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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF JEFFREY T. KOPP 

INTRODUCTION 

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS. 
My name is Jeffrey (“Jeff”) T. Kopp. My business address is 9400 Ward Parkway, 

Kansas City, Missouri 64114. 

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY?  
I am employed by 1898 & Co., a division of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, 

Inc. (hereinafter called “1898 & Co.”), as the Senior Managing Director of the Energy 

& Utilities Consulting Department. 1898 & Co. is a business, technology, and security 

solutions consulting firm serving multiple industries, including the electric power 

industry. Burns & McDonnell has been in business since 1898, serving multiple 

industries, including the electric power industry. As a part of Burns & McDonnell, 1898 

& Co. draws on this over 120 years of engineering experience. In 2023, Engineering 

News Record (“ENR”) rated Burns & McDonnell No. 7 overall of the Top 500 Design 

Firms;  and the No. 1 engineering design firm in the United States serving the electric 

power industry. 

ON WHOSE BEHALF ARE YOU SUBMITTING THIS DIRECT TESTIMONY? 
I am submitting testimony on behalf of Southern Indiana Gas and Electric Company 

d/b/a CenterPoint Indiana South (“CEI South”, “Petitioner”, or “Company”), which is an 

indirect subsidiary of CenterPoint Energy, Inc.  

WHAT IS YOUR ROLE WITH RESPECT TO THIS CASE? 
I served as the 1898 & Co. project director on the Decommissioning Cost Study 

(“Decommissioning Study” or “Study”) that included costs for decommissioning, 

demolishing, and restoring the sites for power generation assets located in Indiana. 

PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND. 
I have a Bachelor’s degree in Civil Engineering from the University of Missouri – Rolla 

(now the Missouri University of Science and Technology) and a Master of Business 

Administration from the University of Kansas. I am a registered Professional Engineer 

in the states of Missouri, Florida, Indiana, and Illinois.  28 
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Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE. 1 
A. I am a professional engineer with over 20 years of experience providing consulting 2 

services to electric utilities. In my role as a group manager, project director, project 3 
manager, and project engineer, I have worked on and have overseen consulting 4 
activities for coal, natural gas, wind, solar, energy storage, hydroelectric, and biomass 5 
power generation facilities. I have been involved in numerous decommissioning 6 
studies and served as project director or project manager on the majority of them. I 7 
have helped prepare decommissioning studies on all types of power plants utilizing 8 
various technologies and fuels. These decommissioning studies have been utilized in 9 
rate cases, to estimate the liability associated with site demolition and retirement at 10 
the end of the facilities’ useful lives, to satisfy Financial Accounting Standard (“FAS”) 11 
143 (accounting for asset retirement), or for actual asset demolition planning. 12 

Q. WHAT ARE YOUR PRESENT DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES AS SENIOR 13 
MANAGING DIRECTOR? 14 

A. As the Senior Managing Director of the Energy & Utilities Consulting Department, I 15 
oversee a team of nearly 300 project managers, consultants, and engineers, who 16 
provide consulting services to clients primarily in the electric power generation and 17 
electric power transmission industries, as well as to water, oil and gas, and other 18 
industrial and commercial clients. The services provided by this group include 19 
decommissioning cost studies, independent engineering assessments of power 20 
generation assets, economic evaluations of capital expenditures, new power 21 
generation development and evaluation, electric and water rate analysis, electric 22 
transmission and distribution planning, generation resource planning, renewable 23 
power development, and other related engineering and economic assessments. 24 

Q. HAVE YOU EVER TESTIFIED BEFORE THE INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY 25 
COMMISSION (THE “COMMISSION”) OR ANY STATE REGULATORY 26 
COMMISSION? 27 

A. Yes. I provided written testimony before the Commission in Cause No. 45772 on behalf 28 
of Northern Indiana Public Service Company, LLC; Cause No. 45722 on behalf of CEI 29 
South; and in Cause No. 45253 on behalf of Duke Energy Indiana, LLC, regarding the 30 
decommissioning costs prepared under my direction that were submitted for those 31 
Causes. In addition, I have provided testimony regarding power plant 32 
decommissioning costs as part of the development of depreciation rates to 33 
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approximately ten State Regulatory Commissions, the details of which are provided in 1 
my resume, Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-1. 2 

II. PURPOSE & SCOPE OF TESTIMONY 3 

Q. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 4 
A. The purpose of my testimony is to describe and support the Decommissioning Study 5 

prepared by me and my team for power generation assets located in Indiana. The 6 
Study was completed, and a report was issued on June 23, 2023. This report sets forth 7 
the results of my decommissioning study which is provided as Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 8 
11, Attachment JTK-2 (CONFIDENTIAL). 9 

Q. WHAT POWER GENERATION ASSETS DID YOU EVALUATE IN THE 10 
DECOMMISSIONING STUDY? 11 

A. Table JTK-1, below, lists the electric generating assets (“Plants”), and associated fuel 12 
types, evaluated as part of the Decommissioning Study. Descriptions of the Plants 13 
covered by the Decommissioning Study are provided in Section 3.0 of Petitioner’s 14 
Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-2 (CONFIDENTIAL). 15 

Table JTK-1 – Power Generation Assets 

Plant Primary Fuel Type 
A.B. Brown Units 3-61 Natural Gas 
Blackfoot Landfill Landfill Gas 
Crosstrack Solar Solar 
F.B. Culley Coal 
Highway 41 Solar Solar 

Oak Hill Solar Solar 

Cause No. 45836 Wind Project2 Wind 
Posey Solar Solar 

Troy Solar Solar 
 

 
1 A.B. Brown Units 5 & 6 represent the two F-class gas combustion turbines (“CTs”) approved in Cause 
No. 45564. 
2 Hereinafter, the “45836 Wind Project” or the “Wind Project.” 
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Q. DID 1898 & CO. VISIT EACH SITE LISTED IN TABLE JTK-1? 1 
A. No. 1898 & Co. visited all sites, excluding Crosstrack and Posey Solar, and the Wind 2 

Project, which have not yet reached commercial operation. 3 

Q. PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF YOUR DECOMMISSIONING STUDY. 4 
A. The total net cost associated with all generating assets was estimated to be 5 

$84,067,200. This amount is stated in 2023 dollars. The breakdown of these costs is 6 
presented and discussed in Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-2 7 
(CONFIDENTIAL) and summarized in Table JTK-2, below: 8 

Table JTK-2 – Power Generation Assets 

Q. ARE YOU SPONSORING ANY ATTACHMENTS IN THIS PROCEEDING? 9 
A. Yes. I am sponsoring the following attachments in this proceeding: 10 

• Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-1: Resume11 
• Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-2 (CONFIDENTIAL): CEI South12 

Decommissioning Cost Study, dated June 23, 202313 

Q. WERE THESE ATTACHMENTS PREPARED BY YOU OR UNDER YOUR 14 
SUPERVISION? 15 

A. Yes, they were. 16 

Plant Gross Decom Cost Salvage Credit Net Project Cost 
A.B. Brown Units 3-6  $   12,261,000  $   (5,117,000)  $    7,144,000 
Blackfoot Landfill  $        295,000  $      (149,000)  $       146,000 
Crosstrack Solar  $   18,975,500  $   (4,230,800)  $  14,744,700 
F.B. Culley  $   41,515,000  $ (11,063,000)  $  30,452,000 
Highway 41 Solar  $        457,700  $      (108,300)  $       349,400 
Oak Hill Solar  $        358,600  $        (84,700)  $       273,900 
Wind Project  $   11,592,500  $   (7,368,000)  $    4,224,500 
Posey Solar  $   24,250,000  $   (5,926,100)  $  18,323,900 
Troy Solar  $   10,667,000  $   (2,258,200)  $    8,408,800 
Fleet Total  $ 120,372,300  $ (36,305,100)  $  84,067,200 
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III. BACKGROUND 1 

Q. WHAT RECOMMENDATION ARE YOU MAKING IN YOUR TESTIMONY? 2 
A. I recommend that the Commission find that the results of the Decommissioning Study 3 

are reasonable and appropriate for use as the basis for the cost of removal estimates 4 
in the development of depreciation rates for the Plants. 5 

Q. PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DECOMMISSIONING STUDY PREPARED FOR THE 6 
COMPANY. 7 

A. The Company retained 1898 & Co. to provide a recommendation regarding the total 8 
cost, in 2023 dollars, for decommissioning each Plant at the end of its useful life, net 9 
of salvage value for scrap materials. Our estimate is inclusive of direct costs 10 
associated with decommissioning and demolishing the plant equipment and facilities 11 
and restoring the sites to an industrial condition unless otherwise noted in the Study. 12 
The direct costs include environmental remediation costs for asbestos removal and 13 
other hazardous material handling and disposal, as well as costs for closing any ponds 14 
and cleaning up potentially contaminated soil. 15 

Q. WHAT WAS THE EXTENT OF YOUR PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT IN THE 16 
PREPARATION OF THE DECOMMISSIONING STUDY? 17 

A. I served as the 1898 & Co. project director on the Decommissioning Study. I worked 18 
directly with all individuals and parties involved in the preparation of the 19 
decommissioning cost estimates in the Decommissioning Study. I was responsible for 20 
the overall project and was involved in the development of the dismantling and 21 
decommissioning assumptions and cost estimating methodology, preparation and 22 
review of the estimates, and preparation and review of the report. In addition, 1898 & 23 
Co. representatives and engineers visited the Plants (excluding those noted previously 24 
in my testimony) to perform a tour of the facilities with plant personnel to review the 25 
equipment, and our team relied on information obtained during those tours in our 26 
analyses. 27 
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IV. DESCRIPTION OF DECOMMISSIONING COSTS 1 

Q. EXPLAIN THE TYPE OF COSTS REFLECTED IN A DECOMMISSIONING STUDY. 2 
A. Decommissioning Study cost estimates generally include direct costs associated with 3 

decommissioning and demolishing the plant equipment and facilities and restoring the 4 
sites to a suitable condition, which in this case was to an industrial condition unless 5 
otherwise noted in the Study. The direct costs include environmental remediation costs 6 
for asbestos removal and other hazardous material handling and disposal, as well as 7 
costs for closing any ponds and removing and disposing of contaminated soil. In 8 
addition to these direct costs, decommissioning studies also generally include 9 
estimates of indirect costs to be incurred by an entity during decommissioning and 10 
contingency costs, both of which I address in the next section of my testimony.  11 

Q. WHAT DOES RESTORING THE SITE FOR INDUSTRIAL USE REQUIRE? 12 
A. In general, restoring a site for industrial use includes the following activities and final 13 

site conditions. The site will have all above grade buildings and equipment removed, 14 
foundations removed to two feet below existing grade, be rough graded, and seeded. 15 
Underground piping will be capped and abandoned in place, except for circulating 16 
water piping which will be filled with flowable fill. Ponds will have liners and residuals 17 
removed (if applicable) and be graded to match surrounding areas.   18 

In most cases, the future use of the site is unknown, so restoring each site to the 19 
standard of industrial use allows the Company flexibility regarding the potential future 20 
use. The site can alternately remain in this condition in perpetuity. In the case of the 21 
specific sites analyzed in the Decommissioning Study, unless otherwise noted in the 22 
Study, each plant site is restored to the standard of industrial use. This approach is 23 
consistent with our experience with overseeing decommissioning of several power 24 
generating facilities and likewise according to the standards we typically assume. It is 25 
reasonable to assume the site would be restored to the standard of industrial use as 26 
this is a common practice, removes liabilities, and avoids future carrying costs 27 
associated with maintaining or ensuring the remaining facilities that could at some 28 
point exceed the cost of demolition, while maintaining flexibility of future site use. For 29 
example, restoring the site in this manner enables the site to be reused for another 30 
power plant, to be redeveloped for industrial use, or to be sold for similar uses. Closure 31 
of ash ponds has not been included in the scope of the Decommissioning Study. 32 
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Recovery of the cost of closing the ash ponds has been addressed in other 1 
proceedings. 2 

