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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
| ) SS:
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Daniel K. Arbough, being duly sworn, deposes and says that
he is Treasurer for Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky Utilities
Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, and that he has
personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is identified as
the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the best of his

information, knowledge and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this / L]f// day of /(;//%ﬁ/ﬂsz - 2015.

)
Q/Z/@/)@Z/ o (SEAL)

Ngtary Publi¢/"

My Commission Expires:

JUDY SCHOULER
Wotary Public, Staie at L@rg@ , /
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Notary ID # 512743




VERIFICATION

STATE OF TEXAS )
) SS:
COUNTY OF TRAVIS )
The undersigned, William E. Avera, being duly sworn, deposes and says he is
President of FINCAP, Inc., that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the

responses for which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are

true and correct to the best of his information, knowledge and belief.

.-"/”) '

William E. Avera

o

L

Subscrihed and sworn #~ hafara ma o Natars Puklic in and hafaea 5aid County

and State, this day of _

_(SEAL)

mNouwry ruviic

My Commission Expires:

5522, Robert Middelton Avera s
. 2% » Notary Public, ‘
.~ State of Texas

Expires:06-17-2018
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VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
) SS:
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Kent W. Blake, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is
Chief Financial Officer for Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville Gas and Electric
Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, and that he has
personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is identified as
the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the best of his

information, knowledge and belief.

1 Htbfel

Kent W. Blake

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this %Q/M///day of /V/Z TULL e 2015.

/

"|

\)ﬂ Ao Liutio (SEAL)

Nota{y Pubhq/

My Commission Expires:

JUDY SCHuULeRr
Notary Publsc State at Lawge KY

Notery DA 510740



VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
) SS:
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Dr. Martin J. Blake, being duly sworn, deposes and states that
he is a Principal of The Prime Group, LLC, that he has personal knowledge of the matters
set forth in the responses for which he is identified as the witness, and the answers
contained therein are true and correct to the best of his information, knowledge and

belief.

Dr. Martin J. Blake ~

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this / [g//g day of 9,452{&46&7 2015.

Q)ﬂczw y{/,ﬁé’/ _ (SEAL)

Nétary Publif

My Commission Expires:

JUDY SUROULER
Notary Pubiic, State at Large, KY
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Notary 1D # 5127




VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON ; -

The undersigned, Robert M. Conroy, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he
is Director - Rates for Louisville Gas and Electric Company and Kentucky Utilities
Company, an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, and that he has personal
knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is identified as the

witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the best of his

information, knowledge and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this 2/7%_day of 974{94 aﬂ"jﬁ 2015.
Q—{/ (Kuf)%é//;/v‘ el (SEAL)
Nofdry Publié/

My Commission Expires:

JUDY SCHUULER
Notary Pub!uc Siaie at !Lawge KY ,,

Notawlﬁ 4519743



VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON ; o
The undersigned, Christopher M. Garrett, being duly sworn, deposes and says
that he is Director — Accounting and Regulatory Reporting for Kentucky Utilities
Company and Louisville Gas and Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU
Services Company, that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the

responses for which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are

true and correct to the best of his information, knowledge and belief.

¢

]

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this _day of 2015.

_ (SEAL)

Lyvtidly 1 uuuv

My Commission Expires:

Notary Public, Stats #t Langs, KY
My Commnission Expives Mar. 19, 2017
Notary 1D 4 465728




VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON ; o
The undersigned, Russel A, Hudson, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he
is Director — Financial Resource Management for Louisville Gas and Electric Company
and Kentucky Utilities Company, an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, and
that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is

identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the

best of his information, knowledge and belief.

Kussel A. Huason

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

o (¢ S
and State, this ff/ { day of ?}/fﬁ%‘%&{g” 2015.
/]
/&l s / / /
Ll Jo Hod— (sEAL)
Nogdry Publi¢ ]

My Commission Expires:

JUDY SCHUULER

Notary Public, State at Lange, iKY

My commission expirés July 11, 2078
Notary ID # 842743




VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
) SS:
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Thomas A. Jessee, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he
is Vice President, Transmission for Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville Gas and
Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, and that he has
personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is identified as
the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the best of his

information, knowledge and belief,

Thon

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this day of 2015.

(SEAL)

iNvialy 1 duiuiv

My Commission Expires:

Notary Prblic, State at Lengs, KY
My Corngl

Susion Bxplires Mar. 19, 2017
Netary 1D 2 485728



VERIFICATION

STATE OF TEXAS )
) SS:
COUNTY OF TRAVIS )
The undersigned, Adrien M. McKenzie, being duly sworn, deposes and says he
is Vice President of FINCAP, Inc., that he has personal knowledge of the matters set

forth in the responses for which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained

therein are true and correct to the best of his information, knowledge and belief.

Subscribed and sworp t~ bhefara me a Nntary Puhlic in and kefbre said County

and State, this _ lay of 5.

(SEAL)

My Commission Expires:

i, Hobert Middelion Avera §
23+ Notary Public,
State of Texas

Expires:06-17-2018 E




VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
) SS:
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Paula H. Pottinger, Ph.D., being duly sworn, deposes and says
that she is Senior Vice President, Human Resources for Kentucky Utilities Company and
Louisville Gas and Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services
Company, and that she has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses
for which she is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and

correct to the best of her information, knowledge and belief.

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this r,/ 0%( day of /;1[};"((/2(»7 2015.

/)
Y
(l /{{(({c,, k/@t{fav’(@// (SEAL)

Nét’ary Publ{g

My Commission Expires:
JUDY SCHOULER
Notary Pubﬂa@ Sﬁaﬁe at L@rge K\(

MMNISSION XIS o ‘ P4

Notana !D # E%‘ﬂ??ﬁ”%




VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
) SS:
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, Valerie L. Scott, being duly sworn, deposes and says that she is
Controller for Kentucky Utilities Company and Louisville Gas and Electric Company and
an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, and that she has personal knowledge
of the matters set forth in the responses for which she is identified as the witness, and the
answers contained therein are true and correct to the best of her information, knowledge

and belief.

Vaierie L. dcou

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this ‘2 f’/é day of /C/z/ééi//’a[iiél’lz‘?”' 2015.
4

g

/
o lbde, Al (SEAL)
Nofaty Publigy’

My Commission Expires:

JUDY SCHOULER
Notary Public, State at Large, KY

My commission expires July 11, 2018
Notary ID # 512743




VERIFICATION

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
) S8
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )

The undersigned, David S. Sinclair, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he
is Vice President, Energy Supply and Analysis for Kentucky Ultilities Company and
Louisville Gas and Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services
Company, and that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for
which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and

correct to the best of his information, knowledge and belief.

[‘ E .
/) iA/((,/ / i// i-/‘l./(}().

Dav1d S. Sinclair

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

Ny N 5
and State, this / ﬁf% day of 9,/5?/@/&1«5‘.?/;/ 2015.
[

/!
(1 £
\\-_]‘;/_'M,Zf i ',cfwﬁj, r&/{/ﬁ:ﬂzﬁ:”{éw’ ' (SEAL)
Natary Publi¢/

My Commission Expires:
SUDY SCHUULEH
Notary Pubﬂnc Stai’e, at Large N

Notars 1D # 512743



VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON ; -
The undersigned, Edwin R. Staton, being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is
Vice President, State Regulation and Rates, for Kentucky Utilities Company and
Louisville Gas and Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services
Company, and that he has personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for

which he is identified as the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and

correct to the best of his information, knowledge and belief.

<p g Sl

Edwin' R. Staton

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

and State, this _ _day of _ 2015.

