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1.0 INTRODUCTION

East Kentucky Power Cooperative (Owner) plans to construct a new greenfield Reciprocating
Internal Combustion Engine (RICE) power plant facility located near Liberty, KY. The facility
will produce approximately 214 MW net of peak loaded generation.

The facility will utilize twelve (12) Wartsila 18V50DF engines. Each engine will produce
approximately 18,132 kW of power for a combined production of approximately 214 MW net.
The engines will be located within an enclosed engine hall along with other ancillary equipment
necessary for the operation and maintenance of the engines.

The engines will be designed to burn multiple fuels to provide operational flexibility during
emergency situations. The primary fuel source will be pipeline quality natural gas (also referred
to as fuel gas), and the secondary fuel source will be Ultra-Low Sulfur Diesel (ULSD) fuel that
is stored on site. The fuel gas will be filtered and regulated on site to meet pressure and
cleanliness requirements for the engines. Pipeline supply pressure will be 200psig and further
compression is not required for engine operations.

A new 161 kV switchyard and transmission line will be installed to interconnect the output from
the generating plant to match the high voltage transmission lines located approximately one
mile from the facility.

1.1 Applicable Statutes

This Site Assessment Report (SAR) has been prepared for Owner by Burns & McDonnell
(BMCD), to meet Kentucky Revised Statutes (KRS) 278.708. KRS 278.708 requires “any person
proposing to construct a merchant electric generating facility shall file a site assessment report
with the board as required by KRS 278.706(2)(1)”. As such, the following informationis intended
to fulfill the requirements of the statute.

1.1.1 Facility Description (278.708(3)(a))

A description of the proposed facility that shall include a proposed site development plan that
describes the following:

1.1.1.1 Surrounding Land Uses

Define the surrounding land uses for residential, commercial, agricultural, and recreational
purposes.

1.1.1.2 Proposed Site Legal Boundaries
Define the legal boundaries of the proposed site.

1.1.1.3 Proposed Site Access Control
Identify proposed access control to the site.

1.1.1.4 Facility General Arrangements
The location of facility buildings, transmission lines, and other structures.
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1.1.1.5 Facility Accessways, Roads, and Railways
Location and use of access ways, internal roads, and railways.

1.1.1.6 Existing or Proposed Utilities for Facility
Identify existing or proposed utilities to service the facility.

11.1.7 Applicable Setback Requirements

Compliance with applicable setback requirements as provided under KRS 278.704(2), (3), (4),
or (5).

1.1.1.8 Noise Evaluation
Evaluation of Noise levels expected to be produced by the facility.

1.1.2 Site Compatibility with Scenic Surroundings (278.708(3)(b))

The Site Compatibility with Scenic Surroundings will be addressed to identify components of
the facility that would otherwise impact the cultural or scenic aesthetics of the surrounding
areas. This section will identify if there are features of the facility that could affect visual
perception of the surrounding area.

1.1.3 Property Value Impact (278.708(3)(c))

This section identifies the potential impacts to property values and land use as a result of the
siting, construction, and operation of the facility for owners adjacent to the facility.

1.1.4 Acoustical Evaluation (278.708(3)(d))

This section discusses the anticipated noise levels for the surrounding areas during operation
of the facility.

1.1.5 Impact on Road and Rail Traffic (278.708(3)(e))

This section addresses the potential impact of the facility’s operation on road and rail traffic to
and within the facility, including anticipated levels of fugitive dust created by the traffic and
any anticipated degradation of roads and lands in the area near the facility.

INTRODUCTION East Kentucky Power Cooperative
1-2



2.0 FACILITY DESCRIPTION

The Liberty RICE facility will be located on a 93+ acre lot at a greenfield location approximately
4 miles north of Liberty, Kentucky. Access to the site is from KY-49 on Carr Sasser Road. A
new site entrance with a security building and double lanes for entrance and exit will be located
at approximately 528 Carr Sasser Road. The engine hall, administration building, and other
major facilities will be located approximately 700 feet from the guard shack into the center of
the property boundary. The site layout considers access roads for delivery of equipment and
materials during construction as well as operation, while also considering the privacy and road
use of the nearby landowners.

All engines will be placed in a single engine hall, with engines’ axis running east and west, and
a common centerline along the north and south. The generator side of the engines is on the
east and the exhaust side of the engines is on the west. The arrangement was selected to
provide the shortest path to a new switchyard from the engine generators and to mitigate noise
pollution from the exhaust stacks and radiator sets. Adequate spacing between engines is
included to allow access for maintenance and major overhauls. The Engine Hall Building will
house the engine hall, mechanical room, tank room, maintenance/shop room, electrical room
and battery room.

External to the engine hall are the engine exhaust trains (including the ductwork and SCRs),
intake air filters, two common stacks, radiators for the closed cooling water system, as well as
the fuel oil tanks and concrete containment. The site layout considers access roads for delivery
of equipment and material during construction to the various laydown yards, as well as during
operation for the warehouse and storage facility, the fuel oil containment, and the tank room.

South of the engine hall incorporates 5 acres of space for future expansion, capable of doubling
the quantity of engines considered during this scoping assessment. The area will be used as a
laydown during the construction of the current facility. An asphalt paved loop road is included
around the current engine hall building, warehouse and admin space, as well as the future area
for expansion.

On the far south side of the property, a new Meter and Regulating (M&R) station will be
installed, owned and operated by the pipeline operator. Access is provided for the pipeline
operator to access their facilities without being able to access Owner’s facilities.

A new switchyard is located to the east of the new units. Two medium voltage switchgear
located in medium voltage buildings will collect power from up to 6 engine generators. The
two switchgear will then connect to generator step up transformers located in containments
between the medium voltage buildings and the new switchyard. The new switchyard and
transmission lines will then connect to existing lines further to the east of the property
approximately 1 mile away.

2.1 Surrounding Land Use

BMCD performed a Site Selection Study (Appendix A) in late 2023 that identified multiple
potential locations for the new facility. The area northwest of Liberty, Kentucky was identified
as an area primarily used as farmland and has a very low density of residential and rural
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buildings including mainly houses and barns. The selected location is located along State
Highway 49 (KY-49) on Carr Sasser Rd. The Liberty location is near existing farmhouses and
structures but is located more than 1 mile from any establishment of worship or business.

The use of the surrounding land can be broken down into the following categories and
percentage of use.

Table 2-1: Adjoining Use Breakdown

Acreage Parcels
Agricultural 66.12% 27.27%
Agri/ Res 31.37% 27.27%
Residential 2.21% 36.36%
Commercial 0.30% 9.09%
Total 100% 100%

The full Site Selection Study can be found in Appendix A. Additional information regarding
surrounding land use can be found in the Property Value Impact Study located in Appendix B.

2.2 Proposed Site Legal Boundaries

The Siting Study Liberty 3 Plan, found in Appendix C, shows the proposed 90-acre plot for this
project in Casey County Kentucky. The Property Value Impact Study in Appendix B also
outlines the proposed site boundaries identified with this tract of land. Owner currently holds
an option on the land for purchase and official boundary definitions have not been provided.

2.3 Proposed Site Access Control

Access to the site will be provided via two (2) gated access points off of Carr Sasser Rd. The
main facility gate will be controlled access and include security building and security personnel
to minimize unauthorized access to the facility. This main entrance will be located at
approximately 528 Carr Sasser Rd. All deliveries will access the site through this main entrance.

All craft labor and vendor access will be through a gated entrance at the southeast corner of
the property. Labor and vendor access will be through a gated turnstile or through check in at
the main entrance to the facility. The Project site will be surrounded by a security fence.
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Figure 2-1: Site Access Locations

A larger size Site Plan is included in Appendix C, that includes the detail cut above for frame of
reference.

2.4 Facility General Arrangements

The Site Plan and General Arrangement Drawings can be located in Appendix C. The Site Plan
details the overall proposed plant layout in relation to the property lines and adjacent roads.
The General Arrangement Drawings detail the proposed plant layout as well as the new
Switchyard.

2.5 Facility Accessways, Roads, Railways

As previously stated, access to the site will be provided via State Highway 49 and Carr Sasser
Rd. Two gates will be provided off of Carr Sasser Rd for access to the facility. The main gate
will include a security building and personnel to provide security to the site. The second gate
will be for craft labor to park and gain access through the facility turnstile.

The engine hall, administration building, and other major facilities within the facility will be
located approximately 700 feet from the guard shack into the center of the property boundary.
Access roads for delivery of equipment and materials during construction as well as operation
of the facility. An asphalt paved loop road will enclose the areas of the engine hall, warehouse
and administrative space. Traffic in the area of the facility should only see an impact when
employees are coming to work and leaving at the end of shift. All other traffic will be contained
within the project boundaries.

For security and safety, the site will be fenced and include appropriate signage warning
trespassers of the potential dangers.

There are currently no railways near the project site. Railway use is not anticipated as part of
this project.
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2.6 Existing or Proposed Utilities for Facility

The location of the Liberty RICE project was chosen, in part, due to the proximity to the existing
electrical and natural gas utilities in the area.

The existing natural gas pipelines are located approximately 0.28 miles south and east of the
proposed facility. The pressure and flow through these lines are adequate to supply the new
facility without need for further gas compression. Owner will contract with a gas pipeline
company to bring a new gas pipeline branch to the site boundary complete with a new dew
point heater and M&R station. The facility will have further fuel gas conditioning and treatment
equipment for cleanliness prior to use in the engines.

The electrical transmission lines are located to the north and east and are approximately 0.41
miles from the new switchyard connections. The lines are 161kV and will be routed overhead
on new transmission structures.

Water for the facility will be supplied by the East Casey County Water District existing
distribution system. A new 4” potable water line will be installed on the nearest existing main
trunk line and routed to the facility. At the facility this line will supply potable quality water to
supply fire protection water, service water and potable water needs at the facility buildings and
safety equipment.

2.7 Applicable Setback Requirements

KRS Section 278.704 subsections (2), (3), (4) and (5) identify requirements for the necessary
setback provisions for the application and award of a construction certificate. This Project will
include installation of two exhaust stacks and will not utilize coal as a fuel source, nor has the
site previously used coal for any purpose.

The current requirements as listed in KRS 278.704 are:

1. 1,000ft setbacks from property boundaries of any adjoining property owner - applies
to the centerline location of the exhaust stacks.

2. 2,000ft setbacks from any residential neighborhood, school, hospital, or nursing home
facility - applies to all proposed structures or facilities used for generation of electricity.

Per the Siting Study included in Appendix A, the chosen Liberty site is not near any residential
neighborhoods, schools, hospitals, or nursing home facilities. The area is primarily agricultural
with residences and commercial facilities bordering the property to the north, east, and west.
The 2,000ft setback requirement was therefore not applicable to this site.

There are two exhaust stacks for this RICE facility. A 1,000ft radius circle was drawn from the
centerline of each stack and the overall site was adjusted to fit within the required setback area.
The Site Plan, see Appendix C, shows these setback circles and how the plant has been
arranged to fit within the chosen site boundaries.
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2.8 Noise Evaluation

An evaluation was performed to determine the expected noise levels for the site once the
facility is constructed. The analysis of those sound levels can be found in the Sound Study
Report found in Appendix D and summarized in Section 5.0.
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3.0 SITE COMPATIBILITY WITH SCENIC
SURROUNDINGS

The Project, as previously stated in Section 2.0, is located on a 93% acre lot at a greenfield
location approximately 4 miles north of Liberty, Kentucky. Access to site is from KY-49
highway on Carr Sasser Road. The area on this 90-acre plot is open terrain used primarily for
agriculture. The area is relatively low, flat farmland with minimal sloping to the southwest and
a tree line on the south and west property that will be left in its current state at the completion
of the project.

Residents, and traffic heading either north or south, along the KY-49 highway will not have
direct line of sight of the facility, or it would be limited, based upon the setback on the 90-acre
property and the presence of trees along a natural riverine along the southwest portion of the
property. During the fall and winter as the trees lose their foliage, visibility of the facility may
increase, but would be heavily obstructed by the density of the tree line. Visibility would
typically be limited to the two stacks that could be visible above the tree line along KY-49
highway.

Scenic elements along Carr Sasser Rd and Ronald Clements Rd would be most impacted by
the facility. Sparse traffic would be expected in this area, limited mainly to residents owning
homes along these two roads. To mitigate scenic disturbances, new trees will be planted along
Carr Sasser Rd as well as incorporation of an earthen berm near the residences and businesses
in that area.

Buildings, equipment, and storage facilities at the site will be neutral colored in order to blend
with the local surroundings. Construction laydown and parking areas will be remediated to a
natural condition and new grass seed will be planted to restore the area and blend with the
local surroundings. The project will work to minimize disturbance and incorporate the facility
into the area with minimal visual impact.

SITE COMPATIBILITY WITH SCENIC SURROUNDINGS East Kentucky Power
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4.0 PROPERTY VALUE IMPACT

A Property Value Impact Study was executed by Kirkland Appraisals, LLC, as part of this SAR.
The completed Property Value Impact Study is included in Appendix B.

The study utilized baseline research looking at existing RICE projects throughout the country,
and nearby sales of residences in those areas for paired sales analysis. Fourteen locations were
evaluated nationally to form the baseline, comparing sales of properties adjoining or near RICE
sites with those that do not adjoin a RICE facility to determine potential impact of the proposed
project.

The Study concluded that the Project would not negatively impact the local property values.
It was noted that impact of appearance would need to be addressed through setbacks and
landscaping buffers.

PROPERTY VALUE IMPACT East Kentucky Power Cooperative
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5.0 ACOUSTICAL EVALUATION

BMCD conducted a sound study for the Owners Liberty RICE Power Plant Project. The study
can be found in Appendix D. The objectives of this study were to identify the applicable noise
regulations, model operational sound levels of the Project, and compare Project-generated
sound levels to the applicable noise regulations. The State of Kentucky has not adopted noise
statutes which limit noise levels according to defined standards. In the absence of these
regulatory limits, the Project sound levels were modeled and compared to industry guidelines
to limit noise impacts on the surrounding community. For this evaluation, the Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) and the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) standard,
ANSI S12.9 were used to define the targeted noise limits at the site boundary. The study
determined that the projected sound levels from the completed facility are consistent with the
intent of the recommended guidelines assuming noise mitigation provisions identified in the
report are performed.

Figure 5-1 below shows the eight noise receptor points that were modeled as part of this study.
Table 5-1 contains the modeled sound level results at each of the eight receptor points.

Figure 5-1: Noise Receptor Locations

ACOUSTICAL EVALUATION East Kentucky Power Cooperative
5-1



Table 5-1: Modeled Sound Level Results

Assumed Ambient Model Predicted .

Lok Sound Leved Project-Oniy Sound Levef Project Target ose (rhera
dBA dBC dBA dBC dBA d8C
Rl 32 53 49 65 486 68
R2 32 53 52 68 4B 6 68
R3 32 53 47 63 486 68
R4 12 53 43 &0 486 [:1:]
RS 32 53 42 59 486 (421
R& 32 53 45 63 48.6 68
RY 32 53 52 N 486 125
RE 32 53 s1 69 486 :1:

() Lowast of the daytima/nightlime measured sound lovels from Campbalisville measuremeonts
(o) Medel-predicted Project sound leve!
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6.0 IMPACTS ON ROAD AND RAIL TRAFFIC

A Traffic Study, see Appendix E, was performed by BMCD as part of this SAR. The study used
existing traffic data to establish historical daily traffic volumes along KY-49 highway and Carr
Sasser Rd, and to estimate the additional volume created during construction and post-
construction activities. This data was used to determine the impact of the facility’s operation
on road traffic near the Project. Results of the Traffic Study showed that traffic would increase
during peak construction, a period of approximately 3-6 months, during weekday morning
hours between 5:00am and 8:00am, and in the evenings between 4:00pm and 6:00pm. These
hours are the scheduled start and end times for the work schedule. Weekend work is currently
not anticipated for this Project. The site will only be accessible from KY-49 highway and Carr
Sasser Rd. Carr Sasser Rd will experience congestion during the peak construction phase of
the project. During the post-construction phase of the project, it is expected that traffic
conditions will return to more normal levels with slight increases for deliveries to the facility.

The full Traffic Study can be found in Appendix E.
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7.0 MITIGATION MEASURES

Potential impacts to the environment and the surrounding community will be mitigated and
minimized by actions taken during the design, construction, operation, and maintenance of the
facility.