Q. WHAT APPROACH WAS USED TO DEVELOP THE DIRECT COST ESTIMATES IN 3 
THE DECOMMISSIONING STUDY? 4 

A. As mentioned prior, the decommissioning cost estimates were developed based on 5 
estimates of direct costs, indirect costs, and contingency. The direct decommissioning 6 
cost estimates were based on what we would expect an outside contractor, selected 7 
through a competitive bidding process, to charge the Company to demolish the site, 8 
dismantle all equipment, address environmental issues, and restore the site to a 9 
condition suitable for industrial use, based on performing known decommissioning and 10 
demolition tasks within the set of assumptions outlined in the Decommissioning Study 11 
and under ideal conditions. Site-specific direct cost estimates were developed using a 12 
“bottom-up” cost estimating approach, where cost estimates are developed from 13 
scratch through the development of site-specific quantity estimates and the application 14 
of unit pricing to the quantity estimates. The quantity estimates include but are not 15 
limited to items such as tons of steel; pounds of other metals such as copper and 16 
stainless steel; tons of debris; cubic yards of concrete; cubic yards of site grading; 17 
acres of seeding; and the labor hours required to complete the decommissioning and 18 
demolition activities. 19 

Q. WHERE ARE THE ASSUMPTIONS OUTLINED IN THE STUDY? 20 
A. The assumptions applied to the cost estimates are documented in Sections 4.3 and 21 

4.4 of the Study, provided as Petitioner’s Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-2 22 
(CONFIDENTIAL). 23 

Q. HOW WERE SPECIFIC QUANTITIES AND UNIT PRICING ESTIMATED FOR 24 
PURPOSES OF ESTIMATING SITE-SPECIFIC DIRECT COSTS? 25 

A. The 1898 & Co. team estimated quantities based on a visual inspection of the facilities, 26 
discussions with plant staff, review of engineering drawings, our in-house database of 27 
plant quantities, and our professional judgment. Using this information, we estimated 28 
quantities and labor hours for the tasks required to decommission and demolish each 29 
of the subject facilities. Current market pricing for labor rates, equipment, and unit 30 
pricing were then developed for each task. These rates were applied to the quantities 31 
for the Plants to determine the total direct cost of decommissioning each site. 32 
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Additionally, unit pricing for scrap values were applied to the scrap quantities to 1 
determine anticipated salvage values, which is addressed later in my testimony.  2 

Q. WHAT SOURCES DID YOU RELY ON TO DEVELOP THE DIRECT COST 3 
ESTIMATES FOR THE PLANTS? 4 

A. The labor rates, equipment costs, and disposal costs used to develop the Study cost 5 
estimates were specific to the locations in which the work is to be performed. These 6 
rates were applied to the quantities associated with each Plant to determine the total 7 
cost of decommissioning and demolition. Disposal costs were obtained from publicly 8 
available information and communications with landfills located in the area in which 9 
the work is to be performed to result in estimates that are site-specific and account for 10 
local markets, costs, and conditions. 11 

The RS Means online database was utilized to obtain labor rates and equipment costs, 12 
for the study area. RS Means labor rates are national averages and include site cost 13 
indices to provide localized costs to make the costs site specific. RS Means is widely 14 
utilized within the construction industry as a tool for estimating and projecting project 15 
costs. 16 

Pricing developed by the American Metal Market (“AMM”) was also used to develop 17 
scrap credits, as discussed in more detail in Section VI of my testimony. The AMM is 18 
an industry standard publication routinely relied upon by demolition contractors. Scrap 19 
costs also included a deduction for transportation from each site to the selected scrap 20 
market in order to result in estimates that are site-specific and account for local 21 
markets, costs, and conditions. 22 

Q. ARE THESE SOURCES GENERALLY ACCEPTED IN THE INDUSTRY AND 23 
RELIED UPON BY OTHER REGULATORY AUTHORITIES IN SETTING 24 
DECOMMISSIONING COSTS? 25 

A. Yes. These sources are recognized industry-wide, and we have relied on them for the 26 
decommissioning cost estimates we have prepared for over 300 plants.  27 

Q. DID YOU CONSIDER WHETHER THE RESALE OF ANY EQUIPMENT WOULD BE 28 
FEASIBLE TO OFFSET YOUR ESTIMATED DECOMMISSIONING COSTS? 29 

A. Yes. I do not believe resale is feasible due to the limited and opportunistic market for 30 
equipment resale. In our recent experience with power plant retirements, it has been 31 
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difficult to find buyers of used equipment willing to pay more than the scrap value of 1 
the equipment because the market for specific buyers with a need for the specific 2 
equipment at the time of decommissioning is typically very limited. Furthermore, 3 
according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, nearly 100 gigawatts of 4 
fossil-fueled capacity has been retired in the last decade and there are many more 5 
plants being retired in the near future, so it is anticipated the market will continue to be 6 
flooded with used equipment and the potential buyers of that used equipment would 7 
be even further reduced, putting downward pressure on used equipment pricing. 8 
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume the expected value of the equipment should be 9 
its scrap value. 10 

Q. HAVE YOU RELIED ON THIS SAME METHODOLOGY IN PREPARING 11 
ESTIMATES OF DECOMMISSIONING COSTS IN THE PAST? 12 

A. Yes. Over the years, we have worked closely with demolition contractors to develop 13 
decommissioning cost estimates that align with costs for activities that the demolition 14 
contractors will perform. We have prepared numerous decommissioning studies for 15 
various clients considering different technologies in several different states and have 16 
provided services to clients on decommissioning project execution that has included 17 
review and evaluation of bids from demolition contractors. We have utilized this 18 
experience preparing decommissioning cost estimates as well as reviewing demolition 19 
contractor bids to confirm the reasonableness of the cost estimates we have prepared. 20 

In addition, we are able to rely on our firm’s long history, experience and familiarity 21 
with demolition practices and construction cost estimates to effectively and accurately 22 
estimate costs that are consistent with the industry and trends. 23 

Q. HAVE YOU USED THIS SAME MODEL TO ESTIMATE DECOMMISSIONING 24 
COSTS FOR FOSSIL FUEL ASSETS IN THE PAST? 25 

A. Yes, I have used the same methodology and model to estimate decommissioning 26 
costs for various types of non-nuclear power generating assets. These models were 27 
utilized in the development of the cost estimates for each decommissioning and 28 
decommissioning study referenced in my resume provided at Attachment JTK-1. 29 

Q. DOES YOUR STUDY DICTATE TO THE DEMOLITION CONTRACTOR THE 30 
ACTUAL DECOMMISSIONING METHODS THAT WILL BE USED TO DISMANTLE 31 
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THESE FACILITIES IN THE FUTURE AND THEREFORE DOES YOUR COST 1 
ESTIMATE RELY ON THOSE MEANS AND METHODS? 2 

A. No. At the time the Company decides to decommission the Plants, its 3 
decommissioning contractor will determine the means and methods by which the 4 
decommissioning will occur. It will be the contractor’s responsibility to determine 5 
means and methods that result in safely decommissioning and demolishing the Plants 6 
at the lowest reasonable cost. However, based on our experience with 7 
decommissioning projects, discussions with demolition contractors, and discussions 8 
with utilities throughout the United States, the cost estimate we prepared is reflective 9 
of what contractors would bid, through a competitive bidding process given the option 10 
to select safe and efficient means and methods. 11 

V. PROJECT INDIRECTS AND CONTINGENCY 12 

Q. WHAT IS INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT INDIRECT COSTS? 13 
A. Indirect costs include those costs expected to be incurred by the Company during the 14 

decommissioning process that are in addition to the direct costs paid to demolition 15 
contractors. This includes the internal administrative costs (e.g., permitting, fees, 16 
Company employee allocated expense) or costs associated with third-party project 17 
managers or engineers providing oversight during demolition activities, inspections, 18 
and testing to confirm that remediation has been completed. 19 

Q. HOW WERE THE INDIRECT COSTS DETERMINED? 20 
A. Indirect costs were determined as a percentage of the direct costs, as is a typical 21 

approach when preparing these types of cost estimates. We developed the 22 
percentage of direct costs that was applied to determine the indirect costs based on 23 
our experience preparing estimates and managing the execution of decommissioning 24 
projects. 25 

Q. WHAT IS INCLUDED IN THE CONTINGENCY COSTS? 26 
A. This category includes costs reasonably expected to be incurred by the Company 27 

during the execution of decommissioning and demolition activities in addition to the 28 
direct costs. For decommissioning projects, there is uncertainty associated with work 29 
conditions and how the work will be performed. There is also some uncertainty 30 
associated with estimating the quantities for decommissioning of facilities, due to the 31 
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age and limits on drawings available, and the absence of testing results for 1 
environmental contamination prior to preparation of these types of studies. 2 
Contingency costs account for these unspecified but expected costs and are in 3 
addition to the direct costs associated with the base decommissioning costs for known 4 
scope items. 5 

Q. ARE CONTINGENCY COSTS A NECESSARY COMPONENT OF YOUR COST 6 
ESTIMATES? 7 

A. Yes. Contingency costs are a critical component for estimating the cost of almost any 8 
large construction project. They account for the potential circumstances that can result 9 
in an increase in costs over the direct costs for known scope items under ideal 10 
conditions. Some of these costs cannot be determined until the decommissioning 11 
process has begun. Therefore, contingency is applied on top of the base estimated 12 
cost to formulate a reasonable estimate to dismantle the generating facilities. 13 

Q. PLEASE EXPLAIN. 14 
A. It is important to note that many of these decommissioning and demolition projects will 15 

not commence until well into the future and site-specific conditions cannot always be 16 
identified until decommissioning has commenced. It is not uncommon for unexpected 17 
conditions to occur, including but not limited to items such as contractors discovering 18 
unaccounted for structures or facilities, like underground storage tanks, after 19 
demolition has begun that have to be dismantled, or a greater quantity of contaminated 20 
soil than was originally anticipated. Also, the estimated cost to dismantle assumes 21 
ideal weather and working conditions, which is an appropriate starting point for cost 22 
estimating but realistically cannot be achieved for the duration of a project and can 23 
result in cost increases. These types of circumstances can lead to significant increased 24 
costs that are difficult to specifically identify this far in advance of a project. 25 

Q. IS INCLUDING CONTINGENCY COSTS IN A DECOMMISSIONING PROJECT 26 
STANDARD INDUSTRY PRACTICE? 27 

A. Yes. The application of contingency is standard industry practice. Even on a project 28 
where firm pricing has been agreed to with a successful bidder, it is typical that a client 29 
will carry some level of contingency to cover potential change orders or other 30 
unforeseen circumstances associated with a project. 31 
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Q. DOES A DECOMMISSIONING PROJECT REQUIRE A HIGHER LEVEL OF 1 
CONTINGENCY THAN A GREENFIELD CONSTRUCTION PROJECT? 2 

A. Yes. When compared to the contingency assigned to a new construction project, the 3 
contingency on a decommissioning project should be higher because older facilities 4 
with long operating histories often lack site plans or drawings, well-defined quantities 5 
of structural materials, environmental records, or foundation or subsurface information. 6 
To that end, the Plants analyzed in this Decommissioning Study will have been 7 
inservice for more than 30 to 40 years by the time they are decommissioned. 8 