(SEAL)
Ny o e

My Commission Expires:

SUSAN i, WATIKINS
Notary Public, Stale at Larps, KY

My Commizsion Explees Mer. 10, 2017
Notary 1D ¢ 485723



VERIFICATION
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY )
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON g -

The undersigned, Paul W. Thompson, being duly sworn, deposes and says that
he is Chief Operating Officer for Kentucky Ultilities Company and Louisville Gas and
Electric Company and an employee of LG&E and KU Services Company, and that he has
personal knowledge of the matters set forth in the responses for which he is identified as

the witness, and the answers contained therein are true and correct to the best of his

information, knowledge and belief.

bkl

Paul V. Thomfison

Subscribed and sworn to before me, a Notary Public in and before said County

Y ', ’ .
; (1 4 day of 9/j77 (L (L1 z,j;f’ 2015.
/ ;

and State, this

. J
\ |7,/ X/ j
l Lbely e ot~ (SEAL)

Nofpry Public(/

My Commission Expires:
JUDY SCHUULEK
Notary Publit;, State'at Lee |

-EOMA SO SNINeS oy iy e

Notary ID # 512743



KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY
CASE NO. 2014-00371
Response to First Set of Data Requests of
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc.
Dated January 8, 2015
Question No. 1
Responding Witness: Edwin R. “Ed” Staton
Q.1-1.  Provide all schedules, workpapers, and computations which support any aspect
of the rate case filing in electronic spreadsheet format with all formulas intact.
For all input values, provide the source documents and/or calculations,

including all electronic spreadsheets with all formulas intact.

A.1-1.  See the response to Kroger 1-1.



Q.1-2.

A.l1-2.

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY
CASE NO. 2014-00371

Response to First Set of Data Requests of
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc.
Dated January 8, 2015

Question No. 2

Responding Witness: Christopher M. Garrett

Refer to line 7 on Sch H-1 tab on the Attachment to LGE PSC 1-
59 LGE_Schedule_C_Schedule D spreadsheet showing the production
activities deduction. Please provide the calculation of this percentage. Provide
all workpapers and assumptions, including electronic spreadsheets with
formulas intact.

See the response to PSC 1-59 Attachment_to KU _PSC_1-59-KU_Schedule_H
spreadsheet.



Q.1-3.

A.l1-3.

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY
CASE NO. 2014-00371

Response to First Set of Data Requests of
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc.
Dated January 8, 2015

Question No. 3

Responding Witness: Daniel K. Arbough

Refer to line 15, column (C) on Sch J-1 on the Attachment to LGE_PSC_1-
59 LGE_Schedule_C_Schedule_ D showing the amount of short-term debt
projected for the test year. Please provide all decision criteria that led to this
amount of short-term debt rather than some lesser or greater amount on this
schedule for the test year. If the Company has reduced the decision criteria to
some formula that is solved in the Company’s budgeting software, then
provide the specific formula. If the decision criteria are subjective and the
result is directly input into the budgeting software, then describe how the
criteria are applied and by whom.

Please see Section 10 of the Attachment to Filing Requirement 807 KAR 5:001
Section 16(7)(c) —Item A for a detailed description of how short-term debt
projections were determined for the test year.



Q.1-4.

A.l-4.

KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY
CASE NO. 2014-00371

Response to First Set of Data Requests of
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc.
Dated January 8, 2015

Question No. 4

Responding Witness: Daniel K. Arbough

Please provide a copy of the Company’s guidelines and/or all written criteria
that describe when, what (type), how, and how much short-term debt will be
issued and outstanding at any time. If the Company has no written guidelines
and/or written criteria, then please state.

Please see Section 10 of the Attachment to Filing Requirement 807 KAR 5:001
Section 16(7)(c) —Item A for a detailed description of how short-term debt
projections were determined for the test year.

In the forecast model, KU maintains a cash balance of $5 million. The model
then issues short-term debt up to $300 million to finance operations and other
cash needs.



KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY
CASE NO. 2014-00371

Response to First Set of Data Requests of
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc.
Dated January 8, 2015

Question No. 5

Responding Witness: Daniel K. Arbough

Q.1-5.  Please provide the fees and other expenses associated with the Company’s
credit facility, commercial paper program, and letters of credit by FERC
O&M/A&G and/or other FERC account for each year 2010 through 2014, the
base year, and the test year. Provide the calculation of the expenses for the test
year. In addition, please describe how the Company reflected these costs in its
filing.

A.1-5.  See attached.



Kentucky Utilities Fees/Expenses (Credit Facility, Commercial Paper Program, Letter of Credit)

Revolving Credit Facility L/C Facility Commercial Paper Program
FERC ACCOUNT 428090 431104 921003 Total 428090 431104 921003 Total 921003
2010 $169,070 $147,158 $30,000 $346,228 SO $2,983,748 SO $2,983,748 S0
2011 $997,274 $646,472 $15,000 $1,658,746 $192,265  $2,978,507 $50,000 $3,220,772 S0
2012 $901,895 $508,333 $15,750 $1,425,978 $305,247  $2,175,445 $50,000 $2,530,692 $5,000
2013 $675,385 $521,477 $15,000 $1,211,863 $428,716  $2,003,378 $25,000 $2,457,093 $6,000
2014 $874,495 $506,944 $11,000 $1,392,439 $510,810 $1,632,813 $25,000 $2,168,623 $6,000
Base Year $581,685 $500,000 $15,000 $1,096,685 $201,561  $1,487,322 $25,000 $1,713,883 $6,000
Test Year $539,931 $583,333 $25,000 $1,148,264 $221,525  $1,487,322 $25,000 $1,733,846 $6,000
Calculation of Expenses for Test Year
Revolving Credit Facility
Amount Fee @ 12.5bps

KU $400MM Facility $400,000,000 $500,000 *
KU $100 MM Facility (3/15 - 2/16) $100,000,000 $83,333 '
Annual Adm. Fee - $400MM Facility $15,000 2
Annual Adm. Fee - $100MM Facility $10,000 2
Amortized Expenses $1,475 per day $539,931
Total Revolving Credit Facility $1,148,264
L/C Facility

L/C Amount Fee @ 75bps
KU $54MM Bond $54,998,630 $412,490 !
KU $77.9MM Bond $79,388,898 $595,417 !
KU $50MM Bond $50,863,014 $381,473 !
KU $12.9MM Bond $13,059,041 $97,943 !
Sub-total $198,309,583 $1,487,322
Annual Administration Fee $25,000 2
Amortized Expenses $605 per day $221,525 *
Total L/C Facility $1,733,846
Commercial Paper Program Annual Fee
Paying Agent Fee $500/month $6,000 2
Notes:
1. Fees are reflected as interest expense in the filing.
2. Fees are reflected as O&M in the filing.

Attachment to Reponse to KIUC-1 Question No. 5
Page 1 of 1
Arbough



Q.1-6.

A.1-6.

Response to Question No. 6
Page 1 of 2
Garrett/Hudson
KENTUCKY UTILITIES COMPANY
CASE NO. 2014-00371
Response to First Set of Data Requests of
Kentucky Industrial Utility Customers, Inc.
Dated January 8, 2015

Question No. 6

Responding Witness: Christopher M. Garrett / Russel A. Hudson

Refer to pages 27-28 of Mr. Thompson’s Direct Testimony wherein he
describes the “capital investments” both Companies are expected to incur over
the next several years, including the demolition of the retired units at Paddy’s
Creek and the costs to retire the coal units at Cane Run.

a.

Please provide the projected amounts for each of these projects by unit, by
month, and in total through June 30, 2016. Also, please indicate which
line item includes these amounts on the table on page 28 of Mr.
Thompson’s Direct Testimony.

Please describe the Company’s accounting for the costs that will be
incurred to retire the coal units, e.g. will they be expensed?

Please describe the costs included by the Company in the revenue
requirement to retire the coal units, to recover the remaining net book
value at the date of retirement, if any, and to demolish the units.