7.1  Mitigation Measures During Design

The Project will adhere to the specified setback rules as required in KRS278-704. The Project
will also work to minimize impact on existing riverine formation, trees, and stormwater runoff
in the area. The Engineer will work to design the facility within the setback restrictions to
mitigate stigma and appearance concerns with the local residents.

The tree line along KY-49 highway will be left as-is to help retain tree cover and to minimize
impact on scenic surroundings. Where identified, Engineer will install sound walls and visual
buffers to prevent scenic degradation in the area. Low growing trees and shrubs will be planted
along these buffers to provide a more appealing visual acuity to the area. A detailed
Landscaping Plan will be developed as the Project develops.

7.2 Mitigation Measures During Construction

Prior to construction, the selected contractor will obtain all required federal, state, and local
regulatory permits. Storm Water Pollution and Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Kentucky
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (KPDES) to manage erosion and storm runoff
associated with construction activities. The SWPPP will identify specific Best Management
Practices (BMPs) to be installed prior to earth moving activities, such as silt fencing, sediment
basins, rock check dams, and construction entrances. Stormwater management structures will
be installed prior to installation of any equipment to control runoff during the construction
phase of the Project.

7.3 Mitigation Measures During Operations

Upon completion of construction, vegetation, including vegetative buffers with trees, shrubs
and grass cover, will be installed according to a yet to be developed Landscaping Plan. The
landscaping as identified in that plan will be maintained and supplemented as necessary after
construction.

An Emergency Response Plan will also be developed with input from the Owner and local
authorities and first responders to protect site workers and the surrounding community.

MITIGATION MEASURES East Kentucky Power Cooperative
7-1



APPENDIX A - PRELIMINARY SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN



N
Site Selection Study

East Kentucky Power Cooperative

Site Selection Study
Project No. 148883

Revision 3
9/9/2024

1898 & Co.™ is a service mark of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.




Site Selection Study Revision 3 Table of Contents

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0

Page No.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY oottt e e e s e s s s s e e s s s saanse s s s e e e e e snnnnnnnnns 1
1.1 Study Objectives and Methodology ..., 1
1.2 Selection of Candidate Site Ar€as. ... 1
1.3 Candidate Site Evaluation ...t 2
1.4  Selection of Preferred SiteS ... 5
1.5 (Or o] g el [V L] o 1= USRS 6
INTRODUGCTION L.t e e e e e e e e e s s e e s e e sssaa s s s s eeeesssssssssssseseeesnnnnnnn 7
2.1 BACKGIOUNG ...ttt e eare e e eaae e e aae e s enneeens 7
2.2 Study MethOodOlOGY ... e 7
B S ol oY =Yl dll I =T=1 o o SRRSO 8
CANDIDATE AREA AND SITE SELECTION. ... eeeees 9
3.1 Areas Of INEEIEST .. s 9
3.2  Regional INfrastrUCtuUre.......c e 10
3.2.1 Electric TranSmMIiSSION ..o 10

3.2.2  Natural Gas PIpeliN€S ...t 10

3.2.3 Water and Wastewater Utilities ... 10

3.3 Land AVailability e s 10
3.4 Preliminary Site ArCaS. ..ttt 10
CANDIDATE SITE AREA DESCRIPTION ..ot 12
4.1 CampbellsVille Site AF€a ... 12
4.1.1 Current Site CoNAItiONS ...ccveeiiicciiee e 13

4.1.2 Natural Gas Pipeling ... 13

4.1.3 Electric TranSmMISSION ..ot 14

4.2 LanNCasSter St Al 14
4.2.1 Current Site CoNAItiONS ...ccveeiiicciiee e 15

4.2.2 Natural Gas PipeliNg ... 15

4.2.3  Electric TranSMISSION ...cccceiii ittt s errae e 16

4.3 LIDErtY St Ar@a . 16
4.3.1 Current Site CoNAItiONS ....cvviii i 17

4.3.2 Natural Gas Pipeline ... 17

4.3.3  Electric TranSmMISSION ..ooccciiii ittt brae e 18

4.4 Lebanon St Al ..t 18
4.41 Current Site CONAITIONS c..ouiiiiiciiiii e 19

4.4.2 Natural Gas Pipeline ... 20

4.4.3 Electric TranSmMISSION .oociii ittt sran e 20

45 StaNfOrd St Ar@a .ttt 20

1898 & Co.™ is a service mark of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 Table of Contents

5.0

6.0

4,51 Current Site ConNditioNS.....cocveiieiieciie e 21
4.5.2 Natural Gas PipeliNe ... 21
4.5.3  ElecCtric TranSMISSION ....ccciciiiiiec e cteestee ettt re e b eneas 22
CANDIDATE SITE EVALUATION . ...cucccecccce s 23
51 EleCtrical TranSmMiSSION ...ttt e be e eane s 24
5.1.1 Transmission Interconnection Cost......ccoccvvieicciicciie e, 24
5.1.2 Transmission System Upgrade CostS.....ccoccevvivieviieiieeiirennens 26
513 Transmission System SUupport ... 27
5.2 FUEl SUPPIY DEIINVEIY .ottt 28
5.2.1 Natural Gas DiStanCe ... 28
5.2.2 Natural Gas Pipeline Preference........ccccevvevieeiieiiecceecieeinens 29
5.2.3 Fuel Supply Competition ....cceecieeecieeccececee e 30
5.3 Site DevelOopmMeNnt ...t 32
5.3.1 Potential Community Conflict.....ccccovviiiiiiiiiiiiccce e, 32
5.3.2 ACCESSIDIITY cvviiiiiiicee e s 33
5.3.3 ConstruCtability ... 33
5.3.4  EXISTING USE ittt ettt 34
5.3.5  USEfUl ACIrEATE c..ui ittt 35
5.3.6  EXPANAability ... 36
5.4  ENVIrONMENTAL. .o 37
5.41 Nearest Noise/Visual RECEPION ..oovoioieeeeeeeeeeeeeee e e 37
5.4.2 Environmental JUSEICe. ..o 38
5.4.3  WeEtlanNdS .. 39
5.4.4  FlOOAPIAINS ittt 40
5.4.5 Archeological & Cultural Resource RisK......cccccoevireiiiiieecinnee 41
5.4.6 Sensitive Species RiSK ... 41
LTS S =l <Y d o o 16 o o [ PSSR UPRRRSPRRPPR 43
5.5.1 Water Permitting ..o 43
5.5.2  Air Permitting. e 44
oI T T O 1= TR [ AN =T 1TSS 45
554 FAA ConsSiderationS ...ttt 46
5.6  EValuation SUMMAIY ..ottt eree e 47
FIELD RECONNAISSANCE......oooeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnnns 49
6.1 Field ReconnaisSanCe OVEIVIEW.....icivieiciiee e 49
6.2 Potential Site Evaluation ... 50
6.2.1 CampPbellSVIlle T.. e 50
6.2.2  CampbellSVille 2 ... 52
6.2.3  CampbellsVille 3 ... 55
B.2.4  LANCASEEI Tttt 57
B.2.5  LANCASLEE 2 i 60
B.2.6  LANCASLEN B 62
B.2.7  LANCASLEE 4o 62

1898 & Co.™ is a service mark of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 Table of Contents

B6.2.8  LIDEITY Tttt s ra e 62

B6.2.9  LIDEITY 2. 64

B.2.10  LIDEITY 3.ttt ettt be et saaesra e 67

B.2.11  LIDEITY 4 ..ot 69

7.0 CONCLUSIONS ... . ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e a e e e e s 72
7.1 Siting Study CONCIUSIONS ....uiiiiieccee e 72
APPENDIX A - LOCATION MAP BOOK I
APPENDIX B - EKPC SITING MATRIX I

1898 & Co.™ is a service mark of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 List of Tables

Page No.
Table 1-1: Candidate Site Evaluation Criteria......ccciiiiiiiciie e 3
Table 1-2: Candidate Site Evaluation Criteria....cccccviiiiciiie e 4
Table 5-1: Candidate Site Evaluation Criteria......ciiiiiiiccie e 24
Table 5-2: Transmission Interconnection Costs Evaluation Scores...................... 25
Table 5-3: Transmission Interconnection Information........ccccecveeiciicccie e 26
Table 5-4: Transmission System Upgrade Cost Evaluation Scores...........ccuu....... 26
Table 5-5: Transmission System Support Evaluation Scores........cccvvevvvevveecnnnne. 28
Table 5-6: Natural Gas Pipeline Proximity Evaluation Scores .....cccccoevevieicieennee 29
Table 5-7: Natural Gas Pipeline Preference Evaluation Scores.........cccocevcvrevnnenn. 30
Table 5-8: Fuel Supply Competition Evaluation SCOres .....cooocvvvciiieiiiiieec e 31
Table 5-9: Potential Community Conflict Evaluation Scores.......ccocvvveiiceeicieenns 32
Table 5-10: Accessibility Evaluation SCOres ... 33
Table 5-11: Constructability Evaluation SCOres......occcviiveiiec e 34
Table 5-12: Existing Use Evaluation SCOres ... 34
Table 5-13: Useful Acreage Evaluation SCOre ... 35
Table 5-14: Expandability Evaluation SCOres ... 36
Table 5-15: Nearest Noise/Visual Receptor Evaluation Scores......cccocovvveveevrnenene 37
Table 5-16: Environmental Justice Evaluation Score ... 38
Table 5-17: Wetland/Surface Water Evaluation SCOreS......ocoovveveeeeeeeeeeeeerernans 39
Table 5-18: Floodplain EValuation SCOIES ... 40
Table 5-19: Archeological & Cultural Resource Risk Evaluation Scores.............. 41
Table 5-20: Sensitive Species Risk Evaluation SCores ......ccccvvvvviiiiieeieciieec e 42
Table 5-21: Water Permitting Evaluation SCOres ..., 43
Table 5-22: Air Permitting Evaluation SCOres......cciiiiiiiec i 45
Table 5-23: Class 1 Area Evaluation SCOres...... i 46
Table 5-24: FAA Consideration Evaluation SCOres ......cooocvivivieeiicciiee e 46

1898 & Co.™ is a service mark of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 List of Figures

Page No.
Figure 1-1: Candidate Site Ar@aS ..ttt ae e be e s reea 2
Figure 1-2: Candidate Site Evaluation SCOIeS.......ccviieciiiiic ettt 5
Figure 3-T: Preliminary Site AFCaS ...ttt sttt st srae s sbe e sre e 9
Figure 5-1: Candidate Site Evaluation SCOreS......cccovieiieicic i 48
Figure 6-1: Campbellsville T FACing EQST.....ccccciiiiiieiie et 51
Figure 6-2: Campbellsville T Facing SoOUtheast........cccccvvvieiiiicie e 52
Figure 6-3: Campbellsville T Facing SOUth......c.cccciiiiiiie i 52
Figure 6-4: Campbellsville 2 Facing Southeast ..., 53
Figure 6-5: Campbellsville 2 FACing EaSt ... 54
Figure 6-6: Campbellsville 2 Facing Northeast......ccocccviievec e, 54
Figure 6-7: Campbellsville 2 Facing Northwest.........ccceeieiiicie e, 55
Figure 6-8: Campbellsville 3 Facing EaSt ... 56
Figure 6-9: Campbellsville 3 Facing Southeast ......cccccoveevveiiie i, 56
Figure 6-10: Campbellsville 3 Facing Southwest........cccccoveiiiciiic e, 57
Figure 6-11: Campbellsville 3 FACiNG WeEST.......oooiiiiiieceece e 57
Figure 6-12: Lancaster 1 Facing SOUthWeEST ... 58
Figure 6-13: Lancaster T FaCing WeEST ... 59
Figure 6-14: Lancaster 1 Facing Northwest ... 59
Figure 6-15: Lancaster T Facing NOIth ... 60
Figure 6-16: Lancaster 2 Facing SOUthwWest ... 61
Figure 6-17: Lancaster 2 FACiNG WEST ...t 61
Figure 6-18: Lancaster 2 Facing NOrthwest ... 62
Figure 6-19: Liberty 1 FACing EQSt ...t 63
Figure 6-20: Liberty TFaCcing EaSt ... 64
Figure 6-21: Liberty T Facing NOrtheast ... 64
Figure 6-22: Liberty 2 FAcing SOUth .......oooviicce e 65
Figure 6-23:; Liberty 2 FACiNG WEST ...ttt 66
Figure 6-24: Liberty Natural Gas Metering Station .....cccccveeeiieeccie e, 66
Figure 6-25: Liberty 2 FACcing NOIth ...c.uoo i 67
Figure 6-26: Liberty SUDSEAtioON ... 67
Figure 6-27: Liberty 3 Facing SOUth@ast. ... 68
Figure 6-28: Liberty 3 Facing SOUtheast......cccciiiiiiiie i 69
Figure 6-29: Liberty 3 Facing SOUthWEST ... 69
Figure 6-30: Liberty 4 FACiNg EQSt ...ttt 70
Figure 6-31: Liberty 4 FaAcing SOUhEAST ... 71
Figure 6-32: Liberty 4 FACiNG EQST ...ttt 71

1898 & Co.™ is a service mark of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.



Site Selection Study

Revision 3 List of Abbreviations

Abbreviation

1898 & Co.

BACT

BGEPA

Cooper

EJSCREEN

EKPC

EPA

ESA

FAA

Facility

FEMA

FIRM

GIS

IPaC

KDAQ

km

kV

kW

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Term/Phrase/Name

1898 & Co., a division of Burns & McDonnell Engineering

Company, Inc.

Best Available Control Technology

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

John Sherman Cooper Plant

EPA Environmental Justice Online Mapping and Screening Tool

East Kentucky Power Cooperative

United States Environmental Protection Agency

Endangered Species Act

Federal Aviation Administration

Approximately 214-net-megawatt, natural gas, reciprocating

engine generating facility

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Flood Insurance Rate Maps

Geographic Information System

Information for Planning and Consultation

Kentucky Division for Air Quality

Kilometer

Kilovolt

Kilowatt

1898 & Co.* is a service mark of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.



Site Selection Study

Revision 3

List of Abbreviations

Abbreviation
kWh

LAER

MBTA

MMBtu

MS4

MW

NAAQS

NNSR

NPDES

NRHP

NWI

O&M

PDR

POI

Project

PSD

psig

RICE

SCR

SSURGO

1898 & Co.* is a service mark of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.

Term/Phrase/Name

Kilowatt hour

Lowest Achievable Emission Reduction

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

Million British Thermal Units

Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System

Megawatt

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

Non-Attainment New Resource Review

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System

National Register of Historic Places

National Wetlands Inventory

Operations and Maintenance

Project Definition Report

Point of Interconnection

The development of new natural gas generation in Kentucky

Prevention of Significant Deterioration

Pounds per square inch, gauge

Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engine

Selective Catalytic Reduction

Soil Survey Geographic Database



Site Selection Study Revision 3 List of Abbreviations

Abbreviation Term/Phrase/Name

Study Site Selection Study

T&E Threatened or Endangered

TARA Transmission Adeguacy & Reliability Assessment
TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS United States Geological Survey

1898 & Co.* is a service mark of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 Disclaimer

DISCLAIMER

1898 & Co. is a division of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. which performs or
provides business, technology, and consulting services. 1898 & Co. does not provide legal,
accounting, or tax advice. The reader is responsible for obtaining independent advice
concerning these matters. That advice should be considered by reader, as it may affect the
content, opinions, advice, or guidance given by 1898 & Co. Further, 1898 & Co. has no
obligation and has made no undertaking to update these materials after the date hereof,

notwithstanding that such information may become outdated or inaccurate.

The information, analysis, and opinions contained in this material are based on publicly
available sources, secondary market research, and financial or operational information, or
otherwise information provided by or through 1898 & Co. clients whom have represented to
1898 & Co. they have received appropriate permissions to provide to 1898 & Co., and as
directed by such clients, that 1898 & Co. is to rely on such client provided information as
current, accurate, and complete. 1898 & Co. has not conducted complete or exhaustive
research, or independently verified any such information utilized herein and makes no
representation or warranty, express or implied, that such information is current, accurate or
complete. Projected data and conclusions contained herein are based (unless sourced
otherwise) on the information described above and are the opinions of 1898 & Co. which

should not be construed as definitive forecasts and are not guaranteed.