Q. WHAT CONTINGENCY COSTS ARE YOU RECOMMENDING IN THE 9 
DECOMMISSIONING STUDY? 10 

A. I have recommended a contingency cost of 20% on top of the direct costs. The 11 
percentage was based on similar decommissioning cost contingencies I have 12 
prepared for decommissioning projects for other electric utilities that have been 13 
approved by regulatory agencies. 14 

VI. SCRAP 15 

Q. HOW WERE SCRAP VALUES CALCULATED? 16 
A. Scrap metal prices used in the development of the scrap credit were based on a review 17 

of current pricing trends for various types of materials published by AMM, which 18 
reports the prices paid for scrap metals in transactions worldwide. The salvage value 19 
of equipment was included in the cost estimates based on scrap metal prices from the 20 
AMM report, less a deduction for transporting the scrap to market. This methodology 21 
is appropriate because demolition contractors routinely rely on the values published 22 
by AMM to develop the prices they are willing to credit a demolition project for scrap 23 
metals because this publication also provides information regarding the price the 24 
demolition contractors can expect to receive when they resell the scrap metals to a 25 
scrap metal broker or scrap metal processor. 26 

Q. IS AMM A REPUTABLE SOURCE FOR CALCULATING SCRAP PRICING? 27 
A. Yes. AMM is the leading independent supplier of market intelligence and pricing to the 28 

North American metals industries and publisher of the widely used reference prices 29 
for scrap. AMM has extensive experience in reporting scrap prices in a wide range of 30 
grades and locations. AMM has been reporting on the U.S. scrap market for more than 31 
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100 years, providing benchmark prices to users in the scrap metal industry. AMM 1 
develops index prices based on actual transactions, which are reported by market 2 
participants conducting scrap metal trades. 3 

Q. WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE VALUE OF SCRAP METAL 4 
APPLIED IN THE DECOMMISSIONING STUDY? 5 

A. Table 4-1 in the Decommissioning Study, provided at Attachment JTK-2 6 
(CONFIDENTIAL), shows the scrap metal prices used in the estimates. As noted 7 
above, the market value for each type of scrap metal was adjusted to account for 8 
transportation costs, in order to determine the net value of the scrap material. 9 

Q. HOW WERE TRANSPORTATION COSTS CALCULATED FOR PURPOSES OF 10 
VALUING THE SCRAP METAL? 11 

A. Transportation costs include the costs necessary to haul the scrap metal to the scrap 12 
market location. Costs for transportation are based on current published railroad tariffs 13 
and the costs to truck the material from the site to the rail line. 14 

VII. CONCLUSION15 

Q. ARE THE DECOMMISSIONING COSTS SET FORTH IN YOUR TESTIMONY AND 16 
ATTACHMENT JTK-2 (CONFIDENTIAL) REASONABLE AND NECESSARY 17 
ESTIMATES FOR PURPOSES OF CALCULATING DEPRECIATION RATES FOR 18 
THE COMPANY IN THIS PROCEEDING? 19 

A. Yes. These costs are reasonably reflective of the actual costs necessary for the 20 
Company to decommission the Plants and are an appropriate basis for setting electric 21 
rates in this matter and for the Company to use for planning for decommissioning costs 22 
going forward. 23 

Q. DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY? 24 
A. Yes, it does. 25 
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Senior Managing Director, Energy & Utilities Consulting 

Jeff is t he Managing Director o f Uti lit y Consult ing at 1898 & Co .. part of Burns & 

McDon nell. He and his team specialize in consu lting services for power generation 

and transmiss ion and d istribution projects. This includes power plant 

decommissioning stud ies. energy project development, due d iligence reviews, 

resource planning, renewable project development. rate stud ies and ana lysis. 

transm ission planning, distribution plann ing . and grid moderniza t ion. 

PROJECT EXPERIENCE 

Decommissioning Study / CenterPoint Energy Indiana South 
Indiana / 2023 

Project director on a decommission ing study for the entire fleet of power 

generating facil it ies owned by CenterPoint Energy Indiana South. The eva luation 

was performed to determ ine the costs to demolish the unit s and restore the sites at 

the end of t hei r usefu l lives to support regulatory fi lings. The evaluation included 

coa l-fired p lants. natu ral gas-fired simp le and combined cycle un its, landfill gas, 

w ind farm s. and solar projects. Subsequent to the stud ies. Jeff w ill be avai lable to 

provide written and oral testimony regard ing the study find ings. 

Decommissioning Study / Duke Energy 
North Carolina, South Carolina, Kentucky, Florida / 2022 

Project director on a decommission ing study for the entire fleet of power 

generat ing facilit ies owned by Duke Energy Carolinas, Duke Energy Progress, Duke 

Energy Kentucky, and Duke Energ y Florida. The evaluations were performed to 

determine t he costs to demolish the unit s and restore the sites at the end of their 

useful lives to support regulatory fi lings. The evalua t ion inc luded coa l-fired plants. 

natural gas-f ired simple and comb ined cycle unit s, gas fired boilers, hydro-electric 

p lants. and solar projects. Subsequen t to the studies. Jeff prov ided written and oral 

test imony in Duke Energy ra te hearings in and Kentucky regard ing the study 

find ings. 

Decommissioning Study/ Northern Indiana Public Service Co. 
Indiana / 2022 

Project director on a decommission ing study for the entire fleet of power 

generating facil it ies owned by Northern Ind iana Public Serv ice Company. The 

evaluation was performed to determine the costs to demol ish t he units and restore 

the sites at the end of their useful lives to support regulatory filings. The evaluation 

included coa l-fi red plants, natural gas- f ired sim ple and combi ned cycle units, 

hydro-electric p lants. w ind farms, solar farm s, and battery energy storage projec ts 

Subsequent to t he studies, Jeff provided written and ora l test imony in Duke Energy 

rate hea ri ngs in Nortl, Carol ina and Kentucky regarding the study findings. 
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Utility Company Regulatory Agency Docket No. Subject 

Evergy 
The State Corporation Commission of the State of 
Kansas Docket No. 23-EKCE-775-RTS Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 

Duke Energy Kentucky 

Xcel Energy 

Kentucky Public Service Commission Case No. 2022-00372 Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 

Xcel Energy 

New Mexico Public Regulation Commission 

Pubfic Utifity Commission of Texas 

Evergy M,ssouri Metro Pubfic Service Commission of the State of M,ssoun 

Case No. 22-00286-UT 

PUC Docket No, 54634 

Case No. ER-2022-0129 

Cause No. 45772 Northem Indiana Pubhc Serv,ce Cc Indiana Utility Regulatory Comm,sslon 

Centerpoint Energy Indiana South Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission Cause No. 45722 
Evergy MISSOUri Metro 

Evergy M!S$0UN West 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Duke Energy Florida 

Tampa Electric Company 

Big Rivers Electric Corporation 

Xcel Energy 

Xcel Energy 

Duke Energy Indiana 

Calpine Energy 

Calpine Energy 

Oklahoma Gas and Electrtc 

Pubhc Service Commission of the State of Missouri Case No. ER-2022-0129 

Public Service Commission of the State of M1ssoun Case No. ER-2022-0130 

Florida Public Service Commission Docket o. 20210015-EI 

Florida Public Service Commission Docket o. 20210016-EI 

Florida Public Service Commiss,on ____ Docket No. 20200264-EI 

Kentucky Public Service Commission 2019-00269 

Public Utifity Commission of Texas PUC Docket No. 49831 

New Mexico Public Regulation Comm,ss,on Case No. 19-00170-UT 

Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission Cause No. 45253 

State of New York Board on Electric Generation Siting Case No. 18-F-0262 

State of New York Board on Electro: Generations· ing Case No. 16-F-0559 

The Corporat,on Comm,ss,on ot the State of Oklahoma PUD 201800140 

Golden Valley Electric Association The Regulatory Commiss,on of Alaska U-18·010 

090079-E I 

E017/ M-10-1082 

Progress Energy Florida 

Otter Tail Power Company 

Otter TaU Power Company 

Xcel Energy 

Xcel Energy 

Florida Power & Light Company 

Duke Energy Kentucky 

Duke Energy Progress 

Duke Energy Carolinas 

Oklahoma Gas and Electric 

Florida Public Service Commission 

Minnesota Public U ilities Commission 

Public Service Commission of the State of Orth Dakota PU-11-165 

Public Utilities Comm,ssion of the State of Colorado 

Public Utilities Commission of the State of Colorado 

Florida Public Service Commission 

Ken ucky Pubfo: Service Commission 

North Carolina Utilities Comm,ss,on 

North Carolina Utilities Commission 

Corporation Commission of Oklahoma 

l4AL-0660E 

16A-0231E 

160021-EI; 160062-E I 

2017-00321 

Docket No, E-2, Sul:) 1142 

Docket No. E-7, Sub 1146 

Cause No. PUO 201700496 
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Rate Case - Decommlss,oning Costs 

Rate Case - Decommiss,oning Costs 

Rate Case - DecommiSSIOning Costs 

Rate Case - DecommiSS1oning Costs 

Securitization Filing - Decommissioning Costs 

Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 

Rate Case - Oecommiss,onlng Costs 

Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 

Rate Case - Decomm,ssloning Costs 

Rate Case - Decommiss,on,ng Costs 
Enforcement of Rate and Service Standards -
Oecommlssoon,ng 
Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 

Rate Case - Oecomm,ss,on,ng Costs 

Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs J 

Certificate of Envronmental Compatibility and 
Public Need • Decommissioning Costs 
Certificate of Environmental Compatibility and 
Public Need • Decommlss on Ing Costs 

Rate Case - Decommiss,oning Costs 

Re ·rement Report for Healy Unit 1 -
Decomm1ss1onmg Costs 
Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 
Advanced Determination of Prudence - AOCS 
Upgrades 
Advanced Determination of Prudence - AQCS 
Upgrades 
Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 

2016 Revised Depreciation Rates 

Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 

Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 

Rate Case - Decomrmss,on1ng Costs 

Rate Case - Decommissioning Costs 

Rate Case - Decomm1SSJOning Costs 
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PROJECT EXPERIENCE 

Decommissioning Study/ CenterPoint 
Energy Indiana South 
Indiana / 2022 

Project director on a decommissioning study for the coal­

fired AB Brown plan t owned by CenterPoint Energy Indiana 

South. The eva luat ion was performed to determine the cost 

to demolish the un it and restore the site at the end of it's 

useful life to support regulatory fi lings. Subsequent to the 
study, Jeff prov ided written rega rd ing the study fi ndings. 

Decommissioning Study / Evergy 
Kansas, Missouri / 2021 

Project director on a decommission ing study for the entire 

fleet o f power generating fac ilities owned by Evergy in the 

States of Kansas and Missouri. T he evaluation was 

perform ed t o determ ine the costs to demol ish t he units and 

rest ore t he sites at the end of their useful lives to support 

regula tory filings. The evaluat io n inc luded several coal- fired 

p lants, natural gas-fired simple and combined cyc le units, 

and w ind farms. Subsequent to the study, Jeff is availab le 

to provide w ri t ten and oral test imo ny in Evergy's rate case 

hearing regarding the study fin d ings. 

Decommissioning Study / FPL Energy 
Florida, Georgia / 2020 

Project manager on a decom mission ing study for t he entire 

fleet of power generating fac ilities owned by FPL Energy 

and Gu lf Power in the States of Florida and Georgia . The 

evaluation was performed to determ in e the cos ts to 

demo lish the units and restore the sit es at the end of their 

useful lives to support regu latory f ilings. The eva lua tion 

included several coa l-f ired plants, natural gas-fired si mp le 

and combined cyc le units. and so lar generating facili t ies. 

Subsequent to the study, Jeff prov ided written testimony in 

FPL Energy's rate case hearing rega rding the study 

f ind ings. 