Please provide a copy of all studies performed by or on behalf of the
Company that address: i) the legal requirements to demolish the units; ii)
any alternatives to demolition that were considered; and iii) why the
Company chose to demolish the units rather than retire them in place for
an extended period.

Please provide a copy of demolition/dismantling studies and/or cost
estimates. If no such studies exist, then please state.

See attached. The costs will all be incurred by LG&E. In reference to the
table on page 28 of the Mr. Thompson direct testimony, these costs are in
the “Other Generation Projects” line for Paddy’s Run Coal and the
“Investment in Existing Generation” line for Cane Run Coal.



Response to Question No. 6
Page 2 of 2
Garrett/Hudson

b. The Company’s accounting for the costs that will be incurred to retire the
coal units will be in accordance with the guidelines prescribed in the Code
of Federal Regulations 18 CFR, Chapter 1, Subchapter C, Part 101,
Electric Plant Instruction 10, Additions and Retirements of Electric Plant.
The Company will charge the accumulated provision for depreciation
reserve for the majority of the costs to physically retire the units, e.g. cost
of removal and salvage. A smaller portion of the costs may be expensed.

c. See the response to part b. above regarding the costs to physically retire
and demolish the coal units. The costs charged to the accumulated reserve
for depreciation are reflected in the Company’s capitalization. To the
extent the retired unit has a remaining net book value, LG&E plans to
recover the value through future depreciation expense in accordance with
the next depreciation study as normal retirement treatment is appropriate.

d. There have been no such studies prepared.

1) There is no legal requirement to demolish the units.

i) For Paddy’s Run Coal, the only alternative is to leave the station in its
current state, which continues to deteriorate over time.

iii) The Paddy’s Run Coal Station has already been retired for an extended
period of time. Once Cane Run Coal is retired, it will be retired in
place, with the only retirement expenditures in the 2015 Business Plan
to preserve it in a “dry” state which won’t rapidly deteriorate. There is
no retirement capital for demolition in the 2015 Business Plan specific
to the Cane Run Coal facility. A decision for dismantlement of the
Cane Run Coal units has not been determined at this time.

e. See attached. The cost estimate for the complete demolition of Paddy’s
Run Coal is $17.4 million, consistent with the 2015 Business Plan. There
has not been an estimate done to-date on the Cane Run Coal facility.



Capital Expenditures for Paddy's Run Coal Retirement and Cane Run Coal Retirement

2012 (actuals)

Project January  February March April May June July August September October November December Total

132874 Paddy's Run S0 S0 $1,650 $7,924 $5,119 $6,620 $8,106 $13,471 $211,811 $255,060 $379,224 $207,168 $1,096,153

2013 (actuals)

Project January  February March April May June July August September October November December Total

132874 Paddy's Run $196,191 $20,078 $60,080  ($7,223) $15,370 ($7,084) ($2,131) S0 S0 (8129) S0 S0 $275,153

2014 (actuals through August, forecast September through December)

Project January February March April May June July August September October November December Total

132874 Paddy's Run $1,685 $3,074 $7,822 $4,245 $3,514 $18,054 $56,329 $53,876 $29,457  $34,004 $25,612  $12,328 $250,000

2015 (forecast)

Project January  February March April May June July August September October November December Total
132874 Paddy's Run S0 S0 S0 $500,000  $750,000 $750,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 $1,500,000 S0 S0 S0 $6,500,000
137600 Cane Run S0 S0 S0 S0 $250,000 $750,000 $3,800,000 S0 $4,800,000

2016 (forecast)

Project January  February March April May June July August September October November December Total

132874 Paddy's Run $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $750,000 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 $5,000,000

Attachment to Response to KU KIUC Question No. 6(a)
Page 1 of 1
Garrett/Hudson
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Attachment to Response to KU KIUC Question No. 6(e
Page 2
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14 June 2013

Mr. Greg Jones, PE
LG&E-KU Services Company
Project Engineering

820 West Broadway
Louisville, KY 40202

Re: Paddy’s Run Station
Conceptual Phase Study - Demolition with Clean Fill Option
Louisville, KY

Dear Mr. Jones:

The attached Conceptual Phase Study - Demolition with Clean Fill Option presents our findings,
cost estimates, preliminary risk evaluation, and recommendations for final disposition of the
Paddy’s Run Station former coal powerhouse complex located at 4512 Bells Lane in Louisville,
Jefferson County, Kentucky.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide engineering and environmental support services to
LG&E-KU on this project. If you have any questions or require further clarification, please feel
free to contact Wade Turner or Douglas Lane at (502) 267-0700.

Yo T

J. Wade Turner, PE
Client Manager

Douglas Lane, PG
Project Manager

Enclosures

[cf
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Page 3 of 53
Garrett/Hudson
TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION PAGE NO.
1.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND ...ttt e e e e e et e e e e e e e e eens 1
2.0 S I =3 1 0 =4 | 1 0 ] P 4
3.0 [ |y I B N I P 5
4.0 ENVIRONMENT AL ..ttt ettt e et e e e e e e e et e e e e et e e e e et s e e eeta s e eeeannaeaeees 6
5.0 FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM .. .ot 8
6.0 DECONSTRUCTION. ...t e e e e e e e e e e e eaan s 10

APPENDICES

APPENDIX 1 - PRELIMINARY CONCEPTS REPORT

APPENDIX 2 - FIGURES

Figure 1 Site Location Map

Figure 2 Site Layout Maps and Plot Plans
Figure 3 Cross Section of Main Powerhouse
Figure 4 General Cross Sections of FPS

APPENDIX 3 - PHOTO LOG

APPENDIX 4 - OPTION 3 ORDER-OF-MAGNITUDE COST ESTIMATE DETAILS
e Demolition cost estimate

e Hazardous building material abatement cost estimate
¢ Implementation phase planning

APPENDIX 5 - OPTION 3 STAKEHOLDERS AND PERMITS



Attachment to Response to KU KIUC Question No. 6(e)
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Garrett/Hudson

1.0 PROJECT BACKGROUND

Louisvile Gas and Electric Company (LG&E) commissioned AMEC Environment &
Infrastructure, Inc. (AMEC) to perform the Paddy’s Run Generating Station-Demolition
Consulting-Conceptual Phase Study. The final Request for Proposal (RFP) dated January 14,
2013 identified the following key objectives of the project:

1) Prepare a conceptual project plan(s),

2) Perform or subcontract vital testing/ monitoring for assessment needed to perform
conceptual development, and

3) Prepare estimate(s) for remedial and/or removal work as described in the conceptual
project plan to secure the sites against physical and environmental liabilities while
minimizing operating and maintenance costs.

AMEC examined several feasible options for disposition of the former coal powerhouse complex
at Paddy’s Run Station, including removal of hazardous building materials (HBMs), along with
various scenarios of demolition and on-site vs. off-site disposal of debris. AMEC presented a
draft Preliminary Concepts Report on April 14, 2013 which addressed the aforementioned
objectives. The final Preliminary Concepts Report, which includes comments from LG&E is
included in Appendix 1. The alternative project paths considered included four main options:

1. Mothball Structures: Physical hazards would be addressed, but the structures would
remain in place. This option would reduce risks associated with hazardous materials
and worker safety, but would not eliminate risks associated with structural systems and
trespassers.

2. Demolition with On-site Disposal: The HBMs would be removed and deconstruction
would include removal of all structures to a depth of 6 feet below the ground surface.
Non-hazardous, non-salvageable building materials such as clean masonry and
concrete materials would be crushed on-site and used as backfill to the maximum extent
feasible.

3. Demolition with Clean Fill: HBMs would be removed and deconstruction of the
structures would include complete removal and off-site disposal and/or salvage of all
building materials, with the exception of foundation pilings. Clean, engineered backfill
would be used to establish the final grade and meet USACE Flood Protection System
(FPS), or levee, design specifications. The screen house and intake structures would
be demolished to the higher elevation of the Ohio River normal pool or current water
level at the time of demolition. No underwater deconstruction or substantial use of
sheet piling to enable underwater work has been included in the cost estimates.