Current and future conditions may vary greatly from those utilized or assumed by 1898 & Co.
1898 & Co. has no control over weather; cost and availability of labor, material, and equipment;
labor productivity; energy or commodity pricing; demand or usage; population demographics;
market conditions; changes in technology; and other economic or political factors affecting
such estimates, analyses, and recommendations. 1898 & Co. does not have any duty to update
or supplement any information in this document. To the fullest extent permitted by law, 1898 &
Co. shall have no liability whatsoever to any reader or any other third party, and any third
party hereby waives and releases any rights and claims it may have at any time against 1898 &
Co., Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc., and any Burns & McDonnell affiliated
company, with regard to this material, including but not limited to the accuracy or

completeness thereof.
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1898 & Co., a division of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc., (1898 & Co.”) assisted
East Kentucky Power Cooperative ("EKPC”) with a Site Selection Study (“Study”) for the
development of new natural gas generation within the Casey County, Kentucky region
("Project”). The objectives, methodology and results of this Study are described in the

following sections.

1.1 Study Objectives and Methodology
1898 & Co. conducted the Study to determine suitable locations for the development of an
approximately 214 net-megawatt ("“MW”) natural gas, reciprocating internal combustion

engine ("RICE”) facility (“"Facility”) within EKPC’s service territory.

This Study investigated suitable locations in EKPC'’s service territory in and surrounding Casey

County, Kentucky and was completed in three phases:

e 1898 & Co. first utilized Geographic Information System (“GIS”) software to identify
potentially suitable parcels of land within the target region.

e Each candidate site was evaluated site using a gquantitative scoring process to identify
the sites with the most potential to support the Project.

e Lastly, field reconnaissance was performed for the top three areas identified through
the guantitative scoring process to identify the recommended sites for EKPC to carry

forward with advanced development activities.

1.2 Selection of Candidate Site Areas

1898 & Co. first identified areas of interest located within and surrounding Casey County,
Kentucky. 1898 & Co. focused on this area based on EKPC’s internal analysis of its transmission
system and the potential need for additional generation in the region. 1898 & Co. also analyzed
major natural gas pipelines throughout the region to identify what pipelines in the area
potentially have available capacity to support the Project. Based on these factors, 1898 & Co.

identified five areas of interest for the Project.

Candidate sites were then selected within the areas of interest based on a review of relative
distance to electrical transmission and natural gas infrastructure as well as a review of GIS
software and aerial photography. The following parameters were taken into consideration

during the identification of candidate sites:

e Proximity to electric transmission infrastructure.

East Kentucky Power Cooperative 1 1898 & Co.
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e Proximity to natural gas pipeline infrastructure potentially suitable to supply the
contemplated generation.

e Existing and surrounding land uses.

e Existence of on-site environmental resources, such as previously documented historic
structures, potential habitat suitable for threatened or endangered species, and
proximity to wetlands and floodplains.

e Accessibility and constructability of the property

e Access to potential interconnection routing corridors or zones for natural gas,

transmission, and water infrastructure facilities.

The 20 candidate sites carried forward for detailed analysis are located in the following

counties, shown in Figure 1-1: Casey, Garrard, Lincoln, Marion, and Taylor.

Figure 1-1: Candidate Site Areas

1.3 Candidate Site Evaluation

A guantitative decision matrix was used to rank the candidate sites. In total, 22 different
criteria were used to evaluate the candidate sites. These criteria were first organized into five
major categories, and these major categories were allocated weights that reflect the
importance to the Project and totaled 100 percent. Within each major category, the criteria
were assigned sub-weights indicative of each criterion’s relative importance. The composite

weight for each individual criterion was then calculated as an aggregate of all sub-weighted
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criteria within a major category. The evaluation categories, category weights, criteria, criteria

sub-weights, and composite weights are summarized in Table 1-1 and Table 1-2.

Table 1-1: Candidate Site Evaluation Criteria

Major Category Criterion Scoring Criterion  Equivalent Pts
Category Weight Weight (100 Pt Scale)
Transmission Interconnection Cost 30.0% 7.5%
Low anticipated substation & transmission line cost 50
Moderate anticipated substation & transmission line cost 30
High anticipated substation & transmission line cost 10
Transmission System Upgrade Cost (214 net MW) 20.0% 5.0%
Electrical 25% Low anticipated transmission system upgrade cost 50
Transmission Moderate anticipated transmission system upgrade cost 30
High anticipated transmission system upgrade cost 10
Transmission System Support 50.0% 12.5%
No violations without added capacity banks 50
No violations with added capacity banks 30
Violations remain with added capacity banks 10
Natural Gas Pipeline Distance 40.0% 12.0%
< 1 Miles 50
1- 3 Miles 30
> 3 Miles 10
Natural Gas Pipeline Preference 40.0% 12.0%
Fuel Supply 20% Columbia Gulf Transmission Co 50
Delivery Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co 30
Texas Eastern Transmission LP 10
Fuel Supply Competition 20.0% 6.0%
Multiple gas pipelines within 2 miles 50
Multiple gas pipelines within 5 miles 30
Multiple gas pipelines not available within 5 miles 10
Potential Community Conflict 20.0% 3.0%
Park, Churches, Meeting Hall, Hospital > 4 miles 50
Park, Churches, Meeting Hall, Hospital 1-4 miles 30
Park, Churches, Meeting Hall, Hospital < 1 mile 10
Accessibility 20.0% 3.0%
Highly accessible site (Entry Road(s), Highways) 50
Moderately accessible site (Entry Road(s), Highways) 30
Non-accessible site (Entry Road(s), Highways) 10
Constructability 25.0% 3.8%
Favorable terrain / Clearing impacts 50
Moderate terrain / Clearing impacts 30
Site 15% Unfavorable terrain / Clearing / Floodplain impacts 10
Development Existing Use 15.0% 2.3%
Industrialized / Brownfield site area 50
Agricultural site area 30
Undisturbed site area 10
Useful Acreage 15.0% 2.3%
> 45 Acres 50
25-45 Acres 30
< 25 Acres 10
Expandability 5.0% 0.8%
> 400 Acres Adjacent (total parcels) 50
100 - 400 Acres Adjacent 30
< 100 Acres Adjacent 10
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Table 1-2: Candidate Site Evaluation Criteria

Major Category Criterion Seeii Criterion  Equivalent Pts
Category Weight Weight (100 Pt Scale)
Nearest Noise Receptor 10.0% 1.5%
> 1 Mile 50
0.25 - 1 Mile 30
< 0.25 Mile 10
Environmental Justice 10.0% 1.5%
Demographic Index falls within the O to 35th percentile 50
Demographic Index falls within the 35th to 67th percentile 30
Demographic Index falls within the 67th to 100th percentile 10
Wetlands 25.0% 3.8%
High Probability of Avoiding Wetlands 50
Moderate Probability of Avoiding Wetlands 30
) o Low Probability of Avoiding Wetlands 10
Envirenmentall - 15% ¢y dplains 25.0% 3.8%
Entire Site Outside of 100-year Floodplain 50
Portion of Site within 100-year Floodplain/Floodplain Avoidable 30
Site Within 100-year Floodplain 10
Archeological & Cultural Resource Risk 20.0% 3.0%
Low Potential for Impacts 50
Moderate Potential for Impacts 30
High Potential for Impacts 10
Sensitive Species Risk 10.0% 1.5%
Low Potential for Impacts 50
Moderate Potential for Impacts 30
High Potential for Impacts 10
Water Permitting 30.0% 4.5%
Low Potential for Impacts 50
Moderate Potential for Impacts 30
High Potential for Impacts 10
Air Permitting 30.0% 4.5%
Attainment Zone 50
Non-Attainment; Moderate Potential for Schedule Impacts 30
Permitting 5% Non-Attainment; Major Potential for Schedule Impacts 10
Class 1 Areas 30.0% 4.5%
Greater than 150 kilometers from Class | Areas 50
100 to 150 from a Class | Areas 30
Less than 100 kilometers from Class | Area 10
FAA Considerations 10.0% 1.5%
> 4 miles away from the nearest airport w/ runway > 3,200 ft 50
3 - 4 miles away from the nearest airport w/ runway > 3,200 ft 30
< 3 miles away from the nearest airport w/ runway > 3,200 ft 10

The individual scores for each candidate site and criteria were used along with the
corresponding weights to calculate a weighted composite score for each site. These
composite scores are calculated as the sum of the products of each individual score and
criterion weight. Figure 1-2 provides a graphical representation of the weighted composite

scores for the candidate site evaluation.

East Kentucky Power Cooperative 4 1898 & Co.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 Executive Summary

Figure 1-2: Candidate Site Evaluation Scores

Figure 1-2 shows that the base composite evaluation scores range from a low of 31.85 for
Lebanon 3, and a high of 41.75 for Liberty 4 out of a possible score of 50. The average and

median scores are 36.47 and 36.30, respectively.

1.4 Selection of Preferred Sites

After the initial scoring process was completed, field reconnaissance was performed of the
highest scoring potential areas. The field reconnaissance consisted of an automobile survey
along public roads in the vicinity of each potential site area, the electrical interconnection

point, and the natural gas interconnection point.

Following the field reconnaissance of the potential site areas and subseqguent analyses, the
project team evaluated the relative strengths and weaknesses of each site with respect to the

major criteria.
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1.5 Conclusions

The conclusions reached from this Study are presented below.

e There are multiple sites available within the project study area that can accommodate
the development of the Project.
e The following sites are recommended as the top, preferred sites to proceed with

advanced development activities.

0 Liberty 4
0 Liberty5
o Liberty 3

o Campbellsville 5
o Campbellsville 3
e 1898 & Co. recommends EKPC conduct further due diligence on the top sites which
should include:

o0 Determining the true land cost through discussions with the current owners and

beginning further property due diligence.
=  Property due diligence would include performing boundary and
topography surveys, Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment, title
research, and environmental critical issues assessment.

o Determining the true gas transportation and interconnection costs through
discussions with the pipeline owners.

o Completing and submitting the interconnection application.

0 Performing a Project Definition Report ("PDR”) that more accurately estimates
project costs, timeline, layout, etc.

o0 Performing detailed environmental permitting activities with local, state, and
federal agencies to determine air, water, and storm/wastewater permit
requirements.

0 All of the potential sites are located in counties that are in attainment for
National Ambient Air Quality Standards ("NAAQS”) for all criteria pollutants.
Therefore, it should be practical to obtain a permit for the air emissions from
the proposed plant at any of these sites; however, additional review will be

required to verify this statement.
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2.0 INTRODUCTION

1898 & Co. was retained by EKPC to perform a Study to evaluate the potential development
and construction of a new natural gas generating facility in Kentucky. This introduction details

the Study objective, an overview of the methodology, and identifies the project team.

2.1 Background

EKPC is planning to develop dispatchable generation within Kentucky. Reciprocating engine
facilities allow power generators to quickly respond to the demands of the grid. This Study
was initiated by EKPC in order to investigate the feasibility of developing an approximately 214
net MW greenfield facility consisting of up to 12 RICE units.

2.2 Study Methodology

The objective of the Study was to identify potential sites that would be capable of supporting
development of 214 net MW of new reciprocating engine generation. Previously undeveloped,
or greenfield sites were considered. 1898 & Co. restricted the evaluation to sites that are

located within Kentucky, in or around EKPC'’s service territory, and near natural gas pipelines.

The site identification and selection efforts were completed in three phases. A brief description

of these phases is included below.

e Phase 1. Preliminary candidate sites were identified with consideration of the required
infrastructure (electrical transmission and natural gas pipelines). Within these areas,
preliminary sites were identified, and an initial screening of these preliminary sites, using
readily available maps and aerial photography was completed to eliminate sites with
development constraints.

e Phase 2: The preliminary sites were evaluated against 22 criteria organized into five
major categories. The major categories used for evaluation were electrical transmission,
fuel supply delivery, site development, environmental, and permitting. The results of this
evaluation were used to rank the sites to determine where to focus future development
efforts.

e Phase 3: Following the quantitative site evaluation, the top three areas by their
weighted composite scores were selected for site reconnaissance. These site visits were
conducted to confirm characteristics of each site (constructability, accessibility, electric
and gas interconnection, nearest neighbors, etc.). The project team used the information
collected during the reconnaissance along with consideration of strategic factors to

identify and recommend the top preferred sites.
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2.3 Project Team
This study was completed by a multi-disciplinary team of professionals from EKPC and 1898 &
Co. The project team included individuals with expertise in planning, permitting, design, and

operation of electric generating and transmitting facilities.
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3.0 CANDIDATE AREA AND SITE SELECTION

The first step in the site selection process was the identification of candidate sites. Candidate
sites possess the necessary infrastructure and characteristics to support the development of a
reciprocating engine generating facility. The methodology and results of these investigations

are described in the following sections.

3.1 Areas of Interest
EKPC requested 1898 & Co. consider sites in and around Casey County, Kentucky. The five

areas of interest are:

e Campbellsville, located in Taylor County, Kentucky
e Lancaster, located in Garrard County, Kentucky

e Liberty, located in Casey County, Kentucky

e Lebanon, located in Marion County, Kentucky

e Stanford, located in Lincoln County, Kentucky

These locations were selected based on consideration of the necessary infrastructure to
support the Project. Figure 3-1 shows the areas of interest with the critical infrastructure

overlayed.

Figure 3-1: Preliminary Site Areas
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3.2 Regional Infrastructure
In order to minimize the potential impacts and costs of plant development, prospective site

areas should be located as near as practical to supporting infrastructure or physical resources.

3.2.1 Electric Transmission

The generating units at the proposed power plant must be connected into the regional
transmission network in order to deliver reliable electric power from these facilities to EKPC’s
customers. For this Study, it was assumed that a minimum transmission voltage of 115 kilovolt
("kV”) would be required. Thus, the search for prospective plant sites was concentrated in
areas including transmission facilities with voltages greater than 115 kV. Lower voltage lines

were excluded during the site identification process.

3.2.2 Natural Gas Pipelines

For this Study, it was assumed that the facility would be comprised of up to 12 reciprocating
engines. To determine whether prospective natural gas pipelines had enough capacity to
support the Project, 1898 & Co. calculated the full load fuel usage of 12 engines over an hour as
well as one day utilizing heat rate and load information. For all 12 reciprocating engines, this
equated to roughly 1,800 Million British Thermal Units ("MMBtu”) per hour which is equivalent
to 43,200 MMBtu per day. This usage was then communicated to EKPC to solicit natural gas

pipeline owners to determine whether adequate capacity exists to support a new Facility.

3.2.3 Water and Wastewater Utilities

Reciprocating engine facilities do not require a substantial amount of water for operation.
Water will be required for Operation and Maintenance ("O&M”) activities at the Facility, but
water and wastewater utilities are not critical to the overall evaluation. As such, 1898 & Co. did
not focus on water availability and wastewater treatment capacity as part of the site selection

process.

3.3 Land Availability
Based on comparison to existing, similar sized RICE facilities, 1898 & Co. estimates that a site
of approximately 45 acres would be required for the facility including construction laydown

and parking areas.

3.4 Preliminary Site Areas
In order to identify preliminary sites, 1898 & Co. developed a composite map that overlaid the
necessary infrastructure to determine potential areas of interest. Once these areas were

identified, specific candidate sites were selected by considering topography and the presence

East Kentucky Power Cooperative 10 1898 & Co.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 Candidate Area and Site Selection

of wetlands, residences, parcel sizes, or other nearby development concerns. From this
analysis, 1898 & Co. identified 20 representative candidate sites for evaluation. These sites are
not intended to be the only viable sites in the area, but are considered the most viable in the

area of interest.

East Kentucky Power Cooperative n 1898 & Co.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 Candidate Site Area Description

4.0 CANDIDATE SITE AREA DESCRIPTION

This chapter contains narrative descriptions of the five candidate site areas with an emphasis
on characteristics that are important in the subsequent evaluation process. With consideration
of future real estate conditions and further analyses, the site boundaries for a specific site

could be modified. Detailed maps of each site can be found in Appendix A.

4.1 Campbellsville Site Area
The Campbellsville area has seven sites located approximately five miles northwest of the city
of Campbellsville in the small city of Saloma in Taylor County, Kentucky. All Campbellsville

sites are currently used primarily as farmland.

Saloma has a moderate density of residential and rural buildings including houses, barns,
churches, and commercial buildings. Campbellsville 1, 2, 3, 5, and 7 are located on State
Highway 744, which is the main road through Saloma, and therefore are located in close
proximity to residential buildings. Campbellsville 4 is the farthest site from any surrounding
structures. 1898 & Co. identified the closest potential community conflict to any of the sites,

which is the Saloma Baptist Church, located 0.21 miles northeast of Campbellsville 3.

