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MEMORANDUM 

TO: NICOLE CARR, ATTORNEY, KENTUCKY PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 

FROM: ED HARVEY, SUSAN WALKER AND CAE DORNFELD  

DATE: FEBRUARY 11, 2025 

RE: COMMENTS ON THE KYMEA RESPONSE TO HARVEY ECONOMICS’ CONSULTANT’S 

REPORT 

 

Harvey Economics (HE) submitted a report to the Kentucky Public Service Commission (PSC) 

detailing our review of the Kentucky Municipal Energy Agency’s (KYMEA) Site Assessment Report 

(SAR) and associated application materials on January 24, 2025. On February 7, 2025, KYMEA 

submitted its response to HE’s report.  

HE reviewed KYMEA’s response and offers the following comments:    

1. Construction noise mitigation:  

a. HE believes that some noise mitigation efforts should be made to reduce impacts to 

the closest homes. The recommended mitigation measures provide examples of 

possible noise mitigation activities, but do not dictate specific measures, instead 

allowing for use of any effective measures. Several of the noise mitigation measures 

listed in HE’s report, including maintaining functional motors and engine shrouds 

and implementing noise mitigating policies, were included in the Noise Analysis 

Report submitted by the Applicant.  

b. The closest home, located on the south side of AC Slaton Road across from the 

Project site, is in a unique situation due to its potential for impacts from noise 

exposure and should be considered independently due to its proximity.  

c. The signed letters from the closest landowners do indicate project support, but it is 

unclear how much detail was provided by the Applicant to those landowners with 

regard to noise levels.  

2. Decommissioning:  

a. HE’s intent is to ensure that Hopkins County and the City of Madisonville have easy 

access to the Decommissioning Plan.  
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b. HE is not suggesting that the Siting Board require KYMEA to remove all Project 

components, just the applicable components. For example, if components have been 

installed underground at depths of greater than 3 feet, those would not necessarily 

need to be removed, per KRS.  

c. Please see comment under Item 6b below in reference to the bond analysis filed with 

the Energy and Environment Cabinet.  

3. Setbacks from the Pipeline: HE’s intent in this mitigation measure was to make the Siting 

Board aware that setbacks as specifically related to the natural gas pipeline were not 

addressed by the Applicant in submitted materials. The Board may want to examine / discuss 

that with the Applicant in more detail or may conclude that such a discussion is not necessary 

in this case if setbacks for the pipeline are not applicable.   

4. Vegetation: HE believes that a written vegetative screening plan is important to document 

the plan for implementation and maintenance. We agree that any plan should be specific to 

the project site and compatible with project operations. HE is not suggesting that vegetation 

be used as a complete vegetative screen. We understand that due to the characteristics of the 

facilities, vegetation would not be able to completely hide those structures, and we are not 

suggesting that complete screening is necessary.  

5. Public relations: HE is aware of the public meeting and other public outreach conducted by 

the Applicant, and we did note those efforts in our report. However, during the site visit, it 

became apparent that the general public may not be aware of the project. The intent of this 

mitigation measure is simply to encourage on-going and continuous public engagement 

efforts to keep the public informed about the project.  

6. Reporting to the Siting Board:  

a. The Applicant referred to an interconnection study during the site visit and in several 

of its responses to both the first and second data requests, as related to the substation 

configuration.  

i. For example, the Applicant’s response to Question 2-10 included the 

following: “Final electric substation (switching station) configuration will not 

be known until after completion of the interconnection study in May 2025.”  

ii. That interconnection study should be submitted to the Siting Board by the 

Applicant.  

b. We leave it up to the Siting Board as to whether they would like the Applicant to 

submit other documents referenced in the response to the Siting Board directly, in 

addition to their submission to other agencies.  