4. Demolition with Residual Landfill: Demolition of structures would be accomplished to
approximately six (6) feet below ground surface (bgs). Asbestos containing material
(ACM) would be abated above-grade only and would be disposed in the basement area
of the structure. A residual landfill permit with long-term monitoring would be required.

Based on the draft Preliminary Concepts Report, LG&E has chosen to pursue Option 3:
Demolition with Clean Fill because it provides the widest possible range of property reuse
opportunities. AMEC estimated an order-of-magnitude cost of $11.7 million would be required
to achieve the aforementioned objectives for Option 3. This final report focuses on health &
safety aspects (Section 3.0), environmental aspects (Section 4.0), flood protection system
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aspects (Section 5.0), deconstruction aspects (Section 6.0), and costs (Appendix 4) for Option
3. A more detailed discussion of the conceptual phase study of various options is provided
below.

For the Paddy’'s Run Generating Station-Demolition Consulting-Conceptual Phase Study,
AMEC was tasked to evaluate only the inactive portion of the property on the west side of the
Louisville Metro Flood Protection System (FPS) levee, also known as the former coal
powerhouse complex; the active operating areas on the east side of the levee were not included
in the study. The final Preliminary Concepts Report presents an evaluation of key project
aspects and an order-of-magnitude cost estimate for the four (4) above-referenced options.
AMEC evaluated the following key aspects or issues which significantly influence project
strategy regardless of the project path selected:

1. Louisville Metro Flood Protection System (FPS). Any action or option which results
in alteration of the existing Flood Protection System must be approved through the
federal (Section 408) permitting process to meet the current design standards of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and any additional standards imposed by the
owner, Louisville and Jefferson County Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD).

2. Environmental, Health, and Safety Aspects, including physical hazards, asbestos,
lead-based paint, and other hazardous building materials require careful management to
minimize risks to site workers and the public while complying with appropriate regulatory
permits and agency requirements to achieve a final, clean closure of the property.
Current conditions of the site present safety and environmental risks associated with
falling objects, deteriorated structures, potential trespassers, and the potential for
environmental releases.

3. Deconstruction of the structures will include careful sequencing to achieve safe
removal and off-site disposal and/or salvage of building materials. The screen house
structures will be demolished to the higher of the Ohio River normal pool or current water
level at the time of demolition. No underwater deconstruction has been included in the
cost estimates. The backfill used to return the site to grade must meet FPS design
specifications.

The RFP required submittal of draft and final reports which include the following specific
elements (italics). Each scope item is further addressed in detail in the below-referenced
sections of this report:

Assessment of environmental issues (Section 4.0)

Assessments of current site conditions and likely risks (Section 2.0, Appendix 1)

Assessments of continuing liability (Appendix 1)

Assessments of future regulations that could impact the site (Appendix 1)

Other assessments as proposed by Contractor in the bid. AMEC reviewed existing

hazardous materials assessments and conducted additional asbestos and lead-based

paint sampling to better identify the nature and extent of those materials (Appendix 6).

e Testing or monitoring processes related to environmental issues that are proposed by
Contractor and agreed to with LG&E during the bid process. The contractor shall specify
what testing will be necessary during the conceptual phase development and during the
engineering/construction phase (Appendix 6).

e Appropriate remediation for any hazardous materials (Section 4.0, Appendix 1).
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¢ Assessment of impacts to adjoining neighborhoods, properties, etc. from things such as
demolition, impact on traffic patterns (Section 4.0).

e |dentify and address material and equipment that may have salvage value as well as
disposal issues (Section 6.0).

¢ Identify specific local, state, federal agencies and other stakeholder groups that LG&E
will need to interact with as part of this project, such as the US Army Corps of Engineers,
the EPA, Kentucky Division of Water Management, etc. Potentially interact with these
agencies identified as required to develop a concept (Appendix 5).

e Assess and prepare a list of permits, inclusive of schedule requirements for the permits,
required to implement ultimate plan (Section 4.0, Appendix 5).

o Identify alternative project paths (Appendix 1).

The order-of-magnitude costs were developed for the HBM abatement, deconstruction, and
FPS concerns according to the four options described above. These costs do not include:

¢ Removal or abandonment of structures below the Ohio River water level.
¢ Relocation of the river crossing transmission line.

The final Preliminary Concepts Report (Appendix 1) includes order-of-magnitude cost
estimates for each option. Estimated order-of-magnitude costs may vary significantly from the
actual costs dependant on a number of factors including competition, disposal, season,
insurance, salvage material and metal values, and finalized scope of work, etc. These
limitations should be considered during budget formulation.

Additional study is recommended to further define the scope and costs associated with
abatement of HBMs, FPS alterations, deconstruction and salvage of building materials, as well
as to facilitate the project schedule by completing certain preliminary planning tasks. A list of
implementation phase planning activities and associated estimated costs is included in
Appendix 4.
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2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

Paddy’s Run Station is an approximately 40-acre property located in an industrial area at 4512
Bell's Lane in Louisville, Kentucky on the bank of the Ohio River (Figure 1). The property is
transected by the Louisville

Metro Flood Protection

System (FPS) levee (Figure

2A).

The property has an active
switching station and three (3)

operating natural gas-fired

turbine (peaking) units located

on the east side of the levee

and a former coal
powerhouse complex along eeras
and on the west side of the [Ce™]
levee (Figure 2A).

The former  powerhouse

complex was developed in the

late 1930s and the 1940s,

including a 600-foot long building containing six (6) former coal-fired boilers, six (6) turbine
generating units, three (3) screen house water intake structures, sub-surface river intake
tunnels, and one (1) coal railcar shaker house and associated conveyor systems. An active
river-crossing transmission line utilizes a tower mounted on the south end of the roof of the main
powerhouse structure (see photo above). Most of the powerhouse complex is integral to or
immediately adjacent to the levee (see Figures 2A-C and discussion in Section 5.0). The
powerhouse complex has been inactive since the early 1980s. Five (5) chimneys were
demolished in 2012 due to imminent structural concerns, but various hazardous building
materials (HBMs), including asbestos and lead-based paints, remain in the structures (see
Section 4.0).

The structural and
mechanical systems are
in a continual state of
decline and the
structures present
numerous risks to LG&E.

The powerhouse

structures are integral to

the levee of the FPS, as

detailed in Section 5 of
this report and on Figures 2 and 3. The levee is generally situated approximately at the
centerline of the rail spur serving the railcar shaker house on the northern portion of the site,
and along the road bed continuing to the south.

LG&E Paddy’s Run Station Page 4
Demolition - Conceptual Phase Study
OPTION 3: Demolition with Clean Fill
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3.0 HEALTH & SAFETY

Key health and safety aspects such as physical hazards, asbestos, lead, and other HBMs
require careful management to minimize risks to site workers and the public while complying
with appropriate regulatory provisions and agency requirements.

Physical hazards, including deteriorated metal grating and plates in floor openings, mezzanines,
and stairs, falling brick veneer & broken glass, will need to be addressed by installing
covers/rails for floor openings, barricades near falling object hazards, etc. Additionally,
appropriate site security and access control measures should be employed to reduce exposure
for site workers and potential trespassers.

HBMs, including asbestos
and lead-based paints are
in a significantly-
deteriorated condition,
with visible releases of
asbestos containing
materials and paint chips
on the floors of the
structure, particularly on
the boiler side. Access to
the site currently requires
use of a respirator and
protective clothing due to
these hazards. Exposure
to airborne HBMs is a
significant concern.