Wetlands data from the National Wetlands Inventory ("NWI”) indicate that the Campbellsville
sites are free of wetlands that would have an impact on the development of the Project. NWI
maps are useful tools for high-level planning purposes, but further investigation may be

necessary to identify all wetlands that exist within each site.

Campbellsville 1, 4, 6, and 7 have a small riverine wetland located on the edges of the parcels.
Wetlands at Campbellsville 1and 4 would be easily avoided, but Campbellsville 6 and 7’s
wetlands would be moderately difficult to avoid. Flood Zone data acquired through the
Federal Emergency Management Agency ("FEMA”) show that no floodplains are present

within any of the potential sites in Campbellsville.

According to parcel ownership information obtained from the online AcreValue map, only one
landowner would be affected at each site by the development of the Facility. Campbellsville 3
is the smallest parcel, which is 48 acres, but does have adjacent properties that could be used

for expansion. The largest parcel is Campbellsville 4 at 130.2 acres.

The Campbellsville area is very desirable due to the proximity to the Tennessee Gas Pipeline
Co natural gas compression station, low electrical interconnection costs due to the planned

construction of the North Taylor County substation, and the favorable constructability due to
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flat, clear land in the area. The only negative developmental aspect, that 1898 & Co. identified
in the area, are the proximity to residential buildings and the Saloma Baptist Church. 1898 &
Co. selected candidate sites in the area by reviewing GIS databases to determine high-scoring

sites with regards to the scoring criteria described in Section 3.0 of this report.

4.1.1 Current Site Conditions

Campbellsville 1, 2, 3, 5, and 7 are all located on State Highway 744, which is a 2-laned, paved
highway and would offer easy accessibility to the site. Campbellsville 6 is located on Pleasant
Hill Church Road, which is a paved, 1-lane road, and Campbellsville 4 is located on Sanders
Road, which is a gravel, 1-lane road. These two smaller, less-traveled roads would potentially
require road construction to provide easy accessibility to the site. 1898 & Co. does not
anticipate zoning to be an issue for the development of a generating facility at the

Campbellsville sites.

Constructability at the Campbellsville sites would be moderately favorable. The sites are rolling
hills with relatively minimal land undulation. None of the sites would require land clearing,

wetland mitigation, or floodplain avoidance measures.

No archeological sites or notable or outstanding resources were identified at any of the
Campbellsville sites. The United States Fish and Wildlife Service’s Information for Planning and
Conservation tool (“IPaC”) review indicated that the northern long-eared bat, Indiana bat, and
gray bat are potentially occurring in the Campbellsville sites and avoidance measures and/or
presence/absence surveys may be required. The potential for developmental impact from

sensitive species is moderate.

4.1.2 Natural Gas Pipeline

The Campbellsville sites were chosen due to their proximity to the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
natural gas compression station in Saloma. Each site was measured to their respective, nearest
natural gas pipeline to determine the potential distance for natural gas interconnection. All
sites are located within one mile of their respective nearest pipeline. Campbellsville 2 and 6 are
the closest, with multiple pipelines located on the parcel. EKPC will need to confirm with
Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co that the pipelines located on Campbellsville 2 and 6 can be re-

routed to provide adeguate area for site development.

Natural gas competition for the Campbellsville sites is minimal, as the second closest natural
gas pipeline (also Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co.) is located over nine miles from the

Campbellsville sites.
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4.1.3 Electric Transmission
EKPC conducted a transmission study to determine relative magnitudes (low, moderate, and

high) of interconnection and system upgrade costs at each site.

Assuming 214 net MW was injected into the current transmission system in Campbellsville, the
system upgrade costs were estimated to be moderate. EKPC is preparing to build a substation
and associated required facilities to establish a POl for the Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Maryland
Interconnection ("PJM”) Queue in the Campbellsville area, so the additional cost for

interconnection at this new North Taylor County substation was estimated to be low.

The distance from each potential site was measured to the location of this new substation to
determine the potential length of a generation-tie line. Campbellsville 3 and 4 are closest,
being located 0.25 and 0.27 miles, respectively, from the approximate location of the new
North Taylor County substation. Campbellsville 6 is the farthest, at 2.46 miles from the

approximate location of the new North Taylor County substation.

It is desirable for the Project to provide voltage support to the electric grid, and sites located
in Campbellsville would require the installation of capacitor banks to ensure no violations
occur when one or both of the units at EKPC’s John Sherman Cooper Power Plant (“Cooper”)

are not running.

4.2 Lancaster Site Area

The Lancaster area has two sites located approximately five miles northwest of the city of
Lancaster, in Garrard County, Kentucky. Two additional sites were originally evaluated but
were ultimately eliminated during the field reconnaissance due to development in the area.

The Lancaster sites are primarily grassy pastures.

Lancaster has a moderate density of residential, rural, and commercial buildings including
houses, barns, churches, and small shops. Lancaster 1is located on Lexington Rd, which is the
main road through Lancaster and is near a few small residential and agricultural buildings.
Lancaster 2 is located along the west side of Fox Church Rd, which has a small residential
community located on the east side of the road. Both sites are in relatively close proximity to
residential buildings. The closest community conflict to the sites is the Camp Dick Robinson

Elementary School which is 0.86 miles northwest of Lancaster 1.

Wetlands data from NW!I indicated Lancaster 1 has a small riverine wetland that is located on
the eastern edge of the parcel that would be easy to avoid and would not have an impact on

the development of the Project. However, Lancaster 2 has a small riverine wetland that runs
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through the parcel from the southwest corner and ending in the northeastern quarter of the
site, which would be difficult to avoid, and would likely have an impact on development. Flood

Zone data from FEMA show that no floodplains are present within either Lancaster site.

According to parcel ownership information obtained from AcreValue, only one landowner
would be affected at each site by the development of the Facility. Both sites are of adequate
size and have adjacent parcels that could potentially be used for expansion. The larger parcel

is Lancaster 1 at 136.8 acres and the smaller parcel is Lancaster 2 at 55.3 acres.

4.2.1 Current Site Conditions

Lancaster 1is located on Lexington Rd, which is a 2-lane, paved highway that would offer easy
accessibility to the site. Lancaster 2 is located on Fox Church Rd, which is a 1-lane, paved road
that would offer moderate accessibility to the site. 1898 & Co. does not anticipate zoning to be

an issue for the development of a generating facility at the Lancaster sites.

Constructability at the Lancaster sites would be moderately favorable. The sites have
moderate sloping with relatively minimal land undulation. Neither site would require land
clearing or floodplain avoidance measures. Lancaster 1is free of wetlands, but Lancaster 2

would likely require wetland mitigation or avoidance measures for development.

No archeological sites or notable outstanding cultural resources were identified at any of the
Lancaster sites. The IPaC review indicated that the northern long-eared bat, Indiana bat, and
gray bat are potentially occurring in the Lancaster sites and avoidance measures and/or
presence/absence surveys may be required. The potential for developmental impact from

sensitive species is moderate.

4.2.2 Natural Gas Pipeline

The Lancaster sites are located near the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co. natural gas pipeline and
moderately close to the Texas Eastern Transmission LP pipeline. Each site was measured to
the nearest pipeline to determine the potential distance for natural gas interconnection.
Lancaster 1is located 1.31 miles northwest, and Lancaster 2 is located 0.23 miles north of the

Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co pipeline.

Natural gas competition for the Lancaster sites is relatively favorable due to their moderate
proximity to the Texas Eastern Transmission LP pipeline, which is located within 5 miles of

both sites.
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4.2.3 Electric Transmission

EKPC’s transmission study results estimated that the system upgrade costs, assuming 214 net
MW was injected into the current transmission system in Lancaster, would be moderate. The
cost for interconnection, which would require the construction of additional facilities at the

West Garrard substation, was estimated to be low.

The distance from both sites was measured to the West Garrard substation to determine the
potential length of a generation-tie line from each site. Lancaster 1is 3.77 miles and Lancaster

2 is 2.77 miles from the West Garrard substation.

The Lancaster sites would require the installation of capacitor banks to ensure no violations

occur when one or both of the units at Cooper are not running.

4.3 Liberty Site Area

The Liberty area has five sites located approximately three to nine miles northwest of the city
of Liberty, in Casey County, Kentucky. The Liberty sites are primarily used as farmland.
Additionally, two other sites were evaluated during initial screening but were ruled out for
further evaluation. These two sites did not meet minimum site requirements due to their

location in mountainous terrain.

Liberty has a very low density of residential and rural buildings including mainly houses and
barns. Liberty 1and 2 are located along State Highway 49 which is the main highway
connecting Liberty and Lebanon. Liberty 3, 4, and 5 are located farther southeast on Carr
Sasser Rd and Upper Brush Creek Rd, small roads off State Highway 49. All sites in Liberty are
relatively close to surrounding farmhouses. The closest community conflict to Liberty 1and 2 is
the Lighthouse Church, which is 1.04 miles southeast of Liberty 2. The closest community
conflict to Liberty 3 and 4 is the Carr Chapel First Church of God, which is 2.03 miles
northwest of Liberty 3. The closest community conflict to Liberty 5 is Wilson Cemetery, which

is located 3.19 miles northwest of Liberty 5.

Wetlands data from NW!I indicate that Liberty 1, 2, and 3 have small riverine wetlands and
ponds located on the parcels which would be moderately difficult to avoid. Liberty 4 has a
small riverine wetland located along the northern corner and southeastern edge of the parcel,
which would be easily avoidable. Liberty 5 has no wetlands located on the parcel. Flood Zone
data from FEMA show that Liberty 1and 2 are mostly covered with a one percent annual
chance flood hazard associated with Big South Fork River, which would likely be unavoidable.

No floodplains are present within either Liberty 3 or 4. The southern tip of Liberty 5 is located
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within the one percent annual chance flood hazard from Brush Creek, which would be easily

avoided.

According to parcel ownership information obtained from AcreValue, only one landowner
would be affected at Liberty 1-4 by the development of the Facility, and two landowners
would be affected by development of the Facility at Liberty 5. Liberty Tand 2 do not have
adeqguate usable space available due to the presence of high sloping land, tree coverage, and
floodplains. Liberty 3, 4, and 5 are of adequate size, and Liberty 3 and 4 have adjacent parcels
that could potentially be used for expansion. Liberty 5 is the largest parcel with a total acreage

of 313.7, but Liberty 3, 4, and 5 each have sufficient area for development.

4.3.1 Current Site Conditions

Liberty Tand 2 are located on State Highway 49, which is a 2-lane, paved highway that would
offer easy accessibility to the sites. Liberty 3 and 4 are located on Carr Sasser Rd, which is a 1-
lane, paved and gravel road that would provide moderate accessibility to the sites. Liberty 5 is
located on Upper Brush Creek Rd, which is a 1-lane, gravel road that would provide moderate
accessibility to the site. 1898 & Co. does not anticipate zoning to be an issue for the

development of a generating facility at the Liberty sites.

Constructability at the Liberty sites would be moderately favorable for Liberty 1, 3, 4, and 5
and would be unfavorable for Liberty 2. Liberty 1, 3, 4, and 5 have moderate sloping, minimal
land undulation, and scarce tree coverage. Liberty 2 has relatively high sloping hills with
moderate tree coverage and does not have adequate space available for construction
laydown areas. Both Liberty 1 and 2 would also likely require extensive floodplain avoidance

measures.

No archeological sites or notable outstanding cultural resources were identified at any of the
Liberty sites. The IPaC review indicated that the northern long-eared bat, Indiana bat, and gray
bat are potentially occurring in the Liberty sites and avoidance measures and/or
presence/absence surveys may be required. The potential for developmental impact from

sensitive species is moderate.

4.3.2 Natural Gas Pipeline

The Liberty sites are located near the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co, Columbia Gulf Transmission
Co, and Texas Eastern Transmission Co natural gas pipelines. Each site was measured to the
nearest pipeline to determine the potential distance for natural gas interconnection. Liberty 1

and 2 were measured to the Texas Eastern Transmission Co pipeline, which is 0.75 and 0.07
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miles away, respectively. Liberty 3, 4, and 5 were measured to the Columbia Gulf Transmission

Co pipeline, which is 0.28, 0.08, and 0.62 miles away, respectively, to the southwest.

Natural gas competition for the Liberty sites is very favorable due to their proximity to three

major natural gas pipelines within approximately 5 miles of each site.

4.3.3 Electric Transmission

EKPC’s transmission study results estimated that the system upgrade costs, assuming 214 net
MW was injected into the current transmission system in Liberty, would be moderate at
Liberty Tand 2, and low at Liberty 3, 4, and 5. The cost for interconnection, for Liberty 1and 2,
which would require the construction of additional facilities to the Casey County substation,
was estimated to be low. The cost for interconnection, for Liberty 3, 4, and 5, which would
require the construction of a new substation, South Casey County, was estimated to be

moderate.

The distance from Liberty 1and 2 was measured to the Casey County substation to determine
the potential length of a generation-tie line from each site if interconnection would be made at
this substation. Liberty 1is 0.81 miles and Liberty 2 is 0.23 miles from the Casey County

substation.

1898 & Co. approximated the distance from Liberty 3, 4, and 5 sites to the nearest high voltage
transmission line to determine the potential length of a generation-tie line from each site,
representing the potential of a new substation being constructed at each site. Liberty 3 is 0.41

miles, Liberty 4 is 0.03 miles, and Liberty 5 is 2.03 miles from the nearest transmission line.

The Liberty sites are the only sites in this study that would not require the installation of
capacitor banks to ensure no violations occur when one or both of the units at Cooper are not

running.

4.4 Lebanon Site Area
The Lebanon area has four sites, located northwest and southeast of the city of Lebanon, in

Marion County, Kentucky. The Lebanon sites are primarily used as farmland.

The sites are located outside of the higher density residential areas in Lebanon and are in
areas with low density residential and agricultural buildings. Lebanon 1, 2 and 3 are located
southeast of the city of Lebanon and are in very low-density residential areas mainly used for
agricultural. Lebanon 4 is located on State Highway 2154 to the northwest of the city of

Lebanon and is closer to the residential, agricultural, and industrial areas. The closest
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community conflicts to Lebanon T and 2 is Glasscock Elementary School, which is located 1.64
miles northwest of Lebanon 1. The closest community conflict to Lebanon 3 is Calvary
Elementary School, which is located 2.60 miles west of the site. The closest community

conflict to Lebanon 4 is the Spring View Hospital, which is 0.87 miles southeast of the site.

Wetlands data from NW!I indicate that Lebanon 1, 2, and 3 have small wetlands located on the
parcels which would be easily avoidable. Lebanon 4 has a pond and riverine wetland running
along the eastern portion of the parcel that would be moderately difficult to avoid. Flood Zone
data from FEMA show no floodplains are present on Lebanon 1, 2, or 4. Lebanon 3 has a one
percent annual chance flood hazard located on the northeastern edge of the parcel that would

likely be avoidable.

According to parcel ownership information obtained from AcreValue, only one landowner
would be affected at each site by the development of the Facility. All Lebanon sites are of
adequate size and have adjacent parcels that could potentially be used for expansion.

Lebanon 3 is the largest parcel at 250.8 acres and Lebanon 1is the smallest at 70.2 acres.

4.4.1 Current Site Conditions

Lebanon 1is located on Sulphur Springs Rd, which is a 1-lane, paved road that would offer
moderate accessibility to the site. Lebanon 2 is located on Penick Rd, which is a 1-lane, gravel
road that would potentially require road construction to provide easy accessibility to the site.
Lebanon 3 and 4 are both located on 2-lane, paved roads that would provide easy accessibility
to the sites. 1898 & Co. does not anticipate zoning to be an issue for the development of a

generating facility at the Lebanon sites.

Constructability at the Lebanon sites would be favorable for Lebanon 1, 2, and 4 and
moderately favorable for Lebanon 3. Lebanon 1, 2, and 4 all have low sloping, minimal tree
coverage, have avoidable wetlands, are relatively flat, and would not require floodplain
avoidance measures. Lebanon 3 has slightly higher sloping, more tree coverage, is moderately

flat, and would potentially require floodplain avoidance measures.

No archeological sites or notable outstanding resources were identified at any of the Lebanon
sites. The IPaC review indicated that the northern long-eared bat, Indiana bat, and gray bat are
potentially occurring in the Liberty sites and avoidance measures and/or presence/absence
surveys may be required. The potential for developmental impact from sensitive species is

moderate.
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4.4.2 Natural Gas Pipeline

The Lebanon sites are located near the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co natural gas pipeline. Each
site was measured to the nearest pipeline to determine the potential distance for natural gas
interconnection. Lebanon 1, 2, and 3 all have pipelines located on the parcel. Lebanon 4 is 2.76

miles from its nearest pipeline.

