Sales

One-month True-up Adjustment

Authorized Recovery Amount:
Current Month MESF x Avg. Monthly Wholesale Revenue for the
12-months ending with the Current Expense Month (Form 3.0)

Revenues Subject to Surcharge: Form 3.0, Col 6 (Current Month)

Environmental Surcharge Revenues Billed:
Previous Month's MESF x Line 2

Previous Month's Authorized Recovery Amount
Form 2.0, Line 1 from the Previous Month {Date}

Monthly (Over)/Under = Line 4 minus Line 3
To be included in Form 1.1, Line 13 in the Subsequent Month
{Date}

Attachment ISS-2

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

80
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
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Form 2.0



East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. Form 2.1
Environmental Surcharge Report Page 1 of 2
Plant, CWIP, Depreciation, & Taxes and Insurance Expenses
For the Expense Month Ending {Date}
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
Eligible CWIP Eligible Monthly Monthly
Gross Eligible Amount Net Plant Monthly Tax Insurance
Project Plant Accumulated Net of n Depreciation Expense Expense
No Description in Service Depreciation AFUDC Service Expense
(2)-(3)=(5)
1 Gilbert $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
2 Spurlock 1 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
Precipitator
3 Spurlock 1 $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0
SCR
4 Spurlock 2 - SCR $0 $0 $0 $0 S0 $0
6 Spurlock 1 - Low NOx Burners $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0
7 Spurlock 2 - Scrubber $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
8 Spurlock 1 - Scrubber $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9 Spurlock 4 $0 $0 S0 $0 30 $0
10 |Spurlock and Cooper: $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0
Continuous Monitoring Eqpt.
11 |Cooper 2 - Air Quality Control S0 $0 $0 S0 $0 $0
System
12 |Spurlock - Landfill Area C $0 $0 $0 $0
Expansion (Land Cost Only)
13 |Spurlock 2 - Replace Ductwork $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
14 |Cooper 1 - Ductwork $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 S0
15 | Smith Special Waste Landfill $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
16 [Spurlock CCR/ELG $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotals, Page 1 of 2 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 S0
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East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. Form 2.1
Environmental Surcharge Report Page 2 of 2
Plant, CWIP, Depreciation, & Taxes and Insurance Expenses
For the Expense Month Ending {Date}
(1) (2) (3) 4) (5) (6) (7) (8
Eligible cwip Eligible Monthly Monthly
Gross Eligible Amount Net Plant Monthly Tax Insurance
Project Plant Accumulated Net of n Depreciation Expense Expense
No Description in Service Depreciation AFUDC Service Expense
(2)-(3)=(5)
Subtotals, Page 1 of 2 $0 $0 30 30 30 $0
17 |Cooper Landfills - $0 $0 30 $0 $0 $0
Phases 1A & 1B
18  |Cooper Sediment Pond $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0
19 |Cooper Ash Mixer Unloaders $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
20 |Cooper Ditch and 30 30 30 $0 30 30
Sediment Trap
21 |Spurfock Station Drainage 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Improvements
22 |Spurlock Station HG $0 30 30 $0 $0 30
Compliance
23 | Spurlock Anhydrous Ammonia 30 30 30 $0 $0 $0
Secondary Containment
24 | Spuriock Vacuum Truck $0 $0 30 30 $0 $0
Ash Transfer Station
25 |Spurlock Units 1 & 2 - Dry $0 $0 30 30 0 $0
Sorbent Injection Systemn
26 | Spuriock Coal Pile Runoff 30 $0 $0 $0 30 30
Pond
Totals, All Pages 30 30 30 30 30 30 $0
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Page 4 of 8
East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. Form 2.12
Environmental Surcharge Report
Project 16 - Spurlock Ash Pond Closure - ARO
For the Expense Month Ending {Date}
[40) (2) (3) (4)
Prior Costs Current
Cumulative | Incurred this | Cumulative
Costs Expense Costs
Description Incurred Month Incurred
(2)+(3)=(4)
Spurlock Ash Pond Closure $0 $0 $0
Amended Project 12 - Spurlock Landfill Final Cap - ARO
Project 17 - Cooper Landfill Cap - Phases 1A & 1B - ARO
For the Expense Month Ending {Date}
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Total Monthly Balance
Costs Amortization | Cumulative To Be
Description Incurred Expense | Amortization | Amortized
(2) - (4) = (5)
Amended Project 12 - Spurlock $0 $0 $0 $0
Landfill Final Cap
Project 17 - Cooper Landfill - Phase 1A 30 $0 $0 $0
Project 17 - Cooper Landfill - Phase 1B $0 $0 $0 30
Totals $0 $0 $0 $0