Other health and safety

concerns for abatement

and deconstruction

projects include, but are not limited to: exposure to heat/cold, bird droppings, and wet
conditions; working at heights; heavy equipment operation; electrical work; hot work; and
portable powered tools.

Throughout the abatement and deconstruction phases of the project, strict safety rules,
including those addressed in LG&E'’s Passport Safety Program should be employed to minimize
the exposure of workers to the site hazards. An approved site-specific health and safety plan
should be implemented by all contractors and site workers.
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL

Key environmental aspects include asbestos, lead, protection of the natural environment, and
others. Complying with appropriate regulatory provisions and agency requirements is of
paramount importance. Anticipated environmental permits and anticipated timelines are listed
in Appendix 5.

Asbestos is the most significant HBM present in the powerhouse complex structures, confirmed
by previous documentation and additional limited sampling by AMEC. The interior of the main
powerhouse structure is currently managed as an asbestos area due to uncontrolled releases of
fibers, requiring employees to use personal protective equipment to perform routine
maintenance tasks. The current EPA regulation for the removal of asbestos in buildings, the
National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP, 40 CFR 61, Subpart M)
requires regulated ACMs be properly removed prior to performing renovation and demolition
activities which would disturb them. The Louisville Metro Air Pollution Control District (APCD)
regulates asbestos activities through the issuance of permits and oversight of abatement
activities. A licensed Asbestos Designer should develop ACM abatement specifications to
address the scope of removal work, regulatory requirements, notification procedures, air
sampling requirements and other pertinent information.

Asbestos removal should be monitored to ensure no asbestos is released into ambient air.
During enclosed asbestos removals, a licensed independent or 3™ party consultant should
perform monitoring during the abatement and perform clearance air testing prior to the removal
of the containment/enclosure barriers. If concealed ACM is later observed during demolition
activities as access is gained to previously inaccessible areas, it will be necessary to investigate
and collect bulk samples of each potential ACM in order to confirm the presence or absence of
asbestos content. Inaccessible locations include: inside wall cavities or other finishing/
structural/architectural materials; above fixed ceiling systems; inside mechanical systems,
boilers, ducts, equipment, or manufacturing/production equipment (e.g. air handling units,
ductwork, etc.); and areas that were previously unsafe to access (including excessive heights,
confined spaces, etc.).

AMEC recommends a more comprehensive inventory of hazardous materials be completed to
confirm the full scope of environmental remediation and associated costs. Potential additional
hazardous materials and environmental conditions which should be addressed include:

e Lead-based paint (LBP) in structural and equipment coating systems.

e Mercury-containing equipment such as switches, manometers, etc.

e Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in ballasts, equipment, and elastomeric materials. The
EPA generally regulates the handling and disposal of PCBs in building materials above 50
mg/kg.

Radioactive sources.

Chlorofluorocarbon (CFC) containing equipment; refrigeration equipment, canisters, etc.
Duct, tank, trench, pit, and pipe residues; dusts, liquids, etc.

Contaminated soils; associated with spills, underground petroleum tanks, etc.
Miscellaneous containers of unknown chemicals and hazardous substances.

Characterize concrete and masonry for salvage and off-site reuse in lieu of disposal.



Attachment to Response to KU KIUC Question No. 6(e)
Page 10 of 53
Garrett/Hudson

A Pre-Acquisition Site Audit of the facility performed for LG&E in July 1991 identified the
following additional potential environmental issues which should be considered for further
investigation depending on the final scope of site disposition:

e Prior groundwater sample analyses detected measureable quantities of metals and
organics, presumably from area industrial facilities to the east.

e Stained wood floor blocks in the maintenance shop.

e An area of possible fly ash disposal on the north portion of the property between the rail
spurs.

¢ Phenolics were detected in soil samples in various locations at the site.

e A sludge sample on a transformer pad was found to have high levels of metals, specifically
lead.

HBMs should be identified, characterized, removed and disposed off-site in accordance with
local, state, and federal regulations. AMEC estimated quantities of asbestos and other HBMs to
develop the order-of-magnitude cost estimates for abatement (Appendix 4) based on a brief
site examination, limited sampling during the walkthrough, and a review of existing
documentation. A more extensive evaluation of HBMs and HBM quantities could further refine
the cost estimate.

Depending on the final FPS alteration permit and/or funding mechanisms, a National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review of certain aspects of the project may be required. This
could include preparation of an Environmental Assessment or other NEPA document, including
examining the historical value of the property, noise impacts, air quality impacts, water quality
impacts, etc.

The estimated order-of-magnitude costs and assumptions for implementation of additional
environmental planning, permitting, and hazardous materials assessments are also presented in
Appendix 4.
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5.0 FLOOD PROTECTION SYSTEM

The Flood Protection System (FPS) dissecting the Paddy’'s Run Generating Station property
consists of USACE-designed and constructed earthen levees (Figure 2A) and existing “high-
ground” containing the rail spur and ancillary structures. The former powerhouse is situated on
the wet-side of the levee. Because portions of the powerhouse complex are integral to the
levee, any deconstruction of structures affecting the integrity of the levee must be approved
through the USACE Section 408 permitting process.

The levee begins at the northernmost property entrance on Bells Lane at levee station 553 + 00
and incorporates the “high-ground” portion of the property from levee station 561+50 (shaker
house basement) to levee station 568+15. The levee extends to the south, exiting the property
at levee station 572 + 00, south of the powerhouse complex (Figure 2A). The levee provides
flood protection for the industrial, commercial, and residential areas to the east known as
Rubbertown, including LG&E’s operating electrical substation and natural gas fired turbine
generators.

The “high-ground” portion of the property was constructed to support rail access to the
powerhouse and the chimney structures at a higher elevation than the current levee, and pre-
dates the initial construction of the FPS in this area during the 1950s. Figures 2A, 2B, and 2C
provide layout, design and right-of-way (ROW) details of the levee system. This existing “high-
ground” portion of the facility immediately adjacent to the east side of the powerhouse structure,
consisting of the rail spur/ road bed, coal railcar shaker house basement and attached coal
conveyor, and powerhouse chimney foundations, was incorporated (and grandfathered) into the
levee system. Figures 3 and 4A, 4B, 4C provide cross-sectional views of the levee and
powerhouse complex structures, respectively.

The earthen levee (“high-ground” excepted) is owned, operated, and maintained by MSD with
established right-of-way (ROW) easements. LG&E-KU has been responsible for maintenance
of the “high-ground” section of the levee. At the time of AMEC's site inspection, the levee
appeared to be in generally good condition. According to MSD, the levee in this area does not
have outstanding issues or deficiencies, based on recent USACE Periodic Inspection Reports
(PIRs). The following alterations to the levee system have been documented by MSD within the
ROW since the levee was completed:

1. A scrubber sludge waste disposal facility was installed in 1976 in the “high-ground”
portion of the levee. This facility was later removed.

Installation of a 95-foot steel power pole in 1976 at levee station 552+66.

Construction of an earthen ramp in 2000 to allow for installation of a gas turbine at levee
station 560 + 50.

4. Closure of a pedestrian tunnel by concrete in-fill in the “high-ground” portion of the levee
in 2006.

5. Demolition of five (5) 225-foot concrete chimneys in 2012 between levee stations 564 +
45 and 569 + 10.

At present, MSD and the USACE are reportedly nearing an agreement for the USACE to
perform a FEMA-mandated levee certification (44 CFR 65.10) of the entire 26.5+ mile flood
protection system around the north and west sides of Louisville Metro. AMEC estimates this
process will require a minimum of two years to complete, but should not significantly affect
approval of any proposed LG&E alteration plans that meet current USACE design criteria.
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During a meeting with the USACE and MSD at the USACE office, the USACE and MSD
indicated proposed levee alteration plans would need their input and concurrence. The USACE
expressed concern penetrations and utilities located within the high-ground and constructed
levee portions have not been fully defined and are viewed as open items to be addressed if the
powerhouse structure were to be demolished. The USACE further indicated future demolition
plans for the buildings and/or intake structures would need to comply with hydrology/hydraulics
modeling and slope stability requirements of the current USACE flood protection system design
criteria. Finally, USACE personnel indicated demolition and modifications as described above
may be considered a minor modification under Section 408 and could likely be approved at the
local level, significantly reducing the time required to obtain a permit to construct.