Decommissioning Study/ Xcel Energy 
Colorado / 2020 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for the entire 

f leet of power generating facilities owned by Xcel Energy in 

the State of Colorado. The eva luation was performed to 

determine the costs t o demol ish the units and restore the 

sites at the end of their usefu l lives to support regulatory 

fil ings. The evaluation inc luded several coal-fired plants. 
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natural gas-f ired simple and comb ined cycle units, and 

hydroelectric p lants. Subsequent to the study, Jeff was 

avai lab le to p rovide w ri tten and oral testimony in Xcel 

Energy's ra te hearing regarding the study findings. 

Decommissioning Study/ Apex Clean 
Energy 
New York / 2019 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for a wind 

farm being developed in New York. The evaluat ion was 

performed to determine the costs to demo lish the units and 

rest ore the site at the end of its useful life to support 

Ca lpine·s applica tion to construct a major elec tr ic 

generating facility under A rticle 10 o f the New York Pub lic 

Serv ice Law. Subsequent to t he study, Jeff provided written 

tes t imony in the A rt ic le 10 pub lic hea ri ngs rega rd ing t he 

study f ind ings. 

Decommissioning Study / Calpine 
New York / 2019 

Project manager on a decommissioning study for a wind 

farm being developed in New York. The evaluat ion was 

performed to determ ine the costs to demolish the units and 

res tore t he site at the end of its usefu l life to support 

Ca lpine's app lication to construct a major elec t ric 

generat ing facil ity under A rt ic le 10 o f the New York Pub lic 

Service Law. Subsequent to t he study, Jeff provided written 

tes t imony in the A rt ic le 10 pub lic hea rings rega rd ing t he 

st udy find ings. 

Decommissioning Study / Southwestern 
Public Service 
Texas, New Mexico / 2018 

Project manager on a decom missioning study for t he enti re 

fleet of power generating facil it ies owned by Southwestern 

Pub lic Service. T he evaluation was performed to determ ine 

the costs to dem olish the uni ts and restore the sites at the 

end of thei r usefu l lives to support regulatory fi lings. The 

evaluation included coal -fired p lants, na tura l gas-fired 

simp le cycle un its, and gas fi red boi ler p rojec t s. The report 

and resu lts are being used in support o f d epreciation rates 

as pa rt of t he rate case fi ling. Jeff provided support 

through the regula tory process w ith w ritten testimony in 

Southwestern Pub lic Serv ice's rate hearings regard ing the 

study find ings. 
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Decommissioning Study / Duke Energy 
Indiana / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for t he entire 

fleet of power generating facilities owned by Duke Energy 

Ind iana. The evaluat ion was performed to determine the 

cos ts to demolish the units and restore the sites at the end 

of their useful lives to support regulatory f ilings. The 

evaluation included coal -fired p lants, natu ral gas-fired 

simple and combined cycle units, solar projects. and a 

hydro-electric p lant Jeff provided support th rough the 

regu latory process with written testimony in Duke Energy 

Ind iana 's rate hea ring regarding the study find ings. 

Decommissioning Study / Golden Valley 
Electric Association 
Alaska / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for the entire 

fleet of power generating fac ilities owned by Golden Valley 

Electric Associat ion. The eva luation was performed t o 

determine the costs to demolish the units and restore the 

sites at the end of tl1ei r usefu l lives to support regulatory 

filings. The eva luat ion included a coa l-fired plant, diesel and 

naphtha fired combustion turbine units, a battery energy 

storage faci lit y . and a wind farm. Jeff prov ided written 

testimony in Golden Va lley's Compliance Hearing regard ing 

the retirement of their Healy Unit 1 project Jeff also 

provided written testimony in Golden Valley 's rate hearing 

regard ing the study f indings 

Decommissioning Study / Owensboro 
Municipal Utilities 
Kentucky / 2018 

Project manager on a decommissioning study for coal fi red 

generat ing faci lity owned by Owensboro Municipal Util it ies. 

The evaluation was performed to determine the options for 

ret ir ing the plant and assoc iated costs. Options evaluated 

included placing one of the units into layup with the 

pot ential to restart at a later date. re t irement in place. or fu ll 

demo lition and site restoration. 

Decommissioning Study / Duke Energy 
Florida / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for t he entire 

fleet of power generating fac ilities owned by Duke Energy 

Florida. The evaluation was performed to determine the 

costs to demo lish the units and restore the sites at the end 

of their useful lives to support regulatory f ilings. The 

1898 & Co. / Part of Burns & McDonnell 
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evaluation included a coal -fired plant, natural gas-fi red 

simple and combined cycle units, and solar projects. 

Subsequent to the study, Jeff provided written testimony in 

Duke Energy Flor ida 's rate hearing regarding the study 

find ings 

Decommissioning Study/ Tucson Electric 
Power 
Arizona / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for the entire 

fleet of power generating facilities owned by Tucson 

Electric Power. The evaluation was performed to determ ine 

the costs to demolish the units arid restore the sites at the 

end of their usefu l lives to support regulatory filings. The 

evaluation included a coal-fired plant, natural gas-fi red 

simple and combined cycle un its, and solar projects. 

Subsequent to the study, Jeff was available to provide 

written and ora l test imony in Tucson Elect ric Powers's rate 

hearing regarding the study findings 

Decommissioning Study / Public Service of 
New Mexico 
New Mexico / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for the entire 

fl eet of power generating facilities owned by Duke Energy 

Flor ida. The evaluation is being performed to determine the 

costs to demolish the un its and restore the sites at the end 

of their useful lives to suppor t regulatory fi lings. The 

evaluation includes a coa l- fired p lant , natural gas-fired 

simple and combined cyc le units. and solar p rojects 

Decommissioning Study / Capital Power 
Illinois / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for a w ind 

farm being developed in Illinois. The evaluat io n was 

performed to determ ine the costs to demolish the units and 

restore the site at the end of its usefu l li fe to support the 

county zoning appl ication. Subsequent to the study, Jeff 

w ill be available to provide writ ten and ora l tes timony 1n the 

county zon ing hearings regard ing the study findings. 

Decommissioning Study / Calpine 
New York / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for a w ind 

farm being developed in New York. The evaluation was 

performed to determine the costs to demolish the units and 

rest ore the site at the end of its usefu l life to support 
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Ca l pine's applicat ion to construct a major electric 

generating facil ity under A rt icle 70 of the New York Publ ic 

Service Law Subseq uent to the study, Jeff p rovided wri tten 

and oral test imony in t he A rt icle 10 pub li c hearings 

regarding the study f indings 

Decommissioning Study/ Tradewind Energy 
Illinois / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for a wind 

being developed in Illinois. The evaluation was performed to 

determ ine the costs to demoli sh the units and restore the 

site at the end of its usefu l life to support the county zon ing 

app lication . Subseq uent to the study, Jeff wil l be ava ilable 

to provided support for the coun t y zoning hearings 

regarding the study f indings. 

Decommissioning Study/ Hawaii Electric 
Company 
Hawaii / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission in g study for a 

rec iprocat ing engine p lan t t hat was under construction for 

Hawa ii Electric Company. The evaluat ion was performed to 

determ ine the costs to demolish the units and restore the 

site at the end of its usefu l life. 

Decommissioning Study / EDP Renewables 
Indiana / 2018 

Project manager on a decomm ission ing study for a wind 

farm being developed in Indiana. The eva luation was 

perform ed to d eterm ine t he costs to demol ish t he units and 

restore the site at the end of its usefu l li fe to support the 

coun ty zon ing application . Subsequent to the study, Jeff 

provided wri tten and oral testimony in the county zoning 

hearings regard ing the study find ings. 

Decommissioning Study/ EDP Renewables 
Illinois / 2018 

Project manager on a decommission in g study for a wind 

farm being developed in Ill inois. The evaluation was 

performed to determ ine the costs to demol ish t he units and 

restore the site at the end of its usefu l life to support the 

county zoning application Subsequen t to the study, Jeff 

provided oral testimony in the county zon ing hearings 

regarding the study f indings 

1898 & Co. / Part of Bums & McDonnell 

Due Diligence / Centerpoint Energy 
Indiana / 2017 

Project manager fo r a due d iligence eva luat ion o f Vectren's 

fleet of power plants be ing considered as part of a potent ial 

fu ll acqu isition of Vectren by Centerpoint. The evaluation 

included a technical , environmental. and contractual review 

of the coal. simp le cyc le, and wind farm faci lit ies. As part of 

the projec t , Jeff presented the results of the study to 

Cen terPoint's board of d irectors to support their decision 

making process for the acquisition. 

Due Diligence/ PKA AIP 
Michigan / 2017 

Project manager fo r a due dil igence eva luat ion of a 

comb ined cycle power plant being considered for potential 

equ ity investment by PKA A IP. The evaluation inc luded a 

techn ica l, environmental, and contrac tual review of the 

p lant. 

Decommissioning Study/ Tampa Electric 
Company 
Florida / 2017 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for the entire 

fleet of power generating faci lit ies owned by Tampa 

Electric. The evaluation is being performed to determine 

t he cost s to dem olish the units and restore the sites at the 

end of their useful lives to support regulatory filings. The 

evaluation includes a coal -f ired p lant. natural gas-f ired 

simple and combined cyc le units. and solar projects. 

Subsequent to t he study, Jeff w ill be available to p rovide 

w rit ten and oral tes timony in Tampa Electric's rate hearing 

regard ing the study findings. 

Decommissioning Asset Retirement 
Obligation Study/ NRG Energy & Clearway 
Energy 
Various US Locations / 2017 - 2020 

Project manager on a decommission ing study to eva luate 

the asset retirement obligat ion costs for numerous 

renewable energy fac ilit ies owned by NRG Energy 

throughout the United States. The evaluation was 

performed to determine the costs for any obligations to 

remove and/or d emolish the faci lit ies and equipment and 

perform environmental remediat ion and site rest oration 

acti vi t ies. The study was performed to support compliance 

wi th FAS 143 requirements. 
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Due Diligence / Confidential Client Decommissioning Study / Duke Energy 
Northwest / 2017 North Carol ina, South Carol ina, Kentucky / 2017 

Project manager for a due dil igence eva luation of three 

natural gas fired comb ine cyc le power p lants being 

considered for potential acquis it ion . The evalua tion 

included a technical, environmenta l, and contractual review 

of the fac ilities . 

Decommissioning Study/ Confidential Client 
Illinois / 2017 

Project manager for a site re t irem ent eva luation to help 

determine the cost to retire a 600 MW coa l-fired project in 

Illinois at the end of its usefu l life. Estimates for demo liti on 

and site res toration were included in the evaluat ion . Jeff 

previously prepared decommissioning study est imates for 

th is p lant w ith the updated study being performed to 

reflect current pricing and changes in regulations. 

Decommissioning Study / AEP 
Ohio, Indiana / 2017 

Project manager on a decomm issioning study for two coal 

f ired power p lants owned by Ohi o Va lley Electri c Company 

and Indiana Kentucky Electric Company, both o f w hich AEP 

is the largest shareholder. The evaluation was performed t o 

determ ine th e costs to demolish the units and restore the 

sites at t he end of t heir usefu l lives for purposes of accru ing 

the costs over the life o f the plants. 

Decommissioning Study / OGE Energy Corp. 
Oklahoma / 2017 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for the entire 

fleet of power generating fac ilities owned by OGE Energy in 

Oklahoma. T he eva luation was performed to determine t he 

cos ts to demo lish the units and restore the sites at the end 

of their useful lives to support depreciat ion rates. The 

va luation inc luded severa l coa l- fired p lants. natural gas 

fired boi lers. natural gas-fired sim ple and comb ined cycle 

units. and a wind fa rm . Subseq uent to the study, Jeff 

provided wri tten t estimony, and is cu rrently prov id ing 

support in reply ing to d iscovery requests. Jeff w ill be 

available to provide oral test imony in OGE Energy's rate 

hearing regard ing the study fin d ings. 