East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Environmental Surcharge Report

Revenue Requirements of Environmental Compliance Costs

For the Expense Month Ending {Date}

Determination of Environmental Compliance Rate Base

Eligible Pollution Control Plant (Gross Plant)

Eligible Pollution CWIP net of AFUDC
Subtotal

Additions:

inventory - Spare Parts

Inventory - Limestone

Inventory - Emission Allowances

Project 15 Related Capital Expenditures, Net

Cash Working Capital Allowance
Subtotal

Deductions

Accumulated Depreciation on Eligible Pollution Control Plant
Subtotal

Environmental Compliance Rate Base

Determination of Pollution Control Operating Expenses

Monthly O&M Expense
Monthly Depreciation and Amortization Expense
Monthly Project 15 Related Amortization Expense
Monthly Project 16 Related Spurlock Ash Pond Closure - ARO
Monthly Project 12/17 Related Landfill Closure - ARO
Monthly Taxes Other Than Income Taxes
Monthly Insurance Expense
Monthly Emission Allowance Expense
Monthly Surcharge Consultant Fee
Total Pollution Control Operating Expense

Gross Proceeds from By-Product and Emission Allowance Sales

Total Proceeds from By-Product and Allowance Sales

One-month True-up Adjustment

Authorized Recovery Amount:
Current Month MESF x Avg. Monthly Wholesale Revenue for the
12-months ending with the Current Expense Month (Form 3.0)

Revenues Subject to Surcharge: Form 3.0, Col 6 (Current Month)

Environmental Surcharge Revenues Billed:
Previous Month's MESF x Line 2

Previous Month's Authorized Recovery Amount
Form 2.0, Line 1 from the Previous Month {Date}

Monthly (Over)/Under = Line 4 minus Line 3
To be included in Form 1.1, Line 13 in the Subsequent Month
{Date}

Attachment ISS-2

$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0
$0
$0

30
30
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0

$0

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

Page 5 of 8
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East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. Form 2.1
Environmental Surcharge Report Page 1 of 2
Plant, CWIP, Depreciation, & Taxes and Insurance Expenses
For the Expense Month Ending {Date}
M (2) (3 (4) ) (6) (7) (8)
Eligible CWIP Eligible Monthly Monthty
Gross Eligible Amount Net Plant Monthly Tax Insurance
Project Plant Accumulated Net of in Depreciation Expense Expense
No. Description in Service Depreciation AFUDC Service Expense
(2)-(3)=(5)
1 Gilbert $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
2 Spurlock 1 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Precipitator
3 Spurlock 1 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
SCR
4 Spurlock 2 - SCR 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
6 Spurlock 1 - Low NOx Burners $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
7 Spurlock 2 - Scrubber $0 $0 S0 $0 $0 $0
8 Spurlock 1 - Scrubber $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
9 Spurlock 4 50 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
10  |Spurlock and Cooper: $0 $0 $0 $0 50 $0
Continuous Monitoring Eqpt
1 Cooper 2 - Air Quality Control $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
System
12 |Spurlock - Landfill Area C $0 30 $0 $0
Expansion (Land Cost Only)
13 |Spurlock 2 - Replace Ductwork $0 $0 S0 $0 $0 $0
14  |Cooper 1 - Ductwork $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
15  |Smith Special Waste Landfill $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
16 [Spurlock CCR/ELG $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Subtotals, Page 1 of 2 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 S0 $0
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East Kentucky Power Cooperative, inc. Form 2.1
Environmental Surcharge Report Page 2 of 2
Plant, CWIP, Depreciation, & Taxes and Insurance Expenses
For the Expense Month Ending {Date}
() (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) () (8)
Eligible CWIP Eligible Monthly Monthly
Gross Eligible Amount Net Plant Monthly Tax Insurance
Project Plant Accumulated Net of n Depreciation Expense Expense
No Description in Service Depreciation AFUDC Service Expense
(2)(3)=(5)
Subtotals, Page 1 of 2 $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0
17  |Cooper Landfills - $0 $0 $0 $0 30 $0
Phases 1A & 1B
18  [Cooper Sediment Pond $0 $0 $0 30 30 $0
19  |Cooper Ash Mixer Unloaders $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
20 Cooper Ditch and $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Sediment Trap
21 |Spurlock Station Drainage $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Improvements
22 Spurlock Station HG $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Compliance
23  |Spurlock Anhydrous Ammonia $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Secondary Containment
24  |Spurlock Vacuum Truck $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Ash Transfer Station
25 |Spurlock Units 1 & 2 - Dry $0 $0 $0 30 $0 $0
Sorbent Injection System
26 |Spurlock Coal Pile Runoff $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Pond
Totals. All Pages $0 30 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
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Attachment ISS-2