AMEC considers levee alteration permit approvals from MSD and the USACE critical to
implementation of the deconstruction of the Paddy’s Run Station structures. An engineering
evaluation and hydraulic modeling of any planned levee alteration is the first step to developing
the Section 408 permit application.
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6.0 DECONSTRUCTION

The Paddy’'s Run Station powerhouse complex structures consist mainly of steel beam
construction, with brick, metal sheeting, and transite facades, built-up roofs, and concrete
reinforcements. Below-grade or basement walls and floor slabs are steel-reinforced concrete.
Slabs and walls rest on grade beams and vertical pilings. Process equipment, including boilers,
tanks, piping, pumps, etc. are mounted on steel and concrete structures throughout the
structures, most of which will be removed for salvage during or following asbestos abatement
activities. Figure 3 provides cross-section details of the main powerhouse complex structures.

Option 3: Demolition with Clean Fill provides for complete removal and off-site disposition of the
main building structures, down to and including footings and grade beams. Vertical auger cast
piles or other driven pilings will remain. Chimney foundations have previously been altered per
MSD and USACE requirements and will remain. Existing transmission towers will remain,
except AMEC understands LG&E is making arrangements to reroute the river-crossing
transmission lines currently supported by the tower on the southern portion of the powerhouse
roof. Subsurface structures associated with the water intake and effluent structures below the
water table are also assumed to remain. These structures are not likely to affect future site
development other than new port-related facilities, contain no known HBMs, and are not
expected to be a hazard to navigation. If future development plans include waterfront
structures, then deconstruction of those structures and resultant costs could be addressed at
that time.

Conventional deconstruction, or demolition, with continual separation of salvageable materials
will be the most cost effective method of removing these structures. The project is expected to
follows the below typical sequence, however, some tasks may be completed simultaneously
and may be subject to change based on levee alteration permit requirements:

¢ Work Plan Development, including approval of designated disposal/recycling targets,

HBM abatement plans, permitting, grading, Site-specific Health & Safety Plan, etc.

Mobilization and set up of site security

Make site and structures safe and secure for worker access and deconstruction

Implement erosion control plan

Verify energy sources, utilities, and pipelines, etc.

Develop and implement utility capping plan and lockout/tagout (LOTO) plan, as required

Removal of universal wastes

Removal of asbestos and lead

Equipment and scrap recovery

Remove structure through mechanical means

Process steel, segregate masonry/concrete from other streams

Remove subsurface structures to top of pilings, as limited by the structure, groundwater,

or river water levels.

e Backfill subsurface with approved clean fill to final grade and restore surface cover per
plan

e Demobilize

Scrap metal value recovery return for Paddy’s Run will likely be substantial, though equipment
values are likely to be low due to the relative age of the facility. Our estimate utilized a
conservative value based on a limited quantity take-off from the brief site visit. The market
value used for our cost estimate was $200 per ton. Actual returns will depend on market



Attachment to Response to KU KIUC Question No. 6(e)
Page 14 of 53
Garrett/Hudson

conditions and project timing. Implementation phase planning should include a more detailed
analysis and quantity take-off of salvage/scrap materials in order to better evaluate contractor’s
bids and their proposed credit scheme for scrap values. Copper scrap recovery was not
included in the initial estimate, but may also be substantial. Steam turbines may also be sold for
scrap.

A comprehensive specification for this project would include the necessary data to allow
contractors to accurately price the hazardous material handling, asbestos removal, floodwall
system preservation, structure demolition, and site restoration aspects of the project. This
includes assembling available construction or as-built drawings, hazardous/asbestos surveys,
geotechnical, flood wall profiles, specifications, final grading plan, SWPPP and the owner’s
preferences for the disposition/reuse of waste streams. It is preferable to use performance-
based specifications on large demolition projects to allow the Contractor to provide creative
solutions to project challenges, but still allows the owner to be specific and prescriptive about
elements of work or requirements of high interest/risk.

Given the significant quantities of HBMs, primarily asbestos and lead-based paint, AMEC
recommends that HBM abatement, structural demolition, and site restoration be contracted
under one general Contractor, if possible. The general contractor can also be responsible for
key permitting activities, subject to LG&E review and approval. This also allows the bidders to
determine exact sequencing (as allowed by permit issuance). Creating a contract that balances
the risks of incidents and poor performance with effective control of the work, while recovering
the maximum value of assets, can produce a successful outcome. The selection of qualified
bidders should at a minimum reflect the Owner’s values of Safety, Compliance, Quality and
financial responsibility.

AMEC has provided an estimate of demolition costs consistent with other similar projects for
Option 3 Demolition with Clean Fill (see detailed cost estimate in Appendix 4). Option 3 is the
most conservative deconstruction option and provides for the widest possible range of site
reuse options. The extent of demolition has been defined in the various possible options (see
Preliminary Concepts Report in Appendix 1) relative to disposition of subsurface structures,
concrete/ masonry disposal vs. reuse, backfill materials, and other considerations.
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APPENDIX 1

PRELIMINARY CONCEPTS REPORT
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OVERVIEW

Background
Flood Protection System (FPS) levee integral and/or adjacent to
structures

Site Conditions

Primary Hazardous Building Materials (HBM) asbestos and lead-
based paint (LBP) in poor condition

¢ Active switching station and 3 gas turbine peaking units e Other potential HBM: PCBs, mercury, tank/pipe residues, etc.
e Former coal boiler units (6), screenhouses (3) and shakerhouse ¢ Ongoing monitoring and maintenance of basement sumps
o Active transmission line tower on powerhouse structure e Interior access difficult - requires respirator and protective suit
e Industrial area e Structural Hazards
e Chimneys (5) demolished in 2012 »  Significant corrosion on major structural members
» Steel decking / grating / stairs / mezzanines — potentially unsafe
» Roof leaks
» Collapsing exterior brick veneer & broken glass— falling objects
e Evidence of periodic trespassing
Options Key Potential Issues
Mothball e FPS- Levee alteration
> Traditional asbestos & other HBM abatement & disposal off-site > Metropolitan Sewer District (MSD) and US Army Corps of
> “Cleaned” structures remain Engineers (USACE) are lead agencies for permitting
> Address building security & physical hazards > Alteration must meet current USACE design specifications
Demolition & Debris Fill (Limited Re-sale/Re-development) > Sealing of FPS penetrations / conduits are critical element
> Traditional asbestos & other HBM abatement & disposal off-site > Communication of FPS alteration strategies with USACE & MSD
> Demolition of powerhouse, screenhouses, and shakerhouse to 6 e Property may not be highly marketable due to FPS & wet-side
feet below ground surface (bgs): Segregate & salvage location
» Clean debrl_s.(masonry, concret(_e) crushed_on-sne and used as « Regulatory permitting / agency concurrence with strategies
Zﬁz:aargggt;gléibilance of clean fill for capping per approved FPS e Address MSD and USACE stakeholder regulatory requirements to
» Subgrade Wallgs slabs, & footings greater than 6 feet bgs or facilitate the planned demolition
b . ' C ¢ National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
elow river level to remain . . e
Demolition & Clean Fill (Best Re-sale/Re-development) * Public .rela’Flons' & communlcatlon§
> Traditional asbestos & other HBM abatement & disposal off-site * Potential historic value / preservation of structures
> Demolition of powerhouse and shakerhouse structures to top of . ggzgig?feg;?sseE[;Oggrrfll(:,ecgrslf:’ flli/le;rtsgtkjé s;(;-)
HH . ° —
> g:clfr_lgfe 3Z%ff;tifiﬁilgﬁizwaged building materials e Abandonment of intake/discharge structures below Ohio River Level
» Clean fill per approved FPS alteration design
> ScreenhoFl).lse sp’zfuctures demolished to wat%r level Risks of Inaction
Residual Landfill e Continued deterioration of structures and HBM
» Limited asbestos abatement and disposal in basement vault ¢ Increasing safety hazards to employees and trespassers
» Remove other HBMs & dispose off-site ¢ Increasing potential for uncontrolled asbestos/other releases
» Demolition to 6 feet bgs: Segregate & salvage ¢ Negative agency / public reaction to deteriorating conditions
» Register/permit as residual landfill for on-site asbestos disposal e Cost escalation
» Clean debris (masonry, concrete) crushed and used as
basement fill; Balance clean fill per FPS alteration design
» Considerable regulatory permitting hurdles