Natural gas competition for the Lebanon sites is unfavorable due to there being no other

major natural gas pipelines within five miles.

4.4.3 Electric Transmission

EKPC’s transmission study results estimated that the system upgrade costs, assuming 214 net
MW was injected into the current transmission system in Lebanon, would be high at Lebanon 1,
2,and 3, and low at Lebanon 4. The cost for interconnection, for all Lebanon sites would

require the construction of a new substation, was estimated to be moderate.

1898 & Co. approximated the distance from each Lebanon site to their respective nearest high
voltage transmission line to determine the potential length of a generation-tie line,
representing the potential of a new substation being constructed at each site. The farthest site
from its respective transmission line is Lebanon 3 at 2.83 miles, and the closest site to its

respective transmission line is Lebanon 4 at 0.42 miles.

Due to the high cost of electrical system upgrades, the Lebanon sites were not included in
EKPC’s study to determine if they would require the installation of capacitor banks when one

or both of the units at Cooper are not running.

4.5 Stanford Site Area
The Stanford area has three sites located approximately four miles west of the small city of

Stanford, in Lincoln County, Kentucky. The Stanford sites are primarily grassy pastures.

Stanford is mainly an area with agricultural, small commercial buildings, and scattered
residential areas. Stanford 1is located on Preachersville Rd, which has very scarce residential
and agricultural buildings. Stanford 2 and 3 are both located on State Highway 1770, which is a
2-lane paved road with a low density of residential, commercial, and agricultural buildings. All
Stanford sites are in relatively close proximity to residential buildings. The closest community
conflict to any of the sites is Lincoln County Middle and High School, which is located 3.02

miles west of Stanford 2.
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Wetlands data from NW!I indicate that Stanford 1 has riverine wetlands that surround the
parcel and a small pond, but these wetlands would all be easily avoidable. Stanford 2 has two
ponds located on the parcel which would be difficult to avoid. Stanford 3 has a riverine
wetland located on the northern edge of the parcel and four ponds located on the parcel,
which would be moderately difficult to avoid. Flood Zone data from FEMA show that Stanford
1and 3 have a one percent annual chance flood hazard located on the parcel that would likely
be easily avoided at Stanford 3 and moderately difficult to avoid at Stanford 1. No floodplains

are present within Stanford 2.

According to parcel ownership information obtained from AcreValue, only one landowner
would be affected at each site by the development of the Facility. Stanford 1 and 3 are of
adequate size and have adjacent parcels that could potentially be used for expansion.
Stanford 2 is a smaller parcel at 30 acres that would not be suitable for expansion, and

Stanford 1is the largest parcel at 259.3 acres.

4.5.1 Current Site Conditions

Stanford 1is located on Preachersville Rd, which is a paved, 1-lane road and would offer
moderate accessibility to the site. Both Stanford 2 and 3 are located on State Highway 1770,
which is a 2-lane paved road that would offer easy accessibility to the site. Stanford 2 is also
accessible via John Sims Highway, which is a 2-lane, paved highway that would offer easy

access to the site.

Constructability at the Stanford sites would be moderately favorable at Stanford 1 and
unfavorable at Stanford 2 and 3. Stanford 1 has moderate sloping, minimal tree coverage, and
is moderately flat. Stanford 2 and 3 have moderate sloping, moderate tree coverage, wetlands

that would likely require mitigation or avoidance measures, and are moderately hilly.

No archeological sites or notable outstanding resources were identified at any of the Stanford
sites. The IPaC review indicated that the northern long-eared bat, Indiana bat, and gray bat are
potentially occurring in the Stanford sites and avoidance measures and/or presence/absence
surveys may be required. The potential for developmental impact from sensitive species is

moderate.

4.5.2 Natural Gas Pipeline
The Stanford sites are located near the Columbia Gulf Transmission Co natural gas pipeline
and moderately close to the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co pipeline. Each site was measured to

the nearest pipeline to determine the potential distance for natural gas interconnection. All
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Stanford sites are located within 0.5 miles of the nearest Columbia Gulf Transmission Co

pipeline. Stanford 2 is the closest, having a pipeline located on the parcel.

Natural gas competition for the Stanford sites is relatively favorable due to their moderate
proximity to the Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co pipeline, which is located within five miles of all

Stanford sites.

4.5.3 Electric Transmission

EKPC’s transmission study results estimated that the system upgrade costs, assuming 214 net
MW was injected into the current transmission system in Stanford, would be moderate. The
cost for interconnection, which would reguire the construction of additional facilities to the

West Garrard substation, was estimated to be low.

The distance from the Stanford sites was measured to the West Garrard substation to
determine the potential length of a generation-tie line from each site. Stanford 1, 2, and 3 are

located 8.00 miles, 8.78 miles, and 9.14 miles respectively from the West Garrard substation.

The Stanford sites would require the installation of capacitor banks to ensure no violations

occur when one or both of the units at Cooper are not running.
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5.0 CANDIDATE SITE EVALUATION

A guantitative decision matrix was used as a tool to aid in ranking the candidate sites, which
can be seen in Appendix B. The first step in using such a process is to identify the objectives
or criteria to be used to evaluate the alternatives. The criteria used to evaluate the alternatives
were jointly developed between EKPC and 1898 & Co. The criteria are detailed in Table 5-1. The
process used to select the candidate sites (Section 3.0) had already determined whether the
candidate site meets minimum site requirements. For this reason, the focus of the candidate
site evaluation, and of the criteria discussed in this section, was to assess the relative

advantages and disadvantages of each candidate site.

The evaluation criteria cover numerous specific attributes used to judge the relative suitability
of each candidate site. Each of these attributes represents a characteristic that is important in
the evaluation of prospective sites and serves to differentiate the candidate sites from one
another. These evaluation criteria are not equivalent in their importance to the decision-
making process. Therefore, each criterion was also assigned a weight indicative of its relative
importance to the decision-making process. Criteria with the highest weights are considered
the most critical for site development and on-going project success. The assignment of
weights to the evaluation criteria was a subjective process based on the collective professional
judgement of EKPC and 1898 & Co. staff who participated in this Study.

In total, 22 different criteria were used to evaluate the candidate site areas. These criteria were
first organized into five major categories, and these categories were allocated weights that
totaled 100 percent. For example, the Environmental category was assigned a weight of 15
percent, therefore 15 percent of the overall evaluation scores were based on environmental
impacts criteria. Within each major category, the criteria were assigned sub-weights indicative
of each criterion’s relative importance. The composite weight for each individual criterion is
then calculated as an aggregate of all sub-weighted criteria within a major category. The
evaluation categories, category weights, criteria, criteria sub-weights, and composite weights
are summarized in Table 5-1. A detailed discussion of each of these criteria, which includes the
rationale used to assign the score for each criterion and the resulting score for each of the 22

candidate site areas, is also located below.
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Table 5-1: Candidate Site Evaluation Criteria

Criterion Criterion Weight Composite Weight ‘
Electrical Transmission (25%)
Transmission Interconnection Cost 30.0% 7.5%
Transmission System Upgrade Cost (214 net MW) 20.0% 5.0%
Transmission System Support 50.0% 12.5%
Fuel Supply Delivery (30%)
Natural Gas Pipeline Distance 40.0% 12.0%
Natural Gas Pipeline Preference 40.0% 12.0%
Fuel Supply Competition 20.0% 6.0%
Site Development (15%)
Potential Community Conflict 20.0% 3.0%
Accessibility 20.0% 3.0%
Constructability 25.0% 3.8%
Existing Use 15.0% 2.3%
Useful Acreage 15.0% 2.3%
Expandability 5.0% 0.8%
Environmental (15%)
Nearest Noise Receptor 10.0% 1.5%
Environmental Justice 10.0% 1.5%
Wetlands 25.0% 3.8%
Floodplains 25.0% 3.8%
Archeological & Cultural Resource Risk 20.0% 3.0%
Sensitive Species Risk 10.0% 1.5%
Permitting (15%)
Water Permitting 30.0% 4.5%
Air Permitting 30.0% 4.5%
Class 1 Areas 30.0% 4.5%
FAA Considerations 10.0% 1.5%
5.1 Electrical Transmission

The Electrical Transmission category, which was assigned a total weight of 25 percent, was
comprised of three component evaluation criteria. These criteria are described in the following

paragraphs.

5.1.1 Transmission Interconnection Cost

A natural gas-fired generating plant needs access to a high-voltage transmission system. 1898
& Co. conducted an analysis that included two separate criteria to determine a high-level
categorization of the total transmission interconnection cost. These criteria include new

substation or substation upgrade costs and transmission line costs.
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1898 & Co. provided EKPC with prospective areas and potential electrical points of
interconnection ("POI”) to conduct further investigation. EKPC provided determinations of
high, moderate, and low potential costs for constructing a new substation, or substation

upgrade costs for each proposed POI.

Additionally, 1898 & Co. reviewed the distance from each site to their respective POl and
determined the length of new transmission lines that would need to be constructed for each
site. If the proposed POI was located at an existing substation, the transmission line distance
assumed for this analysis was the distance from the site to the existing substation. If the
proposed POl was an existing transmission line, the distance assumed for this analysis was the

distance from the site to the nearest high-voltage transmission line.

Sites with low transmission interconnection costs received a score of 50, sites with moderate
costs received a score of 30, and sites with high costs received the lowest score of 10. The
approximate transmission interconnection costs, criterion score, and proposed interconnection

location are listed in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2: Transmission Interconnection Costs Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score ‘ Total Cost

Campbellsville 2 50 Low
Campbellsville 3 50 Low
Campbellsville 4 50 Low
Campbellsville 5 50 Low
Campbellsville 6 50 Low
Campbellsville 7 50 Low
Lancaster 1 30 Moderate
Lancaster 2 30 Moderate
Liberty 1 50 Low
Liberty 2 50 Low
Liberty 3 30 Moderate
Liberty 4 30 Moderate
Liberty 5 30 Moderate
Lebanon 1 30 Moderate
Lebanon 2 30 Moderate
Lebanon 3 10 High
Lebanon 4 30 Moderate
Stanford 1 10 High
Stanford 2 10 High
Stanford 3 10 High
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The proposed substation, interconnection voltage, and interconnection distance used for the

analysis are provided in Table 5-3.

Table 5-3: Transmission Interconnection Information

Interconnection
Distance (miles)

Voltage (kV)

Site Name Proposed Substation

Campbellsville 2 New North Taylor County 161 kV 0.76
Campbellsville 3 New North Taylor County 161 kV 0.29
Campbellsville 4 New North Taylor County 161 kV 11

Campbellsville 5 New North Taylor County 161 kV 114
Campbellsville 6 New North Taylor County 161 kV 2.46
Campbellsville 7 New North Taylor County 161 kV 0.49
Lancaster 1 West Garrard 345 kV 377
Lancaster 2 West Garrard 345 kV 2.77
Liberty 1 Casey County 161 kV 0.81
Liberty 2 Casey County 161 kV 0.23
Liberty 3 New South Casey County 161 kV 0.41
Liberty 4 New South Casey County 161 kV 0.03
Liberty 5 New South Casey County 161 kV 2.03
Lebanon 1 New East Marion County 161 kV 1.02
Lebanon 2 New East Marion County 161 kV 217
Lebanon 3 New East Marion County 161 kV 2.83
Lebanon 4 New West Marion County 161 kV 0.42
Stanford 1 West Garrard 345 kV 8.00
Stanford 2 West Garrard 345 kV 8.78
Stanford 3 West Garrard 345 kV 9.14

5.1.2 Transmission System Upgrade Costs

Similarly, EKPC provided cost determinations for transmission system upgrades that would be
required if the additional generation from the Project was interconnected at each site’s
proposed POls. These costs include required additional transmission facilities, installing optical
ground wire, upgrading conductors for higher operating temperatures, upgrading relays, etc.
Sites located where the transmission system upgrade costs were low received a score of 50,
sites with moderate costs received a score of 30, and sites where the upgrade costs were high
received the lowest score of 10. The estimated transmission system upgrade costs and

criterion score for each site are listed in Table 5-4.

Table 5-4: Transmission System Upgrade Cost Evaluation Scores

Evaluation Score Total Cost

Site Name
Campbellsville 2 30

Moderate
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Site Name Evaluation Score ‘ Total Cost

Campbellsville 3 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 4 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 5 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 6 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 7 30 Moderate
Lancaster 1 30 Moderate
Lancaster 2 30 Moderate
Liberty 1 30 Moderate
Liberty 2 30 Moderate
Liberty 3 50 Low
Liberty 4 50 Low
Liberty 5 50 Low
Lebanon 1 10 High
Lebanon 2 10 High
Lebanon 3 10 High
Lebanon 4 50 Low
Stanford 1 30 Moderate
Stanford 2 30 Moderate
Stanford 3 30 Moderate

5.1.3 Transmission System Support

EKPC owns and operates Cooper which is located in Pulaski County, Kentucky. Cooper is
approximately a 340 MW generating facility, including two subcritical, bituminous coal-fired
steam turbine units. These units were commissioned in 1965 and 1969 and are approaching
their projected decommissioning date. Cooper is interconnected with the PJM system and
after its retirement, or in the event of an outage for one or both units, the system will lose
significant capacity and voltage regulation capability. It is essential to regional voltage for the
new natural gas RICE facility to provide system voltage regulation and capacity to replace that

which the Cooper units provided.

EKPC conducted internal studies to determine the impact of Cooper’s retirement and the
addition of the RICE facility at each of the potential site locations. The result of this analysis
was to determine if voltage violations would occur with or without the addition of capacitor
banks in the area. If no voltage violations would occur without the addition of capacitor banks
in the area, the site received a score of 50. If there would be no voltage violations with the
addition of capacitor banks in the area, the site received a score of 30. If voltage violations
remain with added capacitor banks in the area, the site received the lowest score of 10. The

criterion scores for each site are listed in Table 5-4.
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Table 5-5: Transmission System Support Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score

Campbellsville 2 30
Campbellsville 3 30
Campbellsville 4 30
Campbellsville 5 30
Campbellsville 6 30
Campbellsville 7 30
Lancaster 1 30
Lancaster 2 30
Liberty 1 50
Liberty 2 50
Liberty 3 50
Liberty 4 50
Liberty 5 50
Lebanon 1 30
Lebanon 2 30
Lebanon 3 30
Lebanon 4 30
Stanford 1 30
Stanford 2 30
Stanford 3 30

Note that the analysis was not conducted for the Lebanon sites and therefore, 1898 & Co.

assumed an evaluation score of a 30.

5.2 Fuel Supply Delivery
The Fuel Supply Delivery category, which was assigned a total weight of 30 percent, was
comprised of three component evaluation criteria. These criteria are described in the following

paragraphs.

EKPC provided 1898 & Co. with their natural gas pipeline preference, which 1898 & Co.
included in the following evaluation. A best-case scenario was evaluated for each site,
considering both the distance to the pipeline and EKPC’s pipeline preference. The highest
scoring combination, when considering both criteria, was used for each site. Because of this,
there may be a pipeline that is closer to the potential site, but when considering both

preference and proximity, 1898 & Co. evaluated the highest total scoring scenario.

5.2.1 Natural Gas Distance
A natural gas-fired generating facility needs access to a high-pressure natural gas pipeline. The

distance to the proposed pipeline interconnection was used to assign scores for the criterion.
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Sites less than one mile from a proposed pipeline were given a score of 50, sites between one
and three miles were given a score of 30, and sites that are farther than three miles away were
assigned the lowest score of 10. The approximate distance to the nearest natural gas pipeline

interconnection and criterion scores for each site is listed in Table 5-6.

Table 5-6: Natural Gas Pipeline Proximity Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score Distance (miles)

Campbellsville 2 50 0.01
Campbellsville 3 50 0.16
Campbellsville 4 50 0.12
Campbellsville 5 50 0.15
Campbellsville 6 50 0.02
Campbellsville 7 50 0.35
Lancaster 1 30 1.31
Lancaster 2 50 0.23
Liberty 1 50 0.75
Liberty 2 50 0.07
Liberty 3 50 0.28
Liberty 4 50 0.08
Liberty 5 50 0.62
Lebanon 1 50 on
Lebanon 2 50 0.01
Lebanon 3 50 0.07
Lebanon 4 30 2.76
Stanford 1 50 0.33
Stanford 2 50 0.04
Stanford 3 50 0.44

5.2.2 Natural Gas Pipeline Preference

A gas fired generating facility must have a reliable supply of gas available in order to support
operations. EKPC provided 1898 & Co. with their preferred pipelines for interconnection. The
three major pipelines included in this evaluation are Columbia Gulf Transmission Co, Tennessee

Gas Pipeline Co, and Texas Eastern Transmission LP.