Page 8 of 8
East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc. Form 2.12
Environmental Surcharge Report
Project 16 - Spurlock Ash Pond Closure - ARO
For the Expense Month Ending {Date}
(1) (2) (3 (4)
Prior Costs Current
Cumulative | Incurred this | Cumulative
Costs Expense Costs
Description Incurred Month Incurred
(2) +(3) = (4)
Spurlock Ash Pond Closure $0 $0 $0
Amended Project 12 - Spurlock Landfill Final Cap - ARO
Project 17 - Cooper Landfill Cap - Phases 1A & 1B - ARO
For the Expense Month Ending {Date}
() 3] (3) (4) (5)
Total Monthly Balance
Costs Amortization | Cumulative To Be
Description Incurred Expense | Amortization | Amortized
2)-(4) = (5
Amended Project 12 - Spurlock $0 $0 %0 $0
Landfill Final Cap
Project 17 - Cooper Landfill - Phase 1A $0 $0 $0 $0
Project 17 - Cooper Landfill - Phase 1B $0 $0 $0 $0
Totals $0 30 $0 $0




ATTACHMENT ISS-3

Estimate of Revenue Increase
and Estimated Bill Impact



Attachment ISS-3
Page 1 of 7

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Estimated Increase in Revenues and Estimated Bill Impact on Residential Customers
Revenue Information as of December 31, 2017 Billings
Rate Total Base Rate & Environmental Allocation
Schedule Revenues FAC Revenues Surcharge Percentage
Rate E $635,035,407 $544 105,856 $90,929,551 78.824%
Rate B $62,163,527 $53,322,833 $8,840,694 7.725%
Rate C $20,615,144 $17,676,904 $2,938,240 2.561%
Rate G $24,846,253 $21,309,806 $3,536,447 3.087%
Int. Paper Steam $11,447 907 $9,786,156 $1,661,751 1.418%
Nucor Gallatin $41,362,506 $35,363,730 $5,998,776 5.123%
Tenn Gas Pipeline $9,485,366 $8,710,602 $774,764 1.262%
Totals $804,956,110 $690,275,887 $114,680.223 100.000%
Note: Allocation Percentage is calculated off of Base Rate and FAC Revenues.
Rate Impacts
1st - 03/2020 2nd - 03/2021 3rd - 03/2022
Percentage Increase at Wholesale
Est. Annual Revenue Requirement $9,047.040 $9,384,961 $8,067,945
Member System Allocation Ratio 99.60% 99.60% 99.60%
Net Est. Annual Revenue Requirement $9,010,852 $9,347,421 $8,035,673