06/13/13
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This option involves traditional hazardous building material (HBM) abatement and off-site disposal, with ongoing maintenance of current structures.

Risks / Negatives

Structures & components will continue to
deteriorate

Does not eliminate risk altogether,
including safety risks to LG&E
employees and trespassers

Monitoring & maintenance costs will
continue and escalate

Est.
Year General Sequence of Work Benefits
Planning (budgeting, additional environmental - .
2 ; Initiates actions to address

1 assessment, permitting, stakeholder/public : ;
X issues and risks
involvement, etc.)
Establish safe work environment:
Remove/repair/ restrict access to internal Lowers risks for LG&E
unsafe structures (e.g., metal grating); Install employees and trespassers
covers/rails as needed for floor openings, etc.
Asbestos abatement and off-site disposal Demonsrates a pro-active

5 approach to address concerns
Removal and off-site disposal of other HBM
(e.g., mercury-containing devices, lead paint HBM on-site risks eliminated
chips, PCBs, residues, tanks, etc.)

Reduces risk of potential
Improve site security negative public / agency
reaction
3 Stabilize/maintain structures Avoids FPS alteration issues

Key Permits: Asbestos Removal Permits

06/13/13
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Attachment to Response to KU KIUC Question No. 6(e)

PADDY’S RUN STATION Page 20 of 53

Garrett/Hudson

Option 2: Demolition & Debris Fill

This option involves traditional hazardous building material (HBM) abatement and demolition, with salvageable materials and HBM sent off-site for sale,
recycling, or disposal. Clean demolition debris (e.g., densified or crushed concrete and masonry) to be used for basement backfill in powerhouse, screen
houses and shakerhouse. Clean demolition debris is estimated to provide approximately 25-45% of required volume for basement backfill. Based on recent
input from the USACE, backfill materials can include clean, densified demolition debris materials, sand, soil, concrete, grout, or other materials so long as
hydrologic models confirm the FPS will maintain integrity during the design flood event. This option may require closure of the intake and discharge

structures to the satisfaction of the USACE.

Est.
Year General Sequence of Work Benefits Risks / Negatives
Eliminates exposure risks to . .
y Design & permit any alteration(s) of current LG&E employees and Il\:/IPSéD / USA.CE pgrmlt reqw.rements for
. ; . alteration will strongly influence
FPS (408 permit) trespassers; HBM on-site risks ;
eliminated project strategy
y leasr;glsnr?]e(grdgeertr:i?t’inaddslf[:);:risg\élrr/ozgiecmal Demonstrates a pro-active Cost to complete and potential for
involvement’ ﬁEPA e?c; ) P approach to address concerns budget overruns
Establish safe work environment: Imoroves site value and
Remove/repair/ restrict access to internal elir?ﬂnates future escalation
unsafe structures (e.g., metal grating); Install
. . costs for abatement
covers/rails for floor openings, etc.
> Provides cost recovery for
Abatement and off-site disposal of asbestos salvage materials and clean
infill materials for basement
Removal and off-site disposal of other HBM Reduces risk of potential
(e.g., mercury-containing devices, lead paint negative public / agency
chips, PCBs, residues, tanks, etc.) reaction
Demolition of above-grade structures to 6 feet Reduces risk of cost escalation
0.3 bgs and per USACE approved FPS alteration
FPS alteration Minimizes on-going
maintenance costs

Key Permits: 408 Floodwall /Levee Permit; Water Quality Permits; Wrecking Permit; Asbestos Removal Permits
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This option involves traditional abatement and complete structural demolition with all building materials sent off-site for recycling/ disposal and engineered
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Option 3: Demolition & Clean Fill

basement backfill. The primary intent of this option is to better position the property for potential redevelopment and/or resale. This option may require
closure of the intake and discharge structures to the satisfaction of the USACE.

Risks / Negatives

MSD / USACE permit requirements for
flood wall / levee alteration will strongly
influence project strategy

Highest cost option with potential for
budget overruns

Est.
Year General Sequence of Work Benefits
. : . Eliminates exposure risks for
y Design & perm|_t any alteration(s) of current LG&E employees and
FPS (408 permit)
trespassers
Planning (budgeting, additional environmental Demonstrates a pro-active .
2 ; approach to address concerns;
1 assessment, permitting, stakeholder/public .
. best option for
involvement, NEPA, etc.)
sale/redevelopment
Establish safe work environment: .
. ; . Removes risks of further
Remove/repair/ restrict access to internal . ) .
2 . building deterioration, structure
unsafe structures (e.g., metal grating); Install .
. . maintenance, trespassers
covers/rails for floor openings, etc.
Clean, homogenous fill and
2 Abatement and off-site disposal of asbestos removal of b.u|ld|ng foundations
allows the widest range of
possible reuse options
Removal and off-site disposal of other
5 hazar@qus bU|I_d|ng materlal's (e.g., mercury- HBM on-site risks eliminated
containing devices, lead paint chips, PCBs,
residues, tanks, etc.)
Reduces risk of potential
2-3 | FPS alteration negative public / agency
reaction
Demolition of structures, including basement
2-3 | walls, slabs, and footers, except as Specified Reduces risk of cost escalation
for FPS alteration
Recover salvageable material value to Minimizes on-going
2-3 | maximum extent practicable; off-site disposal maintenance costs
of all other building materials
2.3 Basement filled with engineered backfill &
capped as specified for FPS alteration

Key Permits: 408 Floodwall /Levee Permit; Water Quality Permits; Wrecking Permit; Asbestos Removal Permits
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Option 4: Residual Landfill

This option involves traditional hazardous building material (HBM) abatement and demolition, with salvageable materials and HBM sent off-site for sale,
recycling, or disposal, except that asbestos will be disposed in the basement structure and the site permitted as a residual landfill. Clean demolition debris
(e.g., densified or crushed concrete and masonry) to be used for basement backfill in powerhouse, screenhouses and shakerhouse. Clean debris is
estimated to provide approximately 25-45% of required volume for basement backfill. Based on recent input from the USACE, backfill materials can include
clean, densified demolition debris materials, sand, soil, concrete, grout, or other materials so long as hydrologic models confirm the FPS will maintain integrity
during the design flood event. This option may require closure of the intake and discharge structures to the satisfaction of the USACE.