1898 & Co. / Part of Burns & McDonnell 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for t he entire 

fleet of power generating faci lit ies owned by Duke Energy 

Ca rol inas. Duke Energy Prog ress. and Duke Energy 

Kentucky. The eva luations were performed to determine 

t he cost s to demolish the uni ts and restore the sites at t he 

end of their useful lives to support regulatory f ilings. The 

evaluation inc lud ed coal-fired p lanst, natu ra l gas-fired 

simp le and combined cyc le units, gas fi red boilers, hydro­

electric plants, and so lar p rojects. Subsequent to the study, 

Jeff provided wri t ten and o ral test imony in Duke Energy 

rate hea ri ngs in North Ca ro lina and Kentucky regard ing the 

study f indings. 

Useful Life Assessment / Confidential Client 
Southeast / 2017 

Project manager on a usefu l life assessment for a combined 

cycle power p lan t for a confidentia l cl ient. The eva luati on 

was perform ed to determine the antic ipated life of the 

faci lity and associated costs to achieve that life. The study 

supported f inancia l model ing of the facility as part of the 

ut ility 's portfo lio o f assets. 

Useful Life Assessment / Confidential Client 
Southeast / 2017 

Project manager on a useful life assessment for a combined 

cycle power p lant for a confidentia l client. The eva luation 

was performed to determ ine the ant ic ipa ted life of the 

facility and associat ed cost s to achieve that life. The study 

supported financial model ing of t he faci lity as part o f the 

utility's portfol io of assets. 

Decommissioning Study / FPL Energy 
Florida / 2015 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for the entire 

f leet of power generating faci lities owned by FPL Energy in 

the Sta te of Florida. The eva luat ion was performed to 

determine the costs to demolish the un its and restore t he 

sites at the end of their usefu l lives to support regulatory 

f ilings. The eva luation included several coal -fi red p lants, 

natural gas-fi red simple and combined cycle units, solar 

generating facil it ies. Subsequent to the study, Jeff 

p rovided written and oral testimony in FPL Energy's rate 

case hearing regarding the study fin dings. 
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Decommissioning Study / Xcel Energy 
Colorado / 2014 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for t he entire 

fleet of power generating facilities owned by Xcel Energy in 

the State of Colorado. The evaluation was perform ed to 

determine the costs to demolish the units and restore the 

sites at the encl of t heir usefu l lives to support regulatory 

filings. The evaluation included several coal- fired p lants, 

natura l gas-fired simple and comb ined cycle un its. 

hydroelectric p lants, and a w ind farm. Subsequen t to the 

study, Jeff is prov ided w ri tten and ora l test imony in Xcel 

Energy's rate hearing rega rd ing the study find ings. 

Decommissioning Cost Evaluation/ Progress 
Energy Florida 
Florida / 2008-2009 

Project manager on a si te ret irement cost eva luat ion for a ll 

the fossi l fuel- fi red power generat ing faci lities owned by 

Progress Energy in the state of Florida. Th e evaluat ion was 

perform ed to determine the costs to demol ish the units and 

restore t he sites and included a natural gas-fired steam 

p lants. fuel oil-fired steam p lants, natural gas-fired 

combustion turbines, coal -fired fac ilit ies, and combinecl 

cycle generating facil it ies. Subsequent to the study. Jeff 

provided direct testimony in Progress Energy Florida's rate 

case regard ing the study find in gs. 

Decommissioning Asset Retirement 
Obligation Study/ NRG Energy 
California / 2016 

Project manager on a decommissioning study to eva luate 

the asset retirement obligat ion costs for all the foss il fuel­

fired power generating fac il ities owned by NRG Energy in 

the state of Ca liforn ia. The eva luat ion was perform ed to 

determ ine the costs for any legally obl igations to demol ish 

faci lit ies and equipment and perform environmenta l 

remedia tion and site restoration ac t ivities. The faci lit ies 

included a natural gas and fuel o il fired plants consist ing of 

boi lers. com bustion turbines, and combined cycle 

generat ing facil it ies. 

Due Diligence / Confidential Client 
Northeast / 2016 

Project manager for a due d iligence evaluation of a 

portfol io of power generat ion assets. The assets included 

gas and o il fired boi lers, combined cyc le com bustion 

turb ines, and simple cycle combustion t urbines. The c lient 
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was considering acqui ring an equity stake in the faci liti es. 

The evaluation inc luded a tech nica l. envi ronmental, and 

contractua l review of the facilities. The review prima ril y 

focused on evaluat ion of recent repa irs to the facilit ies. 

remaining life o f the equipment, and poten ia l large capita l 

cost requirements to identify key r isks or fatal flaws. 

Due Diligence / Confidential Client 
Northeast / 2016 

Project manager for a due diligence evaluat ion of a coa l 

fired power generat ing facil ity that was being offered for 

sa le. The client was considering acqu iring an eq uity stake 

in the faci lity. The eva luation included a tech nical. 

environmental. and contractual review of the faci li ties. The 

review primari ly focused on evaluat ion of the cond it ion of 

the equ ipment and fac ilities. upgrades requ ired to com ply 

w ith envi ronmental regula t ions, and other major capita l o r 

O&M project s to ident ify key risks or fa tal flaws. 

Due Diligence/ Confidential Client 
Northeast / 2016 

Project manager fo r a due dil igence evalua t ion of a 

comb ined cycle genera t ing fac ilit y under development. The 

c lien t was considering acquiring an equ ity sta ke in the 

facility . The evaluation included a technical, envi ron mental , 

and contractual review of t he natural gas fired generat ion 

facility . The review primarily focused on evaluation of the 

project costs. schedule, permitt ing, and other development 

acti vit ies to determ ine any development risks or fa tal flaws. 

Decommissioning Study/ PacifiCorp 
Oregon, Washington, Wyoming / 2016 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for three 

wind farms owned by PacifiCorp The eva luat ion was 

performed to determ ine the costs to demolish the units and 

rest ore the sites at t he end of t heir useful lives in support o f 

determin ing depreciation rates. 

Due Diligence/ Confidential Client 
Northeast / 2016 

Project manager for a due dil igence evalua t ion of a 

comb ined cycle generat ing fac il it y under development The 

cl ient was considering acquiring an equ ity sta ke in the 

faci li ty The eva luation included a technical. envi ronmenta l, 

and contractual review of the natural gas fired generat ion 

faci lity. The rev iew prim ari ly focused on evaluation of the 

projec t costs. schedu le, permit ting, EPC contract. 
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equipment contracts, and o ther development activities to 

determine any development risks or fata l flaws. 

Due Diligence / Confidential Client 
Southeast / 2016 

Project manager for a due dil igence eva luat ion o f a natural 

gas fired combined cycle power generat ing facil ity that was 

bein g o ffered fo r sa le. The cl ient was cons id ering acquiring 

an equi ty stake in the fac ility. The evaluat ion included a 

tec hnica l. environmental. and contractual review of t he 

faci lity. The review p rimarily focused on evaluation of the 

cond ition of the equipment, suffic iency of cont ractual 

arrangements, and environmental compliance to identify 

key risks or fata l flaws 

Decommissioning Study/ Big Rivers Electric 
Cooperative 
Kentucky / 2016 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for t wo coal­

fired power generat ing fac il it ies owned by Big Rivers 

Electric Cooperati ve. The evaluation was performed to 

determine the costs to demo lish the units and restore the 

sites at t he end of their usefu l lives. 

Due Diligence/ Confidential Client 
Northeast / 2016 

Project manager for a due d il igence eva luat ion of a natural 

gas fired com bined cycle power generating facil ity that was 

being o ffered for sa le The clien t was consideri ng acquiring 

an equi ty stake in t he facility. The evaluat ion inc luded a 

techn ica l, environmental, and contrac tual review of the 

facilit y. The review primari ly focused on evaluation of the 

condition of the equipment. sufficiency of cont ractual 

arrangements, design issues surrounding recent p lant 

performance challenges, and envi ronmental compliance to 

ident ify key risks or fata l flaws. 

Useful Life Assessment/ Confidential Client 
Southeast / 2015 

Project manager on a usefu l life assessment for a comb ined 

cycle power p lant for a confidentia l client. The eva luat ion 

was perform ed to determ ine the antic ipated life of the 

faci lity to support financing of the project associated with 

acqu isit ion of the facil ity 
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Decommissioning Study / Nebraska Public 
Power District 
Nebraska / 2015 

Project manager on a decommi ssion ing study for f ive 

power generat ing fac il it ies owned by Nebraska Publ ic 

Power Distr ict. The evaluation was performed to determ ine 

the costs to demolish the units and restore the sites at the 

end of their useful lives. The evaluat ion included two coal­

fired plants, a natural gas- f ired boiler p lant. a comb ined 

cycle plant. and a w ind fa rm. 

Decommissioning Study/ Lafayette Utilities 
System 
Louisiana / 2015 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for a coa l 

fired generating fac il it y in the state o f Lou isiana. The 

evaluation was performed to determine the costs for 

options to reti re the units in p lace or demolish the un its and 

restore the site now that the units are no longer o perating. 

The costs are being used for planning pu rposes by the 

c lient to determine t he preferred decommiss ion ing plan for 

the plant. 

Decommissioning Study/ Colstrip Energy 
Montana / 2015 

Project manager on a decomm ission ing study for a coa l 

fired generat ing fac il ity in the state o f Montana The 

evaluation was performed to determine the costs to 

demolish the uni t and restore the site at the end of its 

usefu l li f e. The costs were used for p lanning purposes by 

the c lient, to determ ine the decommission ing funds that 

need to be accrued throughout the opera ting life of the 

faci lity 

Due Diligence/ Confidential Client 
Northeast / 2015 

Project manager fo r a due dil igence evalua t ion of a 

comb ined cycle generating fac ilit y under development The 

cl ient was cons idering acquiring an equ ity stake in the 

faci lity . The eva luat ion included a techn ical, env iron menta l, 

and con tractual review of the natural gas fired generat ion 

faci lity The review primarily focused on eval uation of the 

p rojec t costs, sc hedule, permitt ing, and other development 

act ivi t ies to determ ine w hether the project was 

economically attractive and determ ine any development 

risks o r fa tal flaws. 
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Decommissioning Study / Apex Clean 
Energy 
Various Locations / 2015 

Project manager for a site re t irement cost evaluation for 

three proposed win d energy fac ilities under developm ent. 

The evaluation was performed to support permitting 

act ivities on t he facil it ies. 

Decommissioning Study/ Oklahoma Gas & 
Electric 
Oklahoma / 2014 

Project manager on a decommission in g study for a power 

generat ing fac il ity in the Midwest. The evaluation was 

perform ed to determ ine the costs to demolish t he units and 

rest ore the site at the end of its usefu l life. Th e plant was 

expected to retire within a yea r or two o f t he study, and the 

costs were used for planning purposes by t he cl ient 

Decommissioning Study / Basin Electric 
Cooperative 
North Dakota & Wyoming / 2014 

Project manager on a decomm ission ing study for f ive 

power generating fac il ities in the No rth Dakota and 

Wyoming. The evaluat ion was performed to determine the 

cos ts to demo lish the uni ts and restore the sites at the end 

of their useful life. The costs are being used for planning 

pu rposes by the client. 