Sites that the proposed natural gas interconnection is with a Columbia Gulf Transmission Co
pipeline were given a score of 50. EKPC has a positive experience working with Columbia Gulf
Transmission Co and determined that Columbia Gulf Transmission Co has available firm
transportation capacity and lower forecasted cost of gas for the Columbia Mainline Pool. Sites
that the proposed interconnection is with a Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co pipeline were given a
score of 30, since EKPC has a positive experience working with Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co at

several of their facilities and expects to have sufficient gas capacities available. Sites that the
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proposed interconnection is with a Texas Eastern Transmission LP pipeline received the lowest
score of 10 since EKPC does not have any experience with Texas Eastern Transmission LP.

Results of the natural gas availability evaluation can be seen in Table 5-7.

Table 5-7: Natural Gas Pipeline Preference Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score Pipeline Name ‘
Campbellsville 2 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Campbellsville 3 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Campbellsville 4 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Campbellsville 5 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Campbellsville 6 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Campbellsville 7 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Lancaster 1 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Lancaster 2 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Liberty 1 10 Texas Eastern Transmission LP
Liberty 2 10 Texas Eastern Transmission LP
Liberty 3 50 Columbia Gulf Transmission Co
Liberty 4 50 Columbia Gulf Transmission Co
Liberty 5 50 Columbia Gulf Transmission Co
Lebanon 1 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Lebanon 2 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Lebanon 3 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Lebanon 4 30 Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
Stanford 1 50 Columbia Gulf Transmission Co
Stanford 2 50 Columbia Gulf Transmission Co
Stanford 3 50 Columbia Gulf Transmission Co

5.2.3 Fuel Supply Competition

To secure the most competitive fuel delivery rates for natural gas, it is advantageous to locate
a generating facility where it can be served by at least two different natural gas suppliers. Sites
with access to two or more natural gas suppliers within two miles of the site were awarded a
score of 50. Sites with access to two or more natural gas suppliers within five miles of the site
were awarded a score of 30. Sites that only have access to a single natural gas supplier within
five miles were assigned the lowest score of 10. Results of the fuel supply evaluation can be

seen in Table 5-8.
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Table 5-8: Fuel Supply Competition Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score Fuel Supply Competition
Campbelisvile 2 10 pipalines within s mics:
Campbelisvile 3 10 pipalines within s ics:
Campbelisvile 4 10 pipalines within s ics:
Campbelisvile 5 10 pipalines within s ics:
Campbelisvile 10 s
Campbelisvile 7 10 sl
Lancaster 50 sl
Lancaster 2 30 Fi)iiSSI'ii;:ss \\//vviitt:ii; 5 Siilleess::;
Liberty 50 Bipelines within's mics.2
Liberty 2 50 Pinelines within & riles 3
Liberty 3 30 Pipelines within & riles 3
Liberty 4 30 ;i§§|lii:eess vvvviitt:ii: 52 rr:it;é
Liberty 5 30 ;i§§|lii:eess vvvviitt:ii: 52 rr:it;é
Lebanon 10 sl
Lebanon 2 10 sl
Lebanon 3 10 sl
Lebanon 4 10 F;jiieellii?weessv\:/\/iittrgirr]énr:ilzss::?
Stanford 1 30 Eiigeesiir?;s vv\;/iittf:ir:] 52 rr:iillsss::;
Stanford 2 30 Eiigjiir?;s vvvviigr:ir? 52 rr:iillees::;
Stanford 3 30 Eiigjiir?;s vvvviigr:ir? 52 rr:iillees::;
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5.3 Site Development
The Site Development category, which was assigned a total weight of 15 percent, was
comprised of six component evaluation criteria. These criteria are described in the following

paragraphs.

5.3.1 Potential Community Conflict

Potential community conflicts are specific receptors that are vital to the community. Sites that
are less impactful to communities based on these receptors are more likely to achieve a higher
degree of community acceptance. Potential commmunity conflicts include residential
developments, places of worship, meeting halls, hospitals, or schools. Sites with potential
community conflicts greater than four miles away received a score of 50. Sites with potential
community conflicts between one and four miles away received a score of 30. Sites with
potential community conflicts less than one mile away received a score of 10. Results of the

potential community conflict evaluation can be seen in Table 5-9.

Table 5-9: Potential Community Conflict Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score ‘ Conflict Distance (miles)

Campbellsville 2 10 0.64
Campbellsville 3 10 0.21
Campbellsville 4 10 0.82
Campbellsville 5 10 0.91
Campbellsville 6 30 224
Campbellsville 7 10 0.64
Lancaster 1 10 0.86
Lancaster 2 30 1.83
Liberty 1 30 1.95
Liberty 2 30 1.04
Liberty 3 30 2.03
Liberty 4 30 2.34
Liberty 5 30 3.19
Lebanon 1 30 1.64
Lebanon 2 50 4.43
Lebanon 3 30 2.60
Lebanon 4 10 0.87
Stanford 1 50 4.25
Stanford 2 30 3.02
Stanford 3 30 314
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5.3.2 Accessibility

To reduce the likelihood of new road construction and facilitate easy access to the site for
equipment deliveries, a potential site should have existing paved roads on or adjacent to the
site. Road access was scored based on the nearest roads to the site. Sites which were highly
accessible from either entry roads or highways were assigned a score of 50. Sites which were
moderately accessible from either entry roads or highways were assigned a score of 30. Sites
which are not currently accessible from either entry roads or highways were assigned a score

of 10. Results of the accessibility evaluation can be seen in Table 5-10.

Table 5-10: Accessibility Evaluation Scores

Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Accessibility

Campbellsville 2 50 High
Campbellsville 3 50 High
Campbellsville 4 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 5 50 High
Campbellsville 6 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 7 50 High
Lancaster 1 50 High
Lancaster 2 30 Moderate
Liberty 1 50 High
Liberty 2 50 High
Liberty 3 30 Moderate
Liberty 4 30 Moderate
Liberty 5 30 Moderate
Lebanon 1 30 Moderate
Lebanon 2 10 Low
Lebanon 3 50 High
Lebanon 4 50 High
Stanford 1 30 Moderate
Stanford 2 50 High
Stanford 3 50 High

5.3.3 Constructability

The terrain that currently exists at each site will contribute to the various activities required
during the construction of the Facility. Ideally the site has minimal elevation changes, slope,
wetlands, and natural vegetation. Sites with favorable terrain and minimal clearing received a
score of 50. A site with moderate terrain and clearing received a score of 30. If a site has
unfavorable terrain or clearing, then a score of 10 was assigned. Results of the constructability

evaluation can be seen in Table 5-11.
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Table 5-11: Constructability Evaluation Scores

Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Construction Conditions

Campbellsville 2 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 3 50 Favorable
Campbellsville 4 50 Favorable
Campbellsville 5 50 Favorable
Campbellsville 6 10 Unfavorable
Campbellsville 7 50 Favorable
Lancaster 1 30 Moderate
Lancaster 2 30 Moderate
Liberty 1 30 Moderate
Liberty 2 10 Unfavorable
Liberty 3 30 Moderate
Liberty 4 30 Moderate
Liberty 5 30 Moderate
Lebanon1 50 Favorable
Lebanon 2 50 Favorable
Lebanon 3 30 Moderate
Lebanon 4 50 Favorable
Stanford 1 30 Moderate
Stanford 2 10 Unfavorable
Stanford 3 10 Unfavorable

5.3.4 Existing Use

The existing use of the potential sites contributes to the ease of site development. Brownfield,
industrial sites are preferred, and therefore received a score of 50. Sites that are currently used
as agricultural land received a score of 30. Sites that are undisturbed received the lowest

score of 10. The results of the existing use evaluation can be seen in Table 5-12.

Table 5-12: Existing Use Evaluation Scores

Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Existing Use
Campbellsville 2 30 Agricultural
Campbellsville 3 30 Agricultural
Campbellsville 4 30 Agricultural
Campbellsville 5 30 Agricultural
Campbellsville 6 30 Agricultural
Campbellsville 7 30 Agricultural
Lancaster 1 30 Agricultural
Lancaster 2 30 Agricultural
Liberty 1 30 Agricultural
Liberty 2 10 Agricultural / Undisturbed
Liberty 3 30 Agricultural
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Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Existing Use
Liberty 4 30 Agricultural
Liberty 5 30 Agricultural
Lebanon1 30 Agricultural
Lebanon 2 30 Agricultural
Lebanon 3 30 Agricultural
Lebanon 4 50 Industrial / Agricultural
Stanford 1 30 Agricultural
Stanford 2 30 Agricultural
Stanford 3 30 Agricultural

5.3.5 Useful Acreage

1898 & Co. evaluated similar sized facilities to the potential Project to determine an estimated
land requirement to support the site development. It was concluded that the amount of land
required for development, including areas for staging and construction laydown is at least 25
acres and preferably 45 acres of useful acreage. Useful acreage is considered land within the
property boundaries that can easily be developed for the Project. Sites with at least 45 acres
of useful acreage received a score of 50. Sites with less than 45 acres but greater than 25
acres of useful acreage received a score of 30. Sites with less than 25 acres of useful acreage
received the lowest score of 10. The results of the useful acreage analysis can be seen in Table
5-13.

Table 5-13: Useful Acreage Evaluation Score

Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Useful Acreage (acres)

Campbellsville 2 50 45
Campbellsville 3 50 45
Campbellsville 4 50 45
Campbellsville 5 50 45
Campbellsville 6 50 45
Campbellsville 7 50 45
Lancaster 1 50 45
Lancaster 2 50 45
Liberty 1 50 45
Liberty 2 10 10.8
Liberty 3 50 45
Liberty 4 50 45
Liberty 5 50 45
Lebanon 1 50 45
Lebanon 2 50 45
Lebanon 3 50 45
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Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Useful Acreage (acres)

Lebanon 4 50 45
Stanford 1 50 45
Stanford 2 30 26.7
Stanford 3 50 45

5.3.6 Expandability

The intent of the Study was to evaluate a site’s potential to support the Project in the future.
One factor that must be considered for potential future expansion is the amount of land
available for development surrounding the potential site. For this analysis, the expandable land
included both the excess acreage at the initial parcel as well as land on directly adjacent
properties which could potentially be expanded upon. If a site was surrounded by multiple
parcels with potentially developable land, all were considered. A site with at least 400 acres of
expandable land received a score of 50. Sites with greater than 100 but less than 400 acres of
expandable land received a score of 30. Sites with less than 100 acres of expandable land
received the lowest score of 10. Results of the expandability evaluation can be seen in Table
5-14.

Table 5-14: Expandability Evaluation Scores

Total Potential

Site Name Evaluation Score SR o S (eEs)
Campbellsville 2 30 115.0
Campbellsville 3 30 283.0
Campbellsville 4 10 97.2
Campbellsville 5 30 356.5
Campbellsville 6 30 374.0
Campbellsville 7 50 790.0
Lancaster 1 30 278.8
Lancaster 2 30 273.3
Liberty 1 10 10.0
Liberty 2 10 0.0
Liberty 3 30 174.6
Liberty 4 30 229.7
Liberty 5 10 427
Lebanon 1 10 95.6
Lebanon 2 30 1191
Lebanon 3 10 545
Lebanon 4 30 183.5
Stanford 1 50 669.3
Stanford 2 10 0.0
Stanford 3 30 189.7
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5.4 Environmental
The Environmental category, which was assigned a total weight of 15 percent, was comprised

of six component evaluation criteria. These criteria are described in the following paragraphs.

5.4.1 Nearest Noise/Visual Receptor

There are several factors that contribute to whether the Project will produce noise, visual, dust,
or odor impacts during construction and operation of the facility. However, the number of
such receptors near a prospective site is one variable that can be measured. A desktop review
of nearby noise receptors (i.e., inhabited buildings) was performed using aerial photography to
determine potential impacts created by developing the project at each site. Nearest receptors
that are greater than one mile away from the site received a score of 50. If the nearest
receptor is between 0.25 miles and one mile away from the site, then the site received a score
of 30. If the nearest receptor is less than 0.25 miles from the site, then the site received a score

of 10. Results of the nearest receptor evaluation can be seen in Table 5-15.

Table 5-15: Nearest Noise/Visual Receptor Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score Receptor Distance (miles) ‘
Campbellsville 2 10 0.16
Campbellsville 3 10 0.12
Campbellsville 4 30 0.38
Campbellsville 5 10 0.21
Campbellsville 6 30 0.33
Campbellsville 7 30 0.41
Lancaster 1 10 0.19
Lancaster 2 10 0.21
Liberty 1 10 0.21
Liberty 2 10 0.16
Liberty 3 10 0.18
Liberty 4 10 0.20
Liberty 5 30 0.35
Lebanon 1 10 0.18
Lebanon 2 10 0.20
Lebanon 3 10 017
Lebanon 4 30 0.43
Stanford 1 10 0.20
Stanford 2 10 0.5
Stanford 3 10 0.12
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5.4.2 Environmental Justice

Environmental justice aims to differentiate if a site would disproportionally affect a historically
disadvantaged group. The United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA”) has
developed Demographic Indexes based on demographic information for a specific area. In
particular, the EPA created a national demographic index that evaluates areas based on the
percentage of low-income individuals and percentage of people of color. By taking an average
of the two demographic indicators, each area could be organized into various percentiles. The
higher the percentile an area falls within, the more likely a site in that area could affect a

historically disadvantaged group.

1898 & Co. used EPA’s environmental justice online mapping and screening tool ("EJSCREEN”)
to determine the demographic index within a two-mile radius of each potential site. Sites
located in an area where the demographic index is less than the 35™ percentile received a
score of 50. Sites located in an area where the demographic index is between the 35t and 67
percentiles received a score of 30. Sites located in an area where the demographic index is
greater than the 67 percentile received a score of 10. Further Environmental Justice analysis
may be required by federal or state permitting agencies, this evaluation is only focused on
demographic differentiators and does not include other environmental factors. Results of the

environmental justice evaluation can be seen in Table 5-16.

Table 5-16: Environmental Justice Evaluation Score

Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Demographic Index
Campbellsville 2 50 29th Percentile
Campbellsville 3 50 25th Percentile
Campbellsville 4 50 21st Percentile
Campbellsville 5 50 26th Percentile
Campbellsville 6 50 26th Percentile
Campbellsville 7 50 26th Percentile
Lancaster 1 50 23rd Percentile
Lancaster 2 50 20th Percentile
Liberty 1 30 52nd Percentile
Liberty 2 30 51st Percentile
Liberty 3 30 42nd Percentile
Liberty 4 30 42nd Percentile
Liberty 5 30 420 Percentile
Lebanon 1 30 59th Percentile
Lebanon 2 30 54th Percentile
Lebanon 3 30 39th Percentile
Lebanon 4 30 58th Percentile

East Kentucky Power Cooperative 38 1898 & Co.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 Candidate Site Evaluation

Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Demographic Index

Stanford 1 30 52nd Percentile
Stanford 2 30 45th Percentile
Stanford 3 30 45th Percentile

5.4.3 Wetlands

Wetlands and surface waters are federally regulated resources in accordance with Section
404 of the Clean Water Act and under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
The Kentucky Department for Environmental Protection’s Division of Water regulates wetlands
under the state’s water quality statutes and regulations pursuant to Chapter 224 of the
Kentucky Revised Statutes and Title 401 of the Kentucky Administrative Regulations. Any
permanent impacts to wetlands or surface waters must generally be mitigated by creation of a
like or greater number of wetlands or stream improvements at a nearby location. To determine
the likelihood of impacting jurisdictional wetlands/streams during the development of a given
power plant facility, GIS data from both the United States Geological Survey ("USGS”), and
United States Fish and Wildlife Service ("USFWS”) NWI| were reviewed. The density of
wetlands, streams, ponds, and appearance of low-lying areas were used to determine potential
impacts to wetlands and surface waters. The scoring for each site area was based on a 10 to
50 scale where the highest potential for avoiding wetland/stream impacts received a score of
50, and the lowest potential for avoiding impacts received a score of 10. Results of the

wetlands and surface waters evaluation can be seen in Table 6-14.