Est.
Year General Sequence of Work Benefits Risks / Negatives
Design & permit any alteration(s) of current Less expensive than traditional
FPS (408 permit) ,Aabate & demolish® options
1 Planning (budgeting, additional environmental . . Hazardous materials still on-site
= ; Initiates actions to address
assessment, permitting, stakeholder/public : ;
; issues and risks
involvement, NEPA, etc.)
Establish safe work environment: Site will become solid waste
Remove/repair/ restrict access to internal Demonstrates a pro-active facilitv/landfill. with obliaations for long-
unsafe structures (e.g., metal grating); Install approach to address concerns term Ztewardéhi 9 9
covers/rails for floor openings, etc. P
Abatement of above-grade asbestos and Regulatory agencies may not approve
disposal in basement/vault. Limited asbestos Lowest cost for abatement residual landfill concepts or methods;
2 removal below-grade. site on wet-side

Reduces risk of potential o —_— _
Removal and off-site disposal of other negative public / agency Llr}wlted bel|0W-grade activities may limit
hazardous building materials (e.g., mercury- reaction salvage value
containing devices, lead paint chips, PCBs, Potential negative public reaction /
residues, tanks, etc.) Reduces risk of cost escalation : !

public meetings
Demolition of structures to 6“bgs except as
specified for FPS alteration
Recover salvageable material value to
2.3 maximum extent practicable

Use clean concrete and masonry for fill on-
site as much as practical
Basement filled with engineered fill & capped
as specified for FPS alteration

Key Permits: 408 Floodwall /Levee Permit; Water Quality Permits; Residual Landfill Permit; Wrecking Permit; Asbestos Removal Permits
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Stakeholders
Potential Stakeholder Interest Potential Issues
SHPO Historic Preservation Resistance t;)itcéearrll[glrlgﬁgnor significant
KDWM Waste characterization & disposition Modlfymilj]ﬁelgirl]\lgo. tgengslsggggghwaste
KDWM Residual Landfill Permitting & Design
KDOW / MSD Work in or along river Permitting
KDOW / MSD Storm water quality Permitting, BMPs
MSD / USACE Flood Protection System Integrity Current De?\llgErlggr:[eevrilz\;N4O8 Permit;
MSD / USACE Work in Floodplain Permitting

Louisville Metro APCD

Asbestos abatement methods

Permitting, monitoring

Neighboring Businesses

Air Quality, Traffic, Economic

Security, safety, air monitoring,
communications

State of Indiana (Counties, Cities)

Viewshed

Viewshed consultation

KOSHA

Safety

Variances, Inspections

USACE / MSD / PSC

Publicly Funded Project

NEPA Documentation

Louisville Metro Departments
(Dept. Inspections, Permits, and
Licensing)

Demolition, Street Closures, etc.

Permitting (Wrecking Permits, etc.)

Public Service Commission (PSC)

Financial Planning

Financial Planning

RETIRED ASSET DISPOSITION — PRELIMINARY CONCEPTS REPORT
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Implementation Phase Planning

Engineering & Permitting of Flood Protection System Alteration Measures (408 Permit Application)
Conduct Comprehensive Surveys: ACM, PCBs, chemicals, wastes, building materials, equipment

>

VVVVVYVY VWV 'V

Additional ACM Survey:
= Roof materials
= Fire Brick
= Other difficult to access materials
= Quantify known ACM to determine abatement specifications and more accurate costs
Building material characterization, e.g., for PCBs in concrete, paint, building sealants (e.g., caulk), wiring insulation, lamp
ballasts, and other electrical equipment. All structural paints presumed to be lead-containing.
Sample & analyze fire brick/mortar for asbestos, hexavalent Cr, NORM (naturally-occurring radioactive material) to determine
management during abatement/demoilition
Chemical inventory: inventory hazardous materials/wastes in drums & other containers (LBP chips, etc.)
Universal waste inventory: e.g., lamps, mercury-containing devices, etc
Inventory stacks, ducts, pipes that may contain waste residues/ash
Quantify steel, copper and other salvageable materials/equipment (detailed material takeoffs)
Verify status of tanks. Remove or close in place any remaining USTs.
Site investigation to identify and delineate subsurface contamination issues; if deemed necessary

Interface with regulatory agencies to determine final permitting requirements, NEPA Documentation, and site restrictions for preferred

option

YVVVVY

MSD — Metropolitan Sewer District

USACE — US Army Corps of Engineers

DOW - Kentucky Division of Water

APCD - Louisville Metro Air Pollution Control District
SHPO — State Historic Preservation Office

KDWM - Kentucky Division of Waste Management

Obtain permits and prepare NEPA documents as required, prepare compliance plans, etc.

Preliminary Bid Package — to refine estimates with demolition / abatement contractors

Develop final estimated project costs for selected option

Public Input / Meetings

Design & relocate active electrical transmission towers and lines (LG&E, not included in the cost estimates)
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Permitting
Potential Agency
Option(s) | Timeframe to

Type of Permit Regulatory Agency Existing Permits/ Registrations? New Permit Required? | Affected Issue Permit
. . Minor: 90-120 days
Flood Protection System Permit (408) MSD / USACE No Yes 2,3,4 Major: 12-18 mo
¢ Asbestos Blanket Permit 350031 expiring
12/31/2013: non-friable
. . APCD ¢ Asbestos Blanket Permit 350059 expiring Yes all <30 days
Asbestos Removal Air Permits 12/31/2013: friable
o Title V air permit for GTUs (#2111100125);
should not be affected.

Site Disturbance - Erosion/Sediment MSD and MSD general permit for soil disturbance No 2,3,4

KDOW - Surface Water i T <30 days
Control Plan . activities.

Permits Branch
401 Water Quality Certification / Permit |KDOW — Floodplain
to Construct Across or Along a Stream |Management Section No Yes 23,4 <90 days

. . Modify BMP Plan after

KPDES Storm Water Discharge Permit |KDOW — Storm water .
with BMP Plan Permits Branch / MSD EPA ID KY0002071 Expires June 30, 2013 demo. 2,3, 4 <90 days
Construction in Floodplain USACE / MSD No Yes 2,3,4 60 days+

Louisville Metro Dept. of <60 days
Wrecking Permit Codes & Regulations, No Yes 2,3,4 30 day waiting

MSD period
Residual Landfill ggv:cl\r/]l-sm.d Waste No Only if option 4 selected 4 180 days+

. . KDWM - Hazardous May need to modify for
Hazardous Waste Registration Waste Branczh . RCRA registration as CESQG / transporter ugntit y all <30 days
(EPA ID # KYD 000827477) quantity

DOT Registration UsSDOT TBD Yes all <30 days
Hazardous Material Spill Prevention &
Control Plan/Permit (HMPC) MSD HMPC Plan Yes all <30 days
HAZMAT Permit Louisville Metro Fire TBD Yes all <30 days

Department
NEPA Documentation USACE / MSD No Likely 2,3,4 3-12 mos.+
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Order-of-Magnitude Cost Estimate
Asbestos & Estimated
Haz. Building Flood Protection| Order-Of-
Material Steel System Magnitude
Planning Demolition Abatement | Salvage Value Alteration Total Cost
OPTION
No. DESCRIPTION ($ million) ($ Million) ($ Million) ($ Million) ($ Million) ($ Million)
1 Mothball 0.3 -- 54 - NA 5.7
2 Demolition & Debris Fill 04 2.5 54 (0.4) 0.5 8.4
3 Demolition & Clean Fill 04 6.0 54 (0.4) 0.5 11.9
4 Residual Landfill 0.5 2.5 4.0 (0.4) 0.5 7.1

Assumptions:

FPS budget to address shakerhouse and other levee penetrations. Design and permitting must include USACE and MSD involvement.
Demolition and backfill costs for the shaker house are included in the demolition budget.

No budget has been allocated to abandonment of intake and outlet structures.

Roofing will be removed as part of demolition operation. Roofing material is assumed to contain asbestos and requires special handling. Additional
sampling is recommended to confirm limited previous samples which indicated roof may not have asbestos.

Current estimated steel salvage value is included: non-ferrous and copper salvage not included.

No structure repair, roof repair, lifecycle or rehabilitation costs are included for Options 1 or 2.

No costs of demolition of underwater structures,<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>