Coal Plant Layup / Hoosier Energy 
Indiana / 2014 

Project manager on the preparat ion of a plan to p lace a 

coa l fired generating faci li ty in long term layup reserve 

status. The p roject inc luded preparation of three manuals 

for the implementation of the layup plan, maintain ing the 

p lant during the layup penod. and reactivat ing t he p lant at 

the end of he layup period 

Decommissioning Study/ Apex Clean 
Energy 
Illinois / 2014 

Project manager for a site re t irem ent cost evaluation for a 

proposed win d energy facility under development The 

evaluation was performed to sup port per-m itting activi t ies 

on the fac ility. 
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Decommissioning Study/ Confidential Client 
Midwest / 2014 

Project manager for a due di ligence evalua t ion of a 

combined cycle genera t ing fac ilit y under development. The 

cl ien t was cons id eri ng acquiring an equ ity stake in the 

faci lity. The evaluat ion included a tech nical, environmental , 

and contractual review of t he natu ral gas f ired generation 

fac ility . The review prim ari ly focused on evaluat ion of the 

project costs. schedule, permitting, and o ther development 

activit ies to det erm ine whether the project was 

econom ica lly attractive and determ ine any development 

risks o r fata l flaws. 

Due Diligence/ Duke Energy 
Florida / 2014 

Project manager for a due d iligence eva luation o f the 

Osprey Energy Center comb ined cycle generating facility 

being offered for sa le. Duke Energy was consideri17g 

acquiring the fac ilit y from the current owner. The 

evaluation included a techn ica l, environmen tal, and 

contractua l review of the natura l gas f ired generation 

faci lity. Duke successful ly acquired the fac ilit y and util ized 

the Independent Engineer's Report prepared by 1898 & Co. 

to support the regu latory process th rough acqu isit ion of 

the fac il ity. 

Due Diligence/ Confidential Client 
Southeast / 2014 

Project manager fo r a due dil igence evalua t ion of a 

cogenerati on fac ili ty being offered for sale. The c lient was 

consideri ng acquiring the fac ility from the current owner. 

The eva luation included a tech nical. environmental . and 

contractua l review of the natural gas fired generat ion 

facility, including a review of potential modificati ons to the 

faci lit y due to the loss of the steam host and assoc iated 

cost s. 

Due Diligence/ Indiana Municipal Power 
Agency 
Indiana / 2014 

Project manager for a due dil igence evaluation of a coal­

fired genera t ing fac il it y being offered for sale. The c lient 

was considering acquiring the assets from the cu rrent 

owner. The evaluat ion includes a technical. environmental, 

and cont ractual review of the coa l fi red generation faci lity . . 
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Due Diligence/ Kansas Municipal Power 
Agency 
Missouri / 2014 

Project manager for a due dil igence eva luat ion of a 

comb ined cyc le generating faci lity being offered for sale. 

The c lient was considering acquiring an equity stake in the 

faci lity The eva luation included a technical. env iron men tal , 

and contractua l review o f the natu ral gas fired generation 

facil ity 

Strategic Site Selection Study / Confidential 
Client 
Midwest / 2013 

Lead on site select ion study for a new natural gas fired 

comb ined cyc le generat ing resource in the Midwest. The 

study included evaluat ing g reenfield and b rownf ield sites to 

determine the most attractive sites and the lim it ing fac to rs 

to development at each site. 

Strategic Site Selection Study / Confidential 
Client 
Northeast / 2013 

Lead on site selection study for a new gas p rocess ing 

facil ity in the northeast. The study included evaluating 

potential greenfield locations for a c ryogenic gas 

process ing plant to handle wet and dry gas from the Utica 

and Marcellus Shale areas. 

Site Evaluations/ Confidential Client 
Southeast / 2013 

Lead o n t he evaluat ion of t hree potential sites for a new 

natural gas fired comb ined cycle generating fac il it y in the 

Southeast. The study inc luded reviewing three sites 

previously selected by the cl ient and ranking those sites 

relative to one another to d eterm ine their suitabili t y for the 

natural gas-fired generation options under consid eration. 

Decommissioning Study / Arizona Public 
Service 
Arizona / 2013 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for a four­

steam electric generating faci lit ies in t he south west. The 

evaluation was performed to determ ine the cos ts to 

demolish the un its and restore the sites at the end of t heir 

useful lives. The eva luat ion included two coal- fired plants, 

and two natu ral gas and fue l oi l fired boilers. 
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Decommissioning Study/ Confidential Client 
Texas / 2013 

Lead on a decommissioning study for a coal fired 

generating facil ity in Texas. The study inc luded evaluat ing 

options to place the p lant in reserve shutdown status or 

comp letely ret ire the p lan t and perform ful l plant 

demolit ion. 

Decommissioning Study/ Confidential Client 
Upper Midwest / 2013 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for a coa l 

fired generat ing fac il it y in the upper Midwest . The study 

included phasing the ret irement dates of portions of the 

facility and performing selective demolition as appropria te 

wi th ful l demolition to be complete at the end of usefu l life 

of the ent ire fac ility. The study also included eva luat ing 

potential va lue of equipment for sale on the secondary 

market. 

Decommissioning Study/ Confidential Client 
Ohio River Valley / 2013 

Project manager on a d ecommissioning study for t wo coal 

fired genera t ing fac il it ies in the Ohio River Val ley The 

evaluation was performed to determine the cost s to 

demolish the units and res tore the sites at the end of their 

usefu l li fe. The cost s are being used for p lanning purposes 

by the c lient 

Decommissioning Study/ EDP Renewables 
Illinois / 2013 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for a wind 

farm being developed in New York. The evaluation was 

performed to determ ine the costs to demolish the units and 

res tore the site at the end of its usefu l life to support 

Ca l pine's app lication to const ruct a major elec t ric 

generating facil ity under A rtic le 10 o f the New York Pub lic 

Serv ice Law. Subsequent to the study, Jeff w ill be ava ilable 

to provide w ritten tes t imony in the Arti cle 10 public 

hearings regarding the study findings. 

Strategic Site Selection Study / Confidential 
Client 
Western Kansas / 2012 

Lead on a st rategic si te selec tion study for a new natural 

gas fi red generation resource in the state o f Kansas. The 
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study resu lted in the identi fication o f multiple viable site 

alternatives to support the natural gas-fi red generation 

options under considerat ion. 

Due Diligence / Confidential Client 
Northeast / 2012 

Project manager for a due d iligence eva luat ion of a coal­

fired generat ing faci lity being offered for sale. The c lient 

was considering acquiring the assets from the cu rrent 

owner. The evaluation includes a technica l, environmenta l, 

and contractual review of the coa l fired generation faci li ty. 

Due Diligence / Old Dominion Electric 
Cooperative 
Pennsylvania / 2012 

Jeff prov ided support for a due d iligence evaluation of a 

facil ity under development, that inc luded a 2-on-1 combined 

cycle power b lock, being o ffered for sa le. The clien t was 

considering acquiring the site from the current owner. The 

evaluat ion included a technical, environmental, and 

contractual review of the combined cycle generat ion 

facil ity . The eva luation included a review of existing 

agreements and perm its in place to faci lita te development 

of the generation resource. The project also included a 

review of the project cap ital costs to determine whether 

the costs were reasonable, and to ident ify any gaps that 

may increase the overall project cost. 

Due Diligence / Old Dominion Electric 
Cooperative 
New Jersey / 2012 

Project manager for a due d il igence eva luat ion of a faci lity 

that was under construction at the time, and was being 

offered for sale. The client was considering acqu iring the 2-

on-1 combined cycle power generating facil ity, from the 

current owner. The eva luation inc luded a technica l, 

env iron mental, and contractua l rev iew of the including a 

review of existing agreements and perm its in p lace. The 

project also included a review of the proJec t capita l costs to 

determine whether the costs were reasonable, and to 

identify any gaps that may inc rease the overall project cost. 

Due Diligence/ Old Dominion Electric 
Cooperative 
Virginia / 2012 

Project manager for a due d iligence eva luat ion of a faci lity 

under development, that included a 2-on-l combined cycle 
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power block, being offered for sale. The client was 

considering acquiring the site from the current owner. The 

evaluation included a techn ical, environmental, and 

contractua l review of the combined cycle generation 

facility The eva luation included a review of existing 

agreements and perm its in place to faci litate development 

of the generat ion resou rce. The project also included a 

review of the project capita l costs to determine whether 

the costs were reasonab le, and to identify any gaps that 

may increase the overal l projec t cost. 

Due Diligence/ Confidential Client 
Southeast / 2012 

Jeff assisted w ith a due d iligence evaluation of a fac ility 

t hat includes two, 2-on- l combined cycle power b locks, 

being offered for sale. The cl ient was cons idering acqu iring 

the assets from the current owner. The evaluation included 

a techn ical, environmental, and contrac tual review of t he 

comb ined cycle generation facility. 

Development Assistance / Tenaska 
Ohio / 2012 

Project manager assisting a client with the preparation of a 

Certifica te of Environmental Com patibili t y and Public Need 

for conversion o f an existing simple cycle faci lity to 

comb ined cycle. The faci lity includes five combustion 

turb ines, four of which w ill be converted to two, 2-on-1 

combined cycle power blocks . The project includes ful l 

preparation of the Certificate of Environmental 

Compatibi lity and Public Need applicat ion. as wel l as public 

meet ing support. 

Repower Assessment / Confidential Client 
North Dakota / 2011 

Jeff assisted a client w ith an evaluat ion comparing the 

econom ic viability of ret rofitt ing an existing coal -fired 

power plant w ith air quality con trol system equipment in 

comparison to replacing the plan t with new natural gas 

fired generation. The project includes preparing capita l 

cost est imates: operat ing and maintenance cost estimates, 

and determining the net present value of each alternat ive 

evaluate the relative economic att ractiveness of each 

alternative. 
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Decommissioning Study / Progress Energy 
North Carolina & South Carolina / 2011 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for t he entire 

fleet of power generating facilities owned by Progress 

Energy Carol inas. The evaluat ion was performed to 

determine the costs to demolish the units and restore the 

sites at the encl of their usefu l lives. The eva luation included 

several coa l-fired p lants, as wel l as several natural gas-fired 

and fuel oil-fired units. 

Decommissioning Study/ Minnesota Power 
Minnesota / 2011 

Project manager on a decommissioning study for several 

power generating faci lities owned by Minnesota Power. 

The eva luation was performed to determine the costs to 

demo lish the units and restore the sites at the end of their 

useful lives. The evaluation inc luded th ree coal -fired p lants 

and a biomass fired facility, . 

Strategic Site Selection Study / Old 
Dominion Electric Cooperative 
Virginia, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Delaware / 2011 

Project manager on a strategic site selection study for a 

750 MW combined cycle fac il it y. The study resu lted in the 

identi fica tion o f multiple viable site alternatives to support 

the natura l gas-f ired generat ion option under consideration. 

Due Diligence Evaluation/ Old Dominion 
Electric Cooperative 
Pennsylvania / 2011 

Project manager on a due d ili gence evaluation of a 2-on -1 

comb ined cycle facil ity being offered for sale by Liberty 

Electric in Pennsylvania. The client was considering 

acqu iring the assets from the current owner. The 

evaluation included a techn ical. environmental. and 

contractual review of the comb ined cycle generation 

facility. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Tyr Energy 
Florida / 2011 

Project manager on a due diligence evaluation of a biomass 

power generating fac il ity under development by American 

Renewables. The cl ien t was considering an equity 

1898 & Co. / Part of Burns & McDonnell 

investment in the facility. The eva luation included a 100 

MW bubbl ing fluidized bed boiler and steam turbine. 

Due Diligence Evaluation/ Electric 
Cooperative 
Maryland / 2011 

Project manager on a due d iligence eval uat ion of a 

comb ined cycle faci lity under development in Maryland. 

The c lien t was considering acqu,nng the site and all the 

development rights for installation of a 2-on -1 combined 

cycle faci lity. The evaluation included a review of exis ing 

agreements and permi ts in place to faci litate development 

of the generation resou rce. 