Table 5-17: Wetland/Surface Water Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score Potential Impact ‘
Campbellsville 2 50 Low
Campbellsville 3 50 Low
Campbellsville 4 50 Low
Campbellsville 5 50 Low
Campbellsville 6 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 7 30 Moderate
Lancaster 1 50 Low
Lancaster 2 10 High
Liberty 1 30 Moderate
Liberty 2 30 Moderate
Liberty 3 30 Moderate
Liberty 4 50 Low
Liberty 5 50 Low
Lebanon 1 50 Low
Lebanon 2 50 Low
Lebanon 3 50 Low
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Site Name Evaluation Score Potential Impact ‘
Lebanon 4 30 Moderate
Stanford 1 10 High
Stanford 2 50 Low
Stanford 3 30 Moderate

5.4.4 Floodplains
Generating facilities are critical resources that must remain operational during adverse
weather conditions such as flood events. Therefore, the major facilities must be located

outside of floodplains and not impact floodwater levels upstream.

FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (“FIRM”) data were reviewed to determine floodplain
locations relative to potential site locations. In cases where FEMA flood data was not available,
data from the Soil Survey Geographic Database ("SSURGO”) was used to locate potential
floodplain concerns. Sites located outside of 100-year floodplains received a score of 50; those
located partially within 100-year floodplains but with potential developable area received a
score of 30; and those located within 100-year floodplains with limited developable area

received the lowest score of 10. Results of the floodplain evaluation can be seen in Table 5-18.

Table 5-18: Floodplain Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score Potential Impact ‘
Campbellsville 2 50 Low
Campbellsville 3 50 Low
Campbellsville 4 50 Low
Campbellsville 5 50 Low
Campbellsville 6 50 Low
Campbellsville 7 50 Low
Lancaster 1 50 Low
Lancaster 2 50 Low
Liberty 1 10 High
Liberty 2 10 High
Liberty 3 50 Low
Liberty 4 50 Low
Liberty 5 30 Moderate
Lebanon 1 50 Low
Lebanon 2 50 Low
Lebanon 3 30 Moderate
Lebanon 4 50 Low
Stanford 1 30 Moderate
Stanford 2 50 Low
Stanford 3 30 Moderate
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5.4.5 Archeological & Cultural Resource Risk

A desktop review was conducted to determine the likelihood of impacting cultural resources
during the development of the facility for each site area. 1898 & Co. examined known cultural
sites using the National Register of Historic Places ("NRHP”) database. The scoring for each
site area was based on a 10 to 50 scale where the highest potential for cultural impacts
received a score of 10 and the lowest potential for impacts received a score of 50. No historic
properties were identified on or near any of the potential sites. Results of the archeological

and cultural resources risk evaluation can be seen in Table 5-19.

Table 5-19: Archeological & Cultural Resource Risk Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score Potential Impact

Campbellsville 2 50 Low
Campbellsville 3 50 Low
Campbellsville 4 50 Low
Campbellsville 5 50 Low
Campbellsville 6 50 Low
Campbellsville 7 50 Low
Lancaster 1 50 Low
Lancaster 2 50 Low
Liberty 1 50 Low
Liberty 2 50 Low
Liberty 3 50 Low
Liberty 4 50 Low
Liberty 5 50 Low
Lebanon 1 50 Low
Lebanon 2 50 Low
Lebanon 3 50 Low
Lebanon 4 50 Low
Stanford 1 50 Low
Stanford 2 50 Low
Stanford 3 50 Low

5.4.6 Sensitive Species Risk

To determine the likelihood of impacting threatened or endangered ("T&E”) species or their
respective habitat during the development within the potential project sites, a high-level
analysis was performed to identify T&E species that could occur. The USFWS’s IPaC was used
for the analysis of potential risks to wildlife resulting from the development of the Project
within each of the potential site areas. IPaC does not identify T&E species that are actually
present at a specific project site. The IPaC analysis did identify that there is no critical habitat

for any species at any of the potential sites. There are a number of federally listed species that
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may occur on county levels; however, no critical habitat is designated within or adjacent to the
candidate sites. Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) critical habitat is located in western and
northeastern Kentucky. Designated critical Indiana bat habitat is located more than 13 miles

west of the Campbellsville 2 Project.

Regulatory guidance for compliance with the USFWS would include efforts to evaluate the
Project risks under the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”), Migratory Bird Treaty Act (“MBTA”),
and Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act ("BGEPA”). USFWS consultation for the Project
under the ESA should consider the effects to protected species and designated critical
habitats.

State species considered threatened, endangered, or candidates to be listed were also
analyzed at a high level for each county. More detailed information for State-protected species

at a specific site must be requested through a formal consultation with the State agencies.

Generally, a 10 to 50 scoring system was used, relative to the expected potential for impacts
to T&E species. A low expectation for impacts was given a score of 50; a moderate
expectation for impacts was scored a 30; and a high expectation for impacts was scored a 10.
IPaC results indicate that the northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis), Indiana bat, and
gray bat (Myotis grisecens) are potentially occurring in all proposed sites. It is likely that
further desktop research and field investigations for suitable bat habitat will be necessary to
provide a more accurate assessment of potential occurrences in each of the proposed sites.

Results of the sensitive species risk evaluation can be seen in Table 5-20.

Table 5-20: Sensitive Species Risk Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score Potential Impact ‘
Campbellsville 2 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 3 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 4 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 5 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 6 30 Moderate
Campbellsville 7 30 Moderate
Lancaster 1 30 Moderate
Lancaster 2 30 Moderate
Liberty 1 30 Moderate
Liberty 2 30 Moderate
Liberty 3 30 Moderate
Liberty 4 30 Moderate
Liberty 5 30 Moderate
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Site Name Evaluation Score Potential Impact ‘
Lebanon 1 30 Moderate
Lebanon 2 30 Moderate
Lebanon 3 30 Moderate
Lebanon 4 30 Moderate
Stanford 1 30 Moderate
Stanford 2 30 Moderate
Stanford 3 30 Moderate

5.5 Permitting
The Permitting category, which was assigned a total weight of 15 percent, was comprised of

four component evaluation criteria. These criteria are described in the following paragraphs.

5.5.1 Water Permitting

Although the Facility is not anticipated to have significant water supply and discharge
requirements, 1898 & Co. determined the potential impact on development due to required
water permitting efforts, mainly regarding stormwater runoff. None of the potential sites are
located within a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System ("MS4”), and no other local
stormwater permitting requirements for operations were identified. Each site will need
authorization under the Construction Stormwater General Permit. Specific information on
Section 303(b) of the Clean Water Act and the Total Maximum Daily Load ("TMDL”) for the
streams that stormwater would discharge into was reviewed for each site to determine buffer
requirements between impaired streams and disturbance activities that would occur during
construction. Sites with a low probability of water permitting issues received a score of 50.
Sites with a moderate probability of water permitting issues received a score of 30. A site with
a high probability of water permitting issues received a score of 10. Results of the water

permitting evaluation can be seen in Table 5-21.

Table 5-21: Water Permitting Evaluation Scores

Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Potential Impact

Campbellsville 2 50 Low
Campbellsville 3 50 Low
Campbellsville 4 50 Low
Campbellsville 5 50 Low
Campbellsville 6 50 Low
Campbellsville 7 50 Low
Lancaster 1 50 Low
Lancaster 2 50 Low
Liberty 1 50 Low
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Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Potential Impact

Liberty 2 50 Low
Liberty 3 50 Low
Liberty 4 50 Low
Liberty 5 50 Low
Lebanon 1 50 Low
Lebanon 2 50 Low
Lebanon 3 50 Low
Lebanon 4 30 Moderate
Stanford 1 50 Low
Stanford 2 50 Low
Stanford 3 50 Low

5.5.2 Air Permitting

The EPA has designated areas that are not meeting the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards ("NAAQS”) as non-attainment. Permitting a new facility in these non-attainment
areas is more difficult and can result in more controls and/or costs for a project, depending on
the level of emissions. Further, the time to issue the permit may be longer in a non-attainment
area, which may hold up starting construction of the project, depending on the planned
schedule. Therefore, if a site is in a non-attainment area, the site was ranked 10. Those sites in
attainment/unclassified areas were ranked 50. All sites analyzed are in attainment/unclassified
areas. If the facility were built in a marginal non-attainment area the emission thresholds for
Non-attainment New Source Review ("NNSR”) are 100 tons per year of oxides of nitrogen or
volatile organic compounds. It is typically advised to stay under the NNSR thresholds to avoid
significant costs and constraints being placed on the facility. If NNSR thresholds are exceeded
emission offsets would need to be purchased along with installation of costly control devices
like a selective catalytic reduction ("SCR”). Control devices would be evaluated as part of the

Lowest Achievable Emission Reduction ("LAER”) analysis.

The Clean Air Act requires the EPA to set NAAQS for pollutants considered to be harmful to
public health and the environment. Depending on potential emissions of a project, Prevention
of Significant Deterioration ("PSD”) permitting could be triggered. If PSD permitting is
applicable, the permitting process will be longer and predictive modeling would be required to
demonstrate compliance with NAAQS. There is the possibility that the Kentucky Division for
Air Quality ("KDAQ”) will require modeling even if PSD is not triggered. If PSD thresholds are
exceeded installation of control devices (an oxidation catalyst) to reduce emissions might be
required. Control devices would be evaluated as part of the Best Available Control Technology
("BACT”) analysis.
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Sites with a low probability of air permitting issues received a score of 50. Sites with a
moderate probability of air permitting issues received a score of 30. A site with a high
probability of air permitting issues received a score of 10. Results of the air permitting

evaluation can be seen in Table 5-22.

Table 5-22: Air Permitting Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score NAAQS Summary
Campbellsville 2 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Campbellsville 3 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Campbellsville 4 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Campbellsville 5 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Campbellsville 6 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Campbellsville 7 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Lancaster 1 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Lancaster 2 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Liberty 1 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Liberty 2 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Liberty 3 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Liberty 4 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Liberty 5 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Lebanon 1 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Lebanon 2 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Lebanon 3 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Lebanon 4 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Stanford 1 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Stanford 2 50 Attainment / Unclassified
Stanford 3 50 Attainment / Unclassified

5.5.3 Class 1 Areas

Class 1 Areas are federal lands that receive special air quality protection under Section 162(a)
of the Clean Air Act. National parks, wilderness areas, and monuments can fall under Class 1
Area protection. To determine potential impacts created by developing the project at each
site, a desktop review of nearby Class 1 Areas was conducted using data assembled by EPA’s
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, and various federal agencies, including the
National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service, and USFWS. Mammoth Cave National Park, located

in Edmonson and Hart Counties, is the only Class | Area in the State of Kentucky.

A site located greater than 150 kilometers from the nearest Class 1 Area received a score of 50.
If the nearest Class 1 Area is between 100 and 150 kilometers away from the site, then the site
received a score of 30. If the nearest Class 1 Area is within 100 kilometers, then the site

received a score of 10. Results of the Class 1 Area evaluation can be seen in Table 5-23.
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Table 5-23: Class 1 Area Evaluation Scores

Site Name ‘ Evaluation Score Distance (km)

Campbellsville 2 10 57
Campbellsville 3 10 58
Campbellsville 4 10 58
Campbellsville 5 10 68
Campbellsville 6 10 70
Campbellsville 7 10 66
Lancaster 1 30 130
Lancaster 2 30 129
Liberty 1 10 92
Liberty 2 10 92
Liberty 3 10 95
Liberty 4 10 96
Liberty 5 10 99
Lebanon 1 10 79
Lebanon 2 10 84
Lebanon 3 10 76
Lebanon 4 10 75
Stanford 1 30 131
Stanford 2 30 129
Stanford 3 30 129

5.5.4 FAA Considerations

Per Part 77 of the Code of Federal Regulations, FAA requires persons and organizations to file

a notice at least 45 days prior to the start of construction of a facility that is in close proximity

to a public use or military airport in order to evaluate the effect of the construction on

operating procedures and to identify potentially hazardous effects on air navigation. Once a

notice has been filed, the FAA will complete an aeronautical study and make a determination,

detailing the study’s findings. To evaluate the Project’s potential impact to navigable airspaces,

sites with an FAA facility located within three miles of the Project received the lowest score of

10. Those with an FAA facility located between three and four miles received a lower score of

30, and sites without an FAA facility located within four miles received the highest score of 50.

Results of the FAA consideration evaluation can be seen in Table 5-24.

Table 5-24: FAA Consideration Evaluation Scores

Site Name Evaluation Score Distance (miles)

Campbellsville 2 50 6.19
Campbellsville 3 50 5.86
Campbellsville 4 50 6.38
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Site Name Evaluation Score Distance (miles)

Campbellsville 5 50 5.96
Campbellsville 6 50 6.51
Campbellsville 7 50 5.58
Lancaster 1 50 9.75
Lancaster 2 50 8.97
Liberty 1 50 16.92
Liberty 2 50 16.80
Liberty 3 50 18.98
Liberty 4 50 19.38
Liberty 5 50 21.50
Lebanon 1 50 5.31
Lebanon 2 50 6.79
Lebanon 3 50 7.38
Lebanon 4 50 4.00
Stanford 1 50 10.49
Stanford 2 50 9.80
Stanford 3 50 10.18
5.6 Evaluation Summary

A weighted composite score for each candidate site was calculated using the criteria and

corresponding weights. The composite scores are calculated as the sum of the products of

each individual score and criterion weight. Figure 5-1 provides a graphical representation of

the weighted composite scores for the candidate site evaluation.

East Kentucky Power Cooperative
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Figure 5-1: Candidate Site Evaluation Scores

Figure 5-1 shows that the base composite evaluation scores range from a low of 31.85 for
Lebanon 3, and a high of 41.75 for Liberty 4 out of a possible score of 50. The average and

median scores are 36.47 and 36.30, respectively.
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6.0 FIELD RECONNAISSANCE

This report chapter documents the investigations and evaluations performed during the field

reconnaissance process to identify the preferred sites for the proposed facility.

6.1 Field Reconnaissance Overview

Field reconnaissance of the top three potential site areas was performed on October 25, 2022.
The field reconnaissance consisted of an automobile survey along public roads in the vicinity
of each potential site area. The EKPC representative present during the field reconnaissance

Was:

e Josh Young, Natural Resources and Environmental Communications

1898 & Co. representatives who conducted the field reconnaissance were:

e Chad Swope, Project Manager
e Abigail Yi, Analyst

The purpose of the field reconnaissance was to obtain first-hand information about each
potential site area and surrounding areas to confirm, or update as necessary, the information
collected during the desktop review. To the extent possible, each potential site area was

assessed for its suitability for the Project. Information on the following factors was collected:

¢ Amount and orientation of available, undeveloped land areas

¢ Number and relative location of nearby residences, businesses, and public facilities
(parks, schools, churches, etc.)

e Suitability of terrain

e Existing land use of site area and adjoining areas

e Locations of potential wetlands or other environmentally sensitive areas

e Potential for adverse visual and noise impacts

e Condition of transportation systems serving site area

e Confirmation of existing infrastructure

e Existing land use within potential linear corridors for transmission lines and gas

pipelines
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6.2 Potential Site Evaluation
Following the field reconnaissance of the potential site areas and subseguent analyses, the
project team evaluated the relative strengths and weaknesses of each site. The key factors

considered in this site screening step were the following:

e Transmission infrastructure
e Sijte accessibility

e Plant constructability

e Environmental observations

e Potential community conflict and nearest receptors

The results of these evaluations are summarized below for the following sites:

e Campbellsville 1 (removed from evaluation due to detection of a future solar
development on site)

e Campbellsville 2

e Campbellsville 3

e lancaster]

e Lancaster 2

e Lancaster 3 (removed from evaluation due to detection of a residential
development on site)

e Lancaster 4 (removed from evaluation due to detection of a retirement community

facility development on site)

e Liberty1
o Liberty 2
e Liberty 3
o Liberty 4

e lancaster]
e lancaster?2
e Llancaster 3
Campbellsville 4, 5, 6, and 7 and Liberty 5 were added to the evaluation after the field

reconnaissance occurred and therefore were not explicitly visited.

6.2.1 Campbellsville 1
Campbellsville 1is located directly across the street from the Tennessee Gas Co facility, which

gives it a highly desirable proximity to available natural gas. Electric transmission lines were
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confirmed to be located on the south end of the potential site. Constructability at
Campbellsville T was determined to be worse than previously assumed due to relatively high
sloping throughout the site. The site is relatively flat, but due to the low rolling hills throughout
the area, the site has sloping that would increase civil construction costs. Accessibility to the
site would not be an issue, as it is located on the main road through Saloma. The Saloma
Baptist Church is located directly to the southwest of Campbellsville 1, which could cause
development concerns due to potential community conflict. The area surrounding
Campbellsville T was generally more residential than had been anticipated. Campbellsville 1 was
confirmed to be out of any noticeable floodplains and clear of any wetlands that may cause

development issues.