Total Revenues as of Dec 31, 2017

$804,956,110

$804,956,110

$804,956,110

Percentage Increase at Wholesale 1.12% 1.16% 1.00%
Percentage Increase at Retail
Percentage Increase at Wholesale 1.12% 1.16% 1.00%
Historic relationship between Retail

and Wholesale 72.00% 72.00% 72.00%
Percentage Increase at Retail 0.81% 0.84% 0.72%
Based on historical billing information, the retail Environmental Surcharge has been

approximately 72% of the wholesale Environmental Surcharge.
Impact on Average Residential Bill at Retail
Net Est. Annual Revenue Requirement $9,010,852 $9,347,421 $8,035,673
Allocation Percentage - Rate E 78.824% 78.824% 78.824%
Allocated Net Est. Annual Revenue

Requirement - Rate E $7,102,714 $7,368,011 $6,334,039

2017 Billed kWh Sales - Rate E (kWh)
Wholesale Rate E Revenue

9,184,181,414 9,194,181,414

Requirement per kWh $0.00077 $0.00080
Average Residential Bill in kWh 1,180 1,180
Impact on Average Residential Bill

at Wholesale $0.886 $0.920
Historic relationship between Retail

and Wholesale 72.00% 72.00%
Impact on Aver. Residential Bill at Retail $0.64 $0.66

9,194,181,414

$0.00069

1,150

$0.794
72.00%

$0.57

Note: Member System Allocation Ratio from the May 31, 2018 monthly surcharge filing.



Attachment ISS-3

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Estimated Annual Surcharge Revenue Requirement - Ending March 2020 Expense Month

Compliance Rate Base and Return on Rate Base

Eligible Pollution Control Plant (Gross)

Eligible Pollution CWIP
Subtotal

Less: Accumulated Depreciation
Net Eligible Pollution Control Plant

ARO-Related Cost Recovery
Less: Accumulated Amortization
Net ARO-Related Cost Recovery

Cash Working Capital Allowance (1/8 O&M Expenses)

Total Compliance Rate Base

Rate of Return on Rate Base

Monthly Return on Rate Base

Operating Expenses

Annual Depreciation Expense
Annual ARO Amortization Expense
Annual O&M Expense

Annual Property Taxes

Annual insurance Expense

Total Monthly Operating Expenses

Monthly Revenue Requirement

Monthly Return on Rate Base
Monthly Operating Expenses

Total Revenue Requirement

Member System Allocation Ratio
(May 2018 Expense Month)

Total Revenue Requirement - Members' Share

Page 2 of 7

$49,864,962
$2,837,126
$52,702,088
$3,789,923
$48,912,165
$2,882,479
$1,321,133
$1,561,346
$405,988
$50,879,499
6.023%
$3,064,472
$1,047,966
$1,441,236
$3,247,900
$211,651
$33,815
$5,982,568
$3,064,472
$5,082,568
$9,047,040
99.60%
$9,010,852




East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Detailed Calculations for the Expense Month Ending March 2020

Nole. Property laxes for costs in CWIP are calculated using half of the CWIP balance raths
Amend Project #12, Project #17, and Project #23 are classifi
Projact #26 in CWIP at April 2019