Decommissioning Study/ Tampa Electric Co. 
Florida / 2011 

Project manager on a decommission ing study for the 

power generat ing facil it ies owned by Tampa Electric 

Company. The evaluation was performed to det erm ine the 

costs to demol ish the un its and restore t he sites at the end 

of their useful lives. The evaluation included a coal -fired 

p lant. an integrated gasification combined cycle p lant, and 

several natural gas-fi red un its. 

Decommissioning Study/ Confidential Client 
Illinois / 2011 

Project manager for a site ret irement evaluation to help 

determine the cost to ret ire a 600 MW coal - fired project in 

Ill inois at the end o f its usefu l life. Estimates for demolit ion 

and site restoration were included in the evaluat ion. 

Repower Assessment/ Confidential Client 
Minnesota / 2010 

Jeff assisted a cl ient w ith an evaluat ion compa ring the 

econom ic viability of retrofi tt ing an existing coal-fired 

power plant w ith air quality control system equ ipment in 

comparison to replacing the plant with new natural gas 

fired generat ion. The project includes preparing capita l 

cos t est imates: operating and maintenance cost estimates. 

and determining the net present value of each alternative 

evaluate the relati ve economic attract iveness of each 

alternative. 
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Biomass Plant Site Selection Study / 
Confidential Client 
Texas / 2010 

Project manager for a Site Select ion Study fo r a Biomass 

project to be located in Texas. The project included 

ranking of candidate sites to determine a preferred site for 

development of a 20 MW biomass power generating 

facility 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Tyr Energy 
Multiple Locations / 2010 

Project manager on a due d ili gence evaluation for several 

natural gas-fired faci li t ies being offered for sa le by Tenaska. 

The c lien t was considering an equ ity investment in the 

facil it ies. The evaluat io n inc luded fo ur combined cyc le 

fac ilit ies and one simple cycle fac ili t y. 

Power Plant Valuation Assessment/ Basin 
Electric Power Cooperative 
North Dakota / 2010 

Project manager to provide a va luation assessment o f the 

Antelope Va lley Stat ion Un it 2. which is being considered 

for purchase by Basin Electr ic Power Coopera t ive. The 

project inc ludes valuing the 25 year old 450 MW coa l fired 

unit in current dol lars and at speci fi ed dates in the future. 

Wind Farm Evaluation / Minnesota Power 
North Dakota / 2010 

Project manager to provide an evaluat ion of a p roposed 

w ind farm development in centra l North Dako ta. The 

project inc ludes w ind resource assessments. conceptua l 

engineeri ng design . cap ita l cost estimates. and estimated 

busba r costs for development of wind farm project in 

pha ses on the land currently under contract. 

Decommissioning Cost Evaluations/ Horizon 
Wind Energy 
Midwest / 2008-2010 

Project manager on mult ip le site re tirement cost 

evaluations for severa l proposed wind energ y fac ili t ies 

under development by Horizon W ind Energy_ The 

eval uations were performed to support permitti ng ac tIv1tIes 

on the fac il it ies. 
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Due Diligence Evaluation/ Tyr Energy 
Hawaii / 2010 

Project manager on a due d iligence evaluation for a 

b iomass gasificat ion generating facility under development 

in Hawaii . The c lien t was considerin g the facility for 

investment. The evaluation included a Primenergy gasifier 

with a net p lant output of approx imately 12 MW. 

Project Development Assistance / Tradewind 
Energy 
Kansas / 2009-2010 

Project manager to provide development assistance on a 

wind farm facility in Southern Kansas. The development 

assistance includes support on land acquisition efforts for 

t he p roject. t ransmission li ne rout ing and preliminary 

design, power collec t ion system p rel im inary design, and 

genera l project development assistance. 

Project Development Assistance / Tradewind 
Energy 
Missouri / 2007-2010 

Project manager t o provide development assistance on 

two wind tu rbine faci lit ies in Northern Missou ri. The 

development assistance inc ludes su pport on land 

acqu isition efforts for the project. tra nsmission line routing 

and prelim inary design, power co llection system prel im inary 

design, and genera l project development assistance. 

Decommissioning Cost Evaluation/ Northern 
Indiana Public Service Co. 
Indiana / 2008 

Project manager on a site re t irement cost eva luat ion for 

several generating facilit ies owned by NIPSCO. The 

evaluation was performed to determine the costs to 

demolish the units and restore t he sites and included 

several coal- fired faci lities and a com bined cycle generating 

faci lity. 

Due Diligence Evaluation/ Grays Harbor 
Public Utility District 
Washington / 2008 

Project manager on a due d iligence evaluat ion for a 

b iomass-fired cogenerat ion facility being o ffered fo r sa le in 

Wash ington. The facility evaluated was a pa per mill that 

had been shu tdown for several years. T he faci li ty included 
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a wood waste f ired boiler tha t provided steam to a steam 

turb ine for electric power genera t ion as well as providing 

p lant process steam. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Tyr Energy 
New Mexico / 2008 

Project manager on a due d iligence evaluation for a natural 

gas-f ired power generat ing facil ity being offered for sale in 

New Mex ico. The eva luat ion included two Mitsub ish i 501F 

combust ion turbines operat ing in combined cyc le mode. 

Decommissioning Cost Evaluation / Horizon 
Wind Energy 
Illinois / 2008 

Project manager on a site ret irement cost eva luation for a 

wind farm being proposed by Horizon Wind Energy in 

Illinois. The eva luation was per formed to determine the 

costs t o demolish the units and restore the sites to meet 

the county zoning requirements. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Tyr Energy 
Western U.S. / 2008 

Project manager on a due d ili gence evaluat ion for several 

natural gas-fi red power generating fac il it ies being offered 

for sale throughout t he western United States. The 

evaluation included several GE LM6000 combustion 

t urb ines operating in simple cycle mode. several GE 

LM6000 combustion turbines operat ing in combined cycle 

mode, one GE 7EA combust ion turbine operat ing in 

comb ined cycle mode. and one GE 7FA combustion turbine 

operat ing in simp le cycle mode. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Tyr Energy 
Virginia / 2007 

Project manager on a due di ligence evaluation for a 

generat ing facility being offered for sa le in Vi rg in ia. The 

evaluation included 7 GE LM6000 fu el oi l fired combust ion 

turb ines operat ing in simp le cycle mode. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Tyr Energy 
Colorado / 2007 

Project manager on a due d ili gence evaluation for 5 GE 

LM6000 combustion turbines operat ing in combined cycle 

cogeneration mode with 2 steam turbines. The facil ity 
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includes a greenhouse that serves as the p lan t's therma l 

host for cogeneration operations. 

Project Development Assistance / Mesa 
Wind Power 
Texas I 2007 

Jeff provided development assistance on a 4.000 MW wind 

turb ine facility located in the panhandle of Texas, T he 

development assistance includes pro forma economic 

modeling of the project. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Kelson Energy 
Ohio / 2007 

Project manager on a due d il igence eval uation for a 

generat ing facil ity being offered for sa le in Ohio. The 

evaluation included a partially constructed 2xl Siemens 

West inghouse 7FA combined cyc le generating facil ity. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Grand River Dam 
Authority 
Oklahoma / 2007 

Project manager on a due d iligence evaluation for a 

generating fac il ity being offered for sa le in Ok lahoma. The 

evaluation included a 4x2 GE 7FA combined cycle 

generating facil ity 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Brazos Electric 
Power Cooperative 
Texas I 2007 

Project manager on a due d iligence evaluation for the 

purchase of an equity share of a generating fac ility being 

constructed in Texas. The evaluation included an 890 MW 

supercrit ica l pu lverized coa l fired generat ing faci lity. 

Due Diligence Evaluation/ Tyr Energy 
Florida / 2007 

Project manager on a due d iligence evaluation for a 

generating fac il ity being offered for sa le in Florida. The 

evaluation inc luded 3 GE 7FA combus tion turbines 

operat ing in simple cycle mode. 
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Cost Estimate Preparation / Direct Energy 
Texas / 2007 

Project manager for the preparat ion of planning level cost 

estimates for a new combined cycle facil ity to be 

constructed in Texas. 

Due Diligence Evaluation/ Tyr Energy 
Various U.S Locations / 2007 

Project manager on a clue d ili gence evaluation for several 

generating facilities being o ffered for sa le throughout the 

U.S. The evaluation included a coal , natural gas, and w ind 

power fac ilit ies. 

Owner's Engineer Services / Grays Harbor 
PUD 
Washington / 2007 

Project manager on an owner's eng ineer project to 

evaluate the p lans for instal lat ion of a refurbished steam 

turb ine at a paper mil l. The eva luation included the review 

of the design for the installat ion of a 7 MW steam turbine. 

Decommissioning Cost Evaluation/ Tyr 
Energy 
Various U.S Locations / 2007 

Project manager on a site ret irement cost eva luat ion for 

severa l generating facil it ies owned by Tyr Energy. The 

evaluation was performed to sat isfy FASS 143 accounting 

standa rds and included a si mple cycle and combined cycle 

generat ing facil it ies. 

Due Diligence Evaluation/ Tyr Energy 
Virginia / 2006-2007 

Project manager on a due d iligence evaluation for a 

generat ing facil ity being offered for sa le in Vi rgin ia. The 

evaluation included a 240 MW subcritica l pu lverized coa l 

fired faci lit y. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Brazos Electric 
Power Cooperative 
Texas / 2006 

Project manager on a due d ili gence evaluation for a 

generat ing facil ity being o ffered for sa le in Texas. The 

evaluation included a l xl GE 7FA combined cycle 

1898 & Co. / Part of Burns & McDonnell 

generat ing facility and 2 GE 7FA combust ion turb ines 

operat ing in simple cyc le mode. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Kelson Energy 
Ohio / 2007 

Project manager on a due d iligence evaluation for a 

generating facil ity being o ffered for sa le in Oh io. The 

evaluation included a partially constructed 2xl Siemens 

Westinghouse 7FA combined cyc le generating fac ility 

Generation Alternatives Study / Ottertail 
Power Company 
North Dakota / 2006 

Project manager on a Generat ion A lternatives Study for the 

addition of a new 600 MW coa l fired unit at an ex isting coa l 

fired fac il ity. The study includes a proforma analysis of the 

technologies considered. 

Technology Assessment/ Minnesota Power 
South Dakota / 2006 

Assisted with a tec hno logy assessment fo r the addition of a 

new 500 MW coa l fired unit at an existing coa l fired facili t y. 

The study includes a pro forma ana lysis of the techno logies 

considered. 

Technology Assessment & Feasibility Study/ 
Ottertail Power Co. 
Minnesota / 2006 

Project manager on a feasib il it y study and technology 

assessment for the addition of a new 500 MW coa l fired 

unit at an existin g coa l fired faci lity. The study includes 

conceptua l site layouts, cost est im ates, performance 

estimates, and water ba lances. 

Project Development Assistance / Tradewind 
Energy 
Kansas / 2005-2006 

Project manager to provide development assistance on a 

250MW wind turbine facil ity in Cen tral Kan sas. The 

development assis tance includes conceptua l design and 

technica l support for the developm ent phase of the project. 
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Siting Study & Technology Assessment / 
Arizona Public Service 
Arizona/New Mexico / 2005-2006 

Ass ist ed wi th a sit ing study and techno logy assessment for 

a 1,800 MW coa l fired facili ty in A rizona and Northwestern 

New Mexico. Development resulted in the identifica t ion o f 

m ultip le v iable site alternatives to support coa l-fired 

generat ion options. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Tyr Energy 
California / 2005-2006 

Project manager on a due d ili gence evaluat ion for four 

generat ing facil it ies being offered or sale in California. The 

eval uation included simple cycle facilit ies consist ing of Pratt 

& W hitney FT8 Tw inpacs Professional Services: 2005-

2006 

Waste-to-Energy Feasibility Study/ CPS 
Energy 
Texas / 2005 

Ass isted with a feasib ility study for a new waste-to-energy 

faci lity in the State of Texas. The study included a pro 

forma analysis o f the fac ili ty consid ered. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Tyr Energy 
Oklahoma / 2006 

Project manager on a due d ili gence evaluation for a 

generating facil ity being o ffered for sa le in Ok lahoma. The 

evaluation included a simp le cycle fac ili t y consist ing of four 

Genera l Electric 7EA turbines. 