Overall, Campbellsville T would be a viable site with highly desirable infrastructure,
accessibility, and relatively open space. This site would be favorable to consider for the
development of the Project, however, EKPC informed 1898 & Co. that plans to construct a
solar array have already been confirmed at Campbellsville 1, and therefore, 1898 & Co. removed

the site from consideration.

Images taken of Campbellsville T can be seen below in Figure 6-1, Figure 6-2, and Figure 6-3.

Figure 6-1: Campbelisville 1 Facing East
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Figure 6-2: Campbellsville 1 Facing Southeast

Figure 6-3: Campbellsville 1 Facing South

6.2.2 Campbelisville 2
Campbellsville 2 is located approximately 0.75 miles west on State Highway 744 from the
Tennessee Gas Co facility, which gives it a highly desirable proximity to available natural gas.

During the site visit, 1898 & Co. confirmed that pipelines run directly through Campbellsville 2.
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Constructability at Campbellsville 2 was determined to be slightly worse than previously
assumed due to more sloping throughout the site. Similar to Campbellsville 1, due to the low
rolling hills throughout Campbellsville, the site has sloping that would increase civil
construction costs. Accessibility to the site would not be an issue, as it is located on the main
road through Saloma. Since Campbellsville 2 is located farther west along State Highway 744,
it is farther from the Saloma Baptist Church, which would potentially cause less of an issue at
this site, compared to Campbellsville T and 3. Campbellsville 2 was confirmed to be outside of

any noticeable floodplains and clear of wetlands that may cause development issues.

Overall, Campbellsville 2 would be a viable site with highly desirable infrastructure,
accessibility, relatively open space, and compared to Campbellsville T and 3, is located farther
from the Saloma Baptist Church. This site would be favorable to consider for the development

of the Project.

Images taken of Campbellsville 2 can be seen below in Figure 6-4, Figure 6-5, and Figure 6-6.

Figure 6-4: Campbellsville 2 Facing Southeast
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Figure 6-5: Campbellsville 2 Facing East

Figure 6-6: Campbellsville 2 Facing Northeast
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Figure 6-7: Campbellsville 2 Facing Northwest

6.2.3 Campbellsville 3

Campbellsville 3 is located approximately 0.3 miles west on State Highway 744 from the
Tennessee Gas Co facility, which gives it a highly desirable proximity to available natural gas.
Campbellsville 3 is also the closest site to the approximate location of the new North Taylor
County substation that EKPC informed 1898 & Co. was planned to be constructed near the
Taylor County Junction. The Taylor County Junction is located on the adjacent property to the
southeast of Campbellsville 3. Constructability at Campbellsville 3 was determined to be highly
desirable due to very flat land with no tree coverage. Accessibility to the site would not be an
issue, as it is located on the main road through Saloma. The largest concern noted during the
site visit of Campbellsville 3 was the proximity to the Saloma Baptist Church and rural
residential structures, which would potentially cause community resistance to the construction
of a new generating facility. Campbellsville 3 was confirmed to be free of any wetlands or

noticeable floodplains that may cause development issues.

Overall, Campbellsville 3 would be a desirable site due to proximity to both natural gas and
electrical transmission infrastructure, and highly favorable constructability. This site would be
favorable to consider for the development of the Project. Campbellsville 3 was ranked as the

fifth most desirable site from the scoring criteria.

Images taken of Campbellsville 3 can be seen below in Figure 6-8, Figure 6-9, Figure 6-10, and

Figure 6-11.
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Figure 6-8: Campbellsville 3 Facing East

Figure 6-9: Campbellsville 3 Facing Southeast
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Figure 6-10: Campbellsville 3 Facing Southwest

Figure 6-11: Campbellsville 3 Facing West

6.2.4 Lancaster 1
Lancaster 1is located approximately two miles south of Bryantsville along State Highway 27.
Lancaster 1 also can be accessed by two side roads, Burdette Knob Rd and Camp Dick Rd N.

The electrical transmission line was confirmed to be located on the northeast corner of the
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parcel, however, this line is not owned and operated by EKPC. The natural gas pipeline was
confirmed to be located south of the site along State Highway 27. Constructability was
determined to be favorable due to large open space with low to moderate sloping, minimal
tree coverage, and good accessibility. During the site visit, a large, potentially historic site,
which was later identified as the Longview Estate was identified directly to the south of the
property. This estate is used as a bed and breakfast and could potentially cause community

conflict but was determined to not cause high concern.

Overall, Lancaster 1 would be a viable site with favorable constructability and moderate
proximity to infrastructure. This site would be moderately favorable to consider for the

development of the Project.

Images taken of Lancaster 1 can be seen below in Figure 6-12, Figure 6-13, Figure 6-14, and
Figure 6-15.

Figure 6-12: Lancaster 1 Facing Southwest
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Figure 6-13: Lancaster 1 Facing West

Figure 6-14: Lancaster 1 Facing Northwest
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Figure 6-15: Lancaster 1 Facing North

6.2.5 Lancaster 2

Lancaster 2 is located along the west side of Fox Church Rd, off State Highway 27. Lancaster
2, compared to other sites during the site visit, is not in close proximity to natural gas or
electrical transmission. Constructability was determined to be favorable due to flat and clear
land that was adequately sized for development. However, there are riverine wetlands present
on the site that were identified from the NWI review that would be difficult to avoid and would
likely require avoidance/mitigation measures. The site is located directly across from a

residential area with houses on the west side of Fox Church Rd.

Overall, Lancaster 2 would be a viable site with good constructability and accessibility but was

determined to not be highly desirable.

Images taken of Lancaster 2 can be see below in Figure 6-16, Figure 6-17, and Figure 6-18.
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Figure 6-16: Lancaster 2 Facing Southwest

Figure 6-17: Lancaster 2 Facing West

East Kentucky Power Cooperative 61



Site Selection Study Revision 3 Field Reconnaissance

Figure 6-18: Lancaster 2 Facing Northwest

6.2.6 Lancaster 3

After conducting the field reconnaissance review of Lancaster 3, 1898 & Co. concluded that
the site should be removed from evaluation as it was not suitable for development of the
project. During the reconnaissance, 1898 & Co. discovered that the site was being developed

as a residential neighborhood.

6.2.7 Lancaster 4

After conducting the field reconnaissance review of Lancaster 4, 1898 & Co. concluded that
the site should be removed from evaluation as it was not suitable for development of the
project. During the reconnaissance, 1898 & Co. discovered that the site was being used as an

expansion for an existing senior living facility, Walker’'s Trail Senior Living.

6.2.8 Liberty 1

Liberty 1is located approximately 0.75 miles northwest of the Casey County substation and
Texas Eastern Transmission LP natural gas metering station. The site has desirable
constructability characteristics, including a large area of clear flat land located directly off
State Highway 49. However, Constructability at Liberty T was deemed to be only moderately
favorable due to the presence of floodplains. Most of the available area that could be used for
development is covered by one percent annual chance flood zones and therefore would not

be desirable.
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Overall, Liberty 1is not a favorable site for development, solely due to concerns with
floodplains. Liberty 1 has highly desirable infrastructure, accessibility, and constructability
characteristics, but should be avoided due to floodplains. Liberty 1 was ranked as the eighth
most desirable site from the scoring criteria, but 1898 & Co. does not recommend choosing to

develop this particular parcel in Liberty.

Images taken of Liberty 1 can be seen below in Figure 6-19, Figure 6-20, and Figure 6-21.

Figure 6-19: Liberty 1 Facing East
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Figure 6-20: Liberty 1 Facing East

Figure 6-21: Liberty 1 Facing Northeast

6.2.9 Liberty 2
Liberty 2 is located directly southeast of the Casey County substation, giving it a highly
desirable proximity to electrical interconnection. A natural gas metering station for the Texas

Eastern Transmission LP pipeline was also located on site. Constructability at the site was
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determined to be unfavorable. The available site area is very flat, but small and potentially
would not have adequate area available due to the being surrounded by large hills and
forested areas. Accessibility to the site would not be an issue, as it is located on State Highway
49. The main factor that likely rules out Liberty 2 is the presence of floodplains in the area that

would cause development issues.

Overall, Liberty 2 is a not a favorable site for development due to concerns with floodplains
and available area. Liberty 2 has highly desirable infrastructure, accessibility, flat and clear
land, but should be avoided due to floodplains. 1898 & Co. does not recommend choosing to

develop this particular parcel in Liberty.

Images taken of Liberty 2 can be seen below in Figure 6-22, Figure 6-23, Figure 6-24, Figure
6-25, and Figure 6-26.

Figure 6-22: Liberty 2 Facing South
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Figure 6-23: Liberty 2 Facing West

Figure 6-24: Liberty Natural Gas Metering Station
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Figure 6-25: Liberty 2 Facing North

Figure 6-26: Liberty Substation

6.2.10 Liberty 3
Liberty 3 is located approximately five miles southeast from the Liberty 1 and 2 sites. During
the site visit, the transmission line identified was confirmed and is located on the property

across the road from Liberty 3 (located on Liberty 4). Constructability was determined to be
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favorable at Liberty 3 due to relatively flat farmland, low sloping, and minimal tree coverage.
Liberty 3 was found to be more secluded than other sites, since it is located off the main road,

which is desirable. The site was found to be out of floodplains.

Overall, Liberty 3 would be a viable site with desirable infrastructure and constructability. This
site would be favorable to consider for the development of the Project. Liberty 3 was ranked

the third most desirable site from the scoring criteria.

Images taken of Liberty 3 can be seen below in Figure 6-27, Figure 6-28, and Figure 6-29.

Figure 6-27: Liberty 3 Facing Southeast

East Kentucky Power Cooperative 68 1898 & Co.



Site Selection Study Revision 3 Field Reconnaissance

Figure 6-28: Liberty 3 Facing Southeast

Figure 6-29: Liberty 3 Facing Southwest

6.2.1 Liberty 4
Liberty 4 is very similar to Liberty 3 and is located directly across the road, to the northeast.
This site was the original site that EKPC provided for 1898 & Co. to include in the Study. During

the site visit, the transmission line was confirmed to be on the back portion of the site. The
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Columbia Gulf Transmission Co natural gas pipeline was identified to be on the site from GIS
review but was unable to be identified on the site visit since it is located on an area of the
parcel that is not visible from the road. Constructability was determined to be favorable due to
flat farmland, low slopping (slightly greater than Liberty 3), and minimal tree coverage. Liberty

4 was also found to be more secluded than other sites and was outside of floodplains.

Overall, Liberty 4 would be a viable site with desirable infrastructure and constructability. This
site would be highly favorable to consider for the development of the Project. Liberty 4 was

the most desirable site from the scoring criteria.
Images taken of Liberty 4 can be seen below in Figure 6-30, Figure 6-31, and Figure 6-32.

Figure 6-30: Liberty 4 Facing East
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Figure 6-31: Liberty 4 Facing Southeast

Figure 6-32: Liberty 4 Facing East
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS

7.1 Siting Study Conclusions

The conclusions reached from this Study are presented below.

e There are multiple sites available within the project study area that can accommodate

the development of the Project.

e The following sites are recommended as the top, preferred sites to proceed with

advanced development activities.

(0]

(0]

(0]

(0]

(0]

Liberty 4
Liberty 5
Liberty 3
Campbellsville 5
Campbellsville 3

e 1898 & Co. recommends EKPC conduct further due diligence on the top sites which

includes:

(0]

Determining the true land cost through discussions with the current owners and
beginning further property due diligence.
=  Property due diligence would include performing boundary and

topography surveys, Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment, and
environmental critical issues assessment.

Determining the true gas transportation and interconnection costs through

discussions with the pipeline owners.

Completing and submitting the interconnection application.

Performing a Project Definition Report (“PDR”) that more accurately estimates

project costs, timeline, layout, etc.

Performing detailed environmental permitting activities with local, state, and

federal agencies to determine air, water, and storm/wastewater permit

requirements.

All of the potential sites are located in counties that are in attainment for all

criteria pollutants. Therefore, it should be practical to obtain a permit for the air

emissions from the proposed plant at any of these sites; however, additional

review will be required to verify this statement.
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General Site: Lancaster 1

Parcel Size (Acres): 136.8

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 0.21
Transmission Line Name: Brown North to Alcalde 345 kV
Substation Distance (miles): 3.77

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 1.31
Natural Gas Pipeline: Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 0.86; School
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General Site: Lancaster 2

Parcel Size (Acres): 55.3

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 0.83
Transmission Line Name: Brown North to Alcalde 345 kV
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Natural Gas Pipeline: Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co
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Lebanon 1

General Site: Lebanon 1

Parcel Size (Acres): 70.2

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 1.02
Transmission Line Name: Marion County to Casey County 161 kV
Substation Distance (miles): 3.32

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.11

Natural Gas Pipeline: Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 1.64; School
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General Site: Lebanon 2

Parcel Size (Acres): 133.7

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 2.17
Transmission Line Name: Marion County to Casey County 161 kV
Substation Distance (miles): 6.4

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.01

Natural Gas Pipeline: Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 4.43; School
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General Site: Lebanon 3

Parcel Size (Acres): 250.8

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 2.83
Transmission Line Name: Marion County to Casey County 161 kV
Substation Distance (miles): 3.17

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.07

Natural Gas Pipeline: Tennessee Gas Pipeline Co

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 2.6; School
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General Site: Lebanon 4
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General Site: Liberty 1
¢ | Parcel Size (Acres): 369.4
2 | Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 0.81
& | Transmission Line Name: Casey County to Liberty 161 kV
2 | Substation Distance (miles): 0.81 q
s | Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.75
& | Natural Gas Pipeline: Texas Eastern Transmission LP
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General Site: Liberty 2

Parcel Size (Acres): 49.1

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 0.19
Transmission Line Name: Casey County to Liberty 161 kV
Substation Distance (miles): 0.23

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.07
Natural Gas Pipeline: Texas Eastern Transmission LP

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 1.04; Church
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General Site: Liberty 3

Parcel Size (Acres): 93.2

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 0.41
Transmission Line Name: Casey County to Liberty 161 kV
Substation Distance (miles): 4.9

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.28
Natural Gas Pipeline: Columbia Gulf Transmission Co

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 2.03; Church
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General Site: Liberty 4

Parcel Size (Acres): 54.1

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 0.03
Transmission Line Name: Casey County to Liberty 161 kV
Substation Distance (miles): 5.06

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.08
Natural Gas Pipeline: Columbia Gulf Transmission Co

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 2.34; Church
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General Site: Liberty 5

Parcel Size (Acres): 313.7

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 2.03

Transmission Line Name: Casey County to Liberty 161 kV

Substation Distance (miles): 5.15

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.62

Natural Gas Pipeline: Columbia Gulf Transmission Co.

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 3.19; Wilson Cemetary
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General Site: Liberty - Unevaluated 1

¢ | Parcel Size (Acres): N/A
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& | Transmission Line Name: N/A
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& | Natural Gas Pipeline: N/A
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General Site: Liberty - Unevaluated 2

Parcel Size (Acres): N/A

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): N/A
Transmission Line Name: N/A

Substation Distance (miles): N/A

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): N/A
Natural Gas Pipeline: N/A

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): N/A
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General Site: Stanford 1
Parcel Size (Acres): 259.3

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 1.36
Transmission Line Name: Brown North to Alcalde 345 kV
Substation Distance (miles): 8

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.33
Natural Gas Pipeline: Columbia Gulf Transmission Co

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 4.25; Hospital
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General Site: Stanford 2 503
Parcel Size (Acres): 30 Q

Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 0.01 7 O

Transmission Line Name: Brown North to Alcalde 345 kV ‘

Substation Distance (miles): 8.78
Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.04 )
Natural Gas Pipeline: Columbia Gulf Transmission Co

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 3.02; School
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General Site: Stanford 3
Parcel Size (Acres): 210.1
Electrical Transmission Line Intersection Distance (miles): 0.21
Transmission Line Name: Brown North to Alcalde 345 kV
Substation Distance (miles): 9.14

Natural Gas Pipeline Intersection Distance (miles): 0.44
Natural Gas Pipeline: Columbia Gulf Transmission Co

Nearest Potential Community Conflict (miles): 3.14; Church
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