as land, not

ARO-Related Costs
Compliance Plan Capital Project In-Service Original Acc. Amortization Unamortized Monthly Annual
Location Project Number Description Number Date Cost as of 3/31/2020 Balance Amonaation Exp _Amortization Exp
Spurlock Amend Project #12 Landfill Final Cap - ARO 08422 82012017 $1,964 650 $900,460 $1,064,190 SB1,860 $982.320 Amortization - 24 months - beginning April 2019
Cooper Project #17 Landfili Cap - Phase 1A - ARO 08392 12/15/2015 $511,790 $234,575 $277,215 821,325 $255.900 Amortization - 24 months - beginning April 2019
Project #17 Landfill Cap - Phase 18 - ARO 082392 121152015 $406,039 $186,098 $219.941 $16,918 $203.016 Amontization - 24 months - beginning April 2019
Totai Project #17 $917,830 $420673 $497,157 $38,243 $458.916
Totals - ARO-Related Costs $2.882.479 $1.321.133 $1.561.346 $120.103 $1,441.236
Capital Costs
Compliance Plan Capital Project In-Service Original Acc Depreciation Net Book Monthly Annuai Annual Annual Annual
Location Project Number Description Number Date Cost as of 373112020 Balance iation Depraciation Pro Taxes  Insurance O&M ense
Spurlock Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phase Two 08389 12/12/2014 $3,3682,670 $0 $3,382670 $0 30 $35,856 $0 $0
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phase Three 05435 12/31/2017 $4,737,105 S0 $4,737,105 $0 $0 $25,107 $0 $135,000
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phase Four 05476 Fst 2018 $6,000,000 $0 $6,000.000 $0 $0 $31,800 $0 $135,000
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phases 3-5 - Haul Road 08446 2/9/2017 $3,272 457 $0 $3.272,457 $0 $0 $34,688 $0 $7.500
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Final Cap - Non-ARO 05422 8/20/2017 $0 0 S0 $0 $0 $0 0 $55.000
Total Amend Project #12 $17.292 232 30 $17.392.232 $0 S0 $127 451 S0 $332.500
Cooper Project #17 Landfill - Phase 1A 0B392 12/15/2015 $2220,779 $0 $2,220,779 30 $0 $15612 $0 $10,000
Project #17 Landfill - Phase 1B 08392 12/15/2015 $2,485,848 $0 $2,485.848 $0 $0 $17.476 $0 $10,000
Project #17 Landfill - Trans , Distrib, & Commun. Line Relocate 0B392 12/15/2015 $618,945 S0 5618.945 S0 S50 $4.351 $0 $0
Tolal Project #17 $5,325,572 $0 $5325.572 $0 $0 $37.438 S0 $20,000
Cooper Project #18 Landfill - Sediment Pond - Geomembrane 08396 4/15/2013 $2.163.009 $888.192 $1.274.817 $10.449 $125.392 $2.361 $2.188 $5.000
Cooper Project #19 Ash Mix Unloaders 0B399 1112272013 $260.411 $101,573 $158.838 $1.302 $15.627 5293 3273 $0
Cooper Project #20 Ditch and Sediment Trap 0B413 12/31/2017 $1.242.055 $228.540 $1,003,515 $8.226 $98.706 $1.669 $1.553 $12 000
Spuriock Project #21 Station Drainage Improvement 08419 12/31/2018 $13.134.838 $1.570.060 $11.564.828 $38.294 $459.530 $18.918 $17.605 $153.000
Spurlock Project #22 HG Compliance - Unils 1 & 2 05381 5/1/2015 $2.755.438 $456.702 $2.298.736 $7.612 $91.340 $3,768 $3.506 $1.985,400
Spurlock Project #23 Anhydrous Ammonia Secondary Containment 08458 12/31/12017 $1,050.780 $0 $1.050,780 $0 so $11,1368 50 $5.000
Spurlock Project #24 Vacuum Truck Ash Transfer Slation 08454 Esl 12/31/2018 $2.,664.200 3$141,980 $2,522.220 $8,352 $100.221 $1,967 $3.661 $85.000
Spuriock Project #25 Dry Sorbent Injection System - Units 1 & 2 08411 111172017 $3.876.376 $392.876 $3,483.500 $13,096 $157.150 55404 $5.029 $650,000
Spurlock Project #26 Coal Pile Runoff Pond Supplemental Storage 08463 2021 $2.837,126 $0 $2,837.126 $0 S0 $1.253 $0 S0
Totals - Capital Costs $52. 70% 088 33‘72,923 $548.912 185 5_87 330 $1.047.966 $211651 333815 $3.247.900

er than the total amount
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Attachment ISS-3

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Estimated Annual Surcharge Revenue Requirement - March 2021 Expense Month

Compliance Rate Base and Return on Rate Base
Eligible Pollution Control Plant (Gross)
Eligible Pollution CWIP
Subtotal
Less: Accumulated Depreciation
Net Eligible Pollution Control Plant
ARO-Related Cost Recovery
Less: Accumulated Amortization
Net ARO-Related Cost Recovery
Cash Working Capital Allowance (1/8 O&M Expenses)

Total Compliance Rate Base

Rate of Return on Rate Base

Monthly Return on Rate Base

Operating Expenses

Annual Depreciation Expense
Annual ARO Amortization Expense
Annual O&M Expense

Annual Property Taxes

Annual Insurance Expense

Total Monthly Operating Expenses

Monthly Revenue Requirement

Monthly Return on Rate Base
Monthly Operating Expenses

Total Revenue Requirement

Member System Allocation Ratio
(May 2018 Expense Month)

Total Revenue Requirement - Members' Share

Page 4 of 7

$49,864,962
$11,210,000
$61,074,962
$4,837,889

$56,237,073
$2,882,479
$2,762,369

$120,110

$403,488

$56,760,671

6.023%

$3,418,695
$1,047 966
$1,441,236
$3,227,900
$215,349
$33,815

$5,966,266

$3,418,695

$5,966,266

$9,384,961

99.60%
$9,347,421




East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Detailed Calculations for the Expense Month Ending March 2021

ARO-Related Costs
Compliance Plan Capital Projecl In-Service Original Acc Amortization Unamortized Monthly Annual
Location Project Number Description Number Date Cost as of 3/31/2021 Balance Amortization Exp _Amortization Exp
Spurlock Amend Project #12 Landfill Final Cap - ARO 05422 8/20/2017 $1,964,650 §1,882,780 $81.870 $81.860 $982,320 Amortization - 24 months - beginning Apnl 2019
Cooper Project #17 Landfill Cap - Phase 1A - ARO 08392 12/15/12015 $511,790 $490,475 $21.315 821,325 $255,900 Amortization - 24 months - beginning Apnl 2018
Project #17 Landfill Cap - Phase 1B - ARO 08392 12/15/2015 $406,033 $389.114 $16,925 $16,918 $203,016 - 24 months - beginning April 2019
Total Project #17 $917,830 $879,589 $38.241 $38,243 $458.916
Totals - ARO-Related Costs giﬂ 479 $2.762.369 $120.110 $120.103 $1.441.238
SESRLESS £ SEEN
Capital Costs
Compliance Plan Capilal Project In-Service Original Acc. Depreciation Net Book Monthly Annual Annual Annual Annual
Location Project Number Descriplion Number Date Cost as of 3/31/2021 Balance Depreciation Exp. Depreciation E: Proj Taxes Insurance oM ense
Spurlock Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phase Two 0S389 12/12/2014 $3,382,670 $0 $3,382,670 30 $0 $35.856 30 $0
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phase Three 05435 12/31/2017 $4,737,105 $0 $4,737,105 $0 $0 $25.107 s0 $135.000
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phase Four 08476 Est 2018 $6,000.000 30 $6,000,000 $0 $0 $31.800 $0 $135,000
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phases 3-5 - Haul Road 05446 21912017 $3,272,457 $0 $3.272,457 $0 $0 $34,688 30 $7,500
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Final Cap - Non-ARO 05422 812012017 50 $0 30 $0 $0 30 30 $35.000
Total Amend Project #12 $17.392.232 S0 $17.392.232 $0 $0 $127.451 $0 $312,500
Cooper Project #17 Landfill - Phase 1A 08392 12115/2015 $2,220,779 $0 $2,220,779 30 $0 815612 s0 $10,000
Project #17 Landfill - Phase 1B 0B392 12/156/2015 $2,485,848 $0 $2,485,848 $0 $0 $17 476 S0 $10.000
Project #17 Landfill - Trans , Distrib, & Commun. Line Relocate 0B392 12/15/2015 $518,945 30 $518.945 $0 S0 $4351 $0 30
Tolal Project #17 $5325572 S0 85325572 30 $0 537,439 $0 $20,000
Cooper Project #18 Landfill - Sedimenl Pond - Geomembrane 0B396 4/15/2013 $2.163,009 $1,013,584 $1,143.425 $10,449 $125.392 $2,351 32,188 $5,000
Cooper Project #19 Ash Mix Unloaders 08399 11/22/2013 $260.411 $117.200 $143211 $1.302 $15.627 $2383 $273 $o
Cooper Project #20 Ditch and Sediment Trap 08413 12/31/2017 $1,242,055 $337.246 $904.808 $8,226 $98.706 $1,669 $1.553 $12.000
Spuriock Project #21 Station Drainage Improvement 08418 12/31/2016 $13.134.888 $2.029.590 $11.105.298 $38.294 $459.530 818.918 $17.605 $153,000
Spurock Project #22 HG Compliance - Units 1 & 2 0s381 51/2015 $2,755,438 $548.042 $2,207.396 $7.612 $91.340 $3,768 $3.506 $1,985.400
Spurfock Project #23 Anhydrous y C 05458 12/31/2017 $1,050.780 $0 $1.050.780 $0 $0 $11,138 $0 $5.000
Spurlock Project #24 Vacuum Truck Ash Transfer Station 0S454 Est 12/31/2018 $2.664.200 $242.201 $2.421.999 $8.352 $100.221 $1.967 $3.661 $85.000
Spunock Projecl #25 Dry Sorbent Injection Syslem - Unils 1 & 2 08411 111172017 $3.876.376 $550.026 $3,326.350 $13.096 $157.150 $5,404 $5.029 $650.000
Spurlock Project #26 Coal Pile Runoff Pond Supplemental Slorage 05463 2021 $11.210.000 $0 $11.210.000 $0 S0 $4.951 $0 50
Totals - Capital Cosls $61.074.962 $4.837 889 $56,237.073 $87.330 $1.047 966 $215.349 $33.815 $3,227.900

Note: Amend Project #12, Project #17, Project #23, and Project #26 are

as land, not dep!
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Attachment ISS-3

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.
Estimated Annual Surcharge Revenue Requirement - Ending March 2022 Expense Month

Compliance Rate Base and Return on Rate Base
Eligible Pollution Control Plant (Gross)
Eligible Pollution CWIP
Subtotal
Less: Accumulated Depreciation
Net Eligible Pollution Control Plant
ARO-Related Cost Recovery
Less: Accumulated Amortization
Net ARO-Related Cost Recovery
Cash Working Capital Allowance (1/8 O&M Expenses)

Total Compliance Rate Base

Rate of Return on Rate Base

Monthly Return on Rate Base

Operating Expenses

Annual Depreciation Expense
Annual ARO Amortization Expense
Annual O&M Expense

Annual Property Taxes

Annual Insurance Expense

Total Monthly Operating Expenses

Monthly Revenue Requirement

Monthly Return on Rate Base
Monthly Operating Expenses

Total Revenue Requirement

Member System Allocation Ratio
(May 2018 Expense Month)

Total Revenue Requirement - Members' Share

Page 6 of 7

$61,074,962
$0
$61,074,962
$5,885,855

$55,189,107
$2,882,479
$2,882,479

$0

$412,113

$55,601,220

6.023%

$3,348,861
$1,047,966
$120,103
$3,296,900
$220,300
$33,815

$4,719,084

$3,348,861

$4,719,084

$8,067,945

99.60%
$8,035,673




Detailed Calculations for the Expense Month Ending March 2022

East Kentucky Power Cooperative, Inc.

ARO-Related Costs
Compliance Plan Capital Project In-Service Onginal Acc Amortization Unamortized Monthty Annual
Location Project Number Description Number Date Cost as of 3/31/2022 Balance Amortization Exp _Amortization Exp
Spurock Amend Project #12 Landfill Final Cap - ARO 08422 B/20/2017 $1.964 650 $1.964 650 $0 $81,860 $982,320 Amortization completed in Apni 2021
Cooper Project #17 Landfill Cap - Phase 1A - ARO 08392 12/15/2015 $511,790 $511,790 s$0 $21,325 $255900 Amortization compleled in April 2021
Project #17 Landfill Cap - Phase 1B - ARO 0B392 12/15/2015 $406.039 $406.039 30 $16,918 $203.016 Amortization completed in April 2021
Tolal Project #17 $917,829 $917,829 $0 $38.243 $458,916
Totals - ARO-Related Costs $2.882479 $2.882.479 $0 $120.103 $1,441,236
o 2ml .
Capital Costs
Compliance Plan Capilal Projecl In-Service Onginal Acc. Depreciation Net Book Monthly Annual Annual Annual Annual
Location Project Number Descriplion Number Date Cost as of 3/31/2022 Balance Depreciation Exp__Depreciation Exp__Propery Taxes Insurance Exp O&M Expense
Spurfock Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phase Two 0s389 12/12/2014 $3.382,670 $0 $3,382,670 30 %0 $35,856 $0 $0
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phase Three 05435 12/3172017 $4.737,105 $0 $4,737.105 $0 S0 $25.107 S0 $135,000
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phase Four 05476 Est 2018 $6.000,000 $0 $6,000 000 $0 S0 $31.800 s0 $135.000
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Phases 3-5 - Haul Road 05445 21912017 $3 272457 $0 $3,272.457 $0 so $34 688 s0 $7,500
Amend Project #12 Landfill - Area C - Final Cap - Non-ARO 05422 8/20/12017 $0 0 $0 $0 $0 $C 80 $30,000
Total Amend Projecl #12 $17,392.232 S0 $17,392.232 30 S0 $127.451 S0 $307,500
Cooper Project #17 Landfill - Phase 1A 08392 12/15/2018 $2.220.779 $0 $2,220,779 50 S0 $15,612 $0 $10.000
Project #17 Landfill - Phase 1B 08392 12/15/2015 $2,485.848 $0 $2.485848 s0 S0 $17.476 30 $10,000
Project #17 Landfill - Trans, Distrib, & Commun Line Refocate 0B392 12/15/2015 5518845 S0 $618 945 $0 S0 $4.351 S0 S0
Total Project #17 §5,325.572 S0 $5325572 S0 S0 $37.439 $0 $20.000
Cooper Project #18 Landfill - Sediment Pond - Geomembrane 0B396 4/15/2013 $2,163.009 $1.138.976 $1.024,033 $10.449 $125,392 $2.351 $2.188 $5.000
Cooper Project #19 Ash Mix Unloaders 0B399 11/22/2013 $260.411 $132 827 $127.584 $1.302 $15627 $293 $273 $0
Cooper Project #20 Ditch and Sediment Trap 0B413 12/31/2017 $1.242.055 $435,952 $806.103 $8,226 $98.706 $1.669 $1.553 $12.000
Spurlock Project #21 Station Drainage Improvement 08419 12/31/2016 $13,134.888 $2,489,120 $10,645,768 $38.294 $459.530 $18.918 $17,605 $153,000
Spurtock Project #22 HG Compliance - Units 1 & 2 08381 5/1/2018 $2.755.438 $639,382 $2,116,056 $7.612 $91.340 $3.768 $3.506 $1.985,400
Spurlock Project #23 Anhydrous y C 05458 12/31/2017 $1,050,780 $0 $1.050,780 $0 S0 $11.138 $0 $5,000
Spurtock Project #24 Vacuum Truck Ash Transfer Stalion 05454 Est 12/31/2018 $2.664.200 $342 422 $2.321,778 $8.352 $100.221 $1,967 $3.661 $85,000
Spurlock Projecl #25 Dry Sorbent Injection System - Unils 1 & 2 05411 11/1/2017 $3,876,376 $707.176 $3,169,200 $13.096 $157,150 85,404 $5.023 $650,000
Spurlock Project #26 Coal Pile Runoff Pond Supplemental Storage 0S463 2021 $11.210.000 $0 $11.210,000 S0 $0 $9.902 $0 $74,000
Totals - Capilal Costs $61.074 962 55l885 855 $55,189.107 $87.330 $1.047 966 $220.300 $33815 $3,296.900
Note.  Amend Project #12, Project #17, Project #23. and Project #26 are classified as land. not depreciated
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