Due Diligence Evaluation / Cinergy 
Indiana / 2005 

Project manager on a due d ili gence evaluation for a 

generating facil ity being o ffered for sale in Indiana. Th e 

evaluation included a simple cycle facility consist ing of four 

Siemens West inghouse 50105A turbines. 

Due Diligence Evaluation/ kRoad Power 
Various Locations / 2003-2004 

Project manager on due d iligence evaluat ions for several 

generat ing facil ities bein g offered for sa le throughout the 

Un ited Sta tes. The eva luat ions inc luded four combined 

cycle plants ut iliz ing Siemens West inghouse 501G turbines. 

1898 & Co. / Part of Burns & McDonnell 

Due Diligence Evaluation/ kRoad Power 
Various Locations / 2003 

Project manager on due d iligence evaluat ions for several 

generating facil it ies bei ng offered for sa le by Duke Energy. 

The evaluati ons included two combined cycle p lants and 

one simple cycle plant u t ilizing General Electric 7FA 

turb ines and Genera l Elect ric 7EA turbines respect ively. 

Decommissioning Cost Evaluation / Old 
Dominion Electric Cooperative 
Maryland/Virginia / 2002-2004 

Project manager on several site retirement eva luations to 

help determine the cost to retire the faci lit ies at the end of 

their useful life. The evalua tions included simple cyc le 

p lants ut ilizing General Electric 7FA t urbines and Caterp illar 

Diesel Gensets. Estimates for demolit ion and site 

res t oration were included. 

Decommissioning Cost Evaluation / Western 
Farmers Electric Cooperative 
Oklahoma / 2004 

Project manager on a site retiremen t eva luat ion to 

determine the approx imate cost to ret ire the fac ilities, 

p repare demolit ion contract documents. and evaluate b ids. 

The evaluation included a duel fuel genset site. 

Decommissioning Cost Evaluation/ Panda 
Energy 
North Carol ina / 2003 

Project manager on a si te retiremen t eva luation to help 

determin e the cost to ret ire the Panda-Rosemary Project at 

the end of its usefu l life. The eva luation included a 

comb ined cycle cogeneration faci li t y in Roanoke Rapids. 

North Carolina. Estimates for demol it ion and si te 

res toration were included in the eva luat ion . 

Independent Engineer's Report / Panda 
Energy 
North Carolina / 2003-2004 

Produced an Independent Engineer's Report for the Panda­

Rosema ry Project. The report included a due d iligence 

eva luat ion of p lant perfo rmance and finan cial assessment o f 

a combined cycle cogeneration facility in Roanoke Rapids, 

North Caro lina. 
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Decommissioning Cost Evaluation/ Sempra 
Energy 
Arizona / 2003 

Provided a si te retirement eva luat ion to help determ ine the 

cos t to reti re the Mesquite Energy Generat ing Faci lity at the 

end of it s useful life. The evaluat ion inc luded a comb ined 

cyc le p lant near Phoenix. A rizona. Estimates for demolition 

and site res toration were included in the eva luat ion . 

Feasibility Study / Northeast Utility Service 
Corp 
New Hampshire / 2004 

Ass isted with a feas ibility study to rep lace an e ist ing coal­

f ired un it w ith a new coal fired unit. The study included t he 

installation of a single 600 MW unit in New Hampsh ire A 

proform a analysis of the new unit was prepared and 

benchmarked against a pro forma analysis fo r the exist ing 

unit. 

Technology Assessment & Feasibility Study/ 
Ottertail Power Corp 
South Dakota / 2006 

Ass isted w ith a technology assessment and feasibi lity study 

for a new coa l-fired genera t ion fac ility in South Dakota. 

The study inc luded a p ro form a analysis of the alternative 

tec hnologies considered. 

Waste-to-Energy Feasibility Study/ CPS 
Energy 
Texas / 2005 

Ass isted wi th a feasib ility study for a new wast e-to-energy 

facil ity in the Sta te o f Texas. The study included a pro 

forma analysis of the fac ili t y considered . 

Technology Assessment & Feasibility Study / 
Progress Energy 
Florida / 2004 

Ass isted wi th a technolog y assessment and feasibi lity study 

for new solid Fuel f ired generation in the Sta te o f Flor ida. 

The study included a pro form a analysis of the alternative 

tec hnologies considered. 

1898 & Co. / Part of Burns & McDonnell 
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Resources Corporation Project Development 
Assistance / Peoples Energy 
Oregon / 2001-2004 

Provided projec t development assistance for a 1,200 MW 

comb ined cycle power plant in Oregon. Mr. Kopp assisted 

in the p repara ti on of an Energy Fac il it y Site Certificate 

including preliminary engineering design , preparation and 

review of writ ten exhibits, and public presen tat ion support. 

Project Development Assistance / Peoples 
Energy Resources Corporation 
New Mexico / 2001-2004 

Provided project development ass istance for a sim ple cyc le 

power plant in New Mexico. Mr. Kopp prov ided p rel iminary 

engineering design and project developmen t assistance. 

This included p repanng prelim inary site design drawings 

that were approved by the county zon ing comm ission 

du ring the site desig n rev iew process as well as public 

presentation support. 
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DISCLAIMERS 

1898 & Co.5M is a division of Burns & McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. which performs or 
provides business, technology, and consulting services. 1898 & Co. does not p rovide 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, 
not withstanding that such information may become outdated o r inaccurate. These materials 
serve only as the focus for consideration or discussion; they are incomplete without the 
accompanying oral commentary or explanation and may not be relied on as a stand-alone 
document. 

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 informat ion 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, t hat 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 polit ical 
factors affecting such estimates, analyses, and recommendations. 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 t hereof. 

Any entity in possession of. o r that reads or otherwise utilizes information herein. is assumed 
to have executed or otherwise be responsible and obligated to comply with the contents of 
any Confidentiality Agreement and shall hold and protect its contents, information, forecasts, 
and opinions contained herein in confidence and not share with others without prior written 
authorization. 
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1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

l.l Introduct ion 
CenterPoint Energy Indiana South ( "CEI South") retained 1898 & Co., a division of Burns & 
McDonnell Engineering Company, Inc. (hereinafter called "1898 & Co,"), to conduct a 
Decommissioning Cost Study ("Study") for power generation assets ("Plants") located in 
Indiana The assets include natural gas-fired, coal-fired, landfill gas, wind, and solar generation 
facilities. The purpose of the Study was to review the facilities and to make a 
recommendat ion to CEI South regarding the total cost to decommission the facilities at the 
end of their useful lives. The decommissioning costs were developed by 1898 & Co. using 
information provided by CEI South and in-house data available to 1898 & Co. 

1.2 Results 
1898 & Co. has prepared cost estimates in 2023 dollars for the decommissioning of the Plants. 
These cost estimates are summarized in the following Table. When CEI South determines that 
the Plants should be retired, the above grade equipment and steel structures are assumed to 
have sufficient scrap value to a scrap contractor to offset a portion of the decommissioning 
costs. CEI South will incur costs in the demolition and restoration of the sites less the scrap 
value of equipment and bulk recycled metals. 

Table 1-1: Decommissioning Cost Summary (2023$)1 

A .B Brown Units 3-6 $ 12,261,000 $ $ 7,144,000 

Blackfoot Landfill $ 295,000 $ (149,000) $ 146,000 

Crosstrack Solar $ 18,975,500 $ (4,230,800) $ 14,744,700 

F.B. Culley $ 41,515,000 $ (11,063,000) $ 30,452,000 

Highway 41 Solar $ 457,700 $ (108,300) $ 349,400 

Oak Hill Solar $ 358,600 $ (84,700) $ 273,900 

ind $ 11,592,500 $ (7,368,000) $ 4,224,500 

Posey Solar $ 24,250,000 $ (5,926,100) $ 18,323,900 

Troy Solar $ 10,667,000 $ (2,258,200) $ 8,408,800 

FLEET TOTAL $ 120,372,300 $ (36,305,100) $ 84,067,200 

The total project costs presented above include the costs to return the sites to an industrial 
condition suitable for reuse for development as an industrial facility. Included are the costs to 
dismantle all power generating equipment and balance of plant ("BOP") facilities and, where 
applicable, to perform environmental site restoration activities. 

1 Warrick Generating Station is a coal-fired generating facility located in Warrick County, Indiana. The Plant has 4 
units, the fourth of which is jointly owned by CenterPoint and Alcoa. Under the joint operating agreement for 
Warrick, Alcoa is responsible for decommissioning the facility. As such, Warrick is not included in the scope of this 
Study. 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 

2.1 Background 
1898 & Co. was retained by CEI South to conduct a Study to estimate the decommissioning 
costs. The assets include natural gas-fired, coal-fired, landfil l gas, wind, and solar generating 
facilities. Individuals from 1898 & Co. visited a representative portion of the Plants evaluated 
within the Study in March of 2023. The purpose of the Study was to review the facilities and 
to make a recommendation to CEI South regarding the total cost to decommission and 
dismantle the facilities at the end of their useful lives. 1898 & Co. has prepared over three 
hundred decommissioning studies on various types of fossil fuel and renewable power plants. 
In addition to preparing decommissioning cost estimates, 1898 & Co. has supported 
demolition projects as the owner's engineer. In this capacity, 1898 & Co. has evaluated 

demolition bids and overseen demolition activities. This has provided 1898 & Co. with insight 
into a broad range of competitive demolition bids, which also assists in confirming the validity 
of the decommissioning and dismantling estimates developed by 1898 & Co. 

2.2 Methodology 
The sites decommissioning costs were developed using information provided by CEI South 
and in-house data 1898 & Co. has collected from previous project experience. 1898 & Co. 
estimated quantities for equipment based on a visual inspection of the facilities, reviews of 
engineering drawings, an in-house database of plant equipment quantities, and professional 
judgement. For each Plant, quant ities were estimated for each required task. Current market 
pricing for labor rates and equipment was then developed for each task. The unit pricing was 
developed for each site based on labor rates, equipment costs, and disposal costs specific to 
the area in which the work is to be performed. These rates were applied to the quantities for 
the Plants to determine the total cost of decommissioning and dismantling. 

The decommissioning costs include the cost to return the site to an industrial condition, 

suit able for reuse for development of an industrial facility. Included are the costs to 
decommission and dismantle all the assets owned by CEI South at the sites, including power 
generating equipment and Balance of Plant facilities. 

2.3 Site Visits 
Representatives from 1898 & Co. and CEI South visited the sites in March of 2023. A 
representative portion of the sites was visited. The site visits consisted of a tour of each 
facility along with Larry Rogers, John Harris, and plant personnel at each of the sites. 

The following 1898 & Co. representatives comprised the site team: 

• Mr. Stephen Henson, Project Lead 
• Mr. Moh EL Naamani, Project Engineer 

• Mr. Dennis O'Connor, Project Analyst 

The following Table includes the Plants included in the site visits and the corresponding dates 
of the visits. 
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Table 2-1: Site V isit Dates 

A.B. Brown Units 3-6 3/1/2023 

Oak Hill Solar 3/1/2023 

Highway 41 Solar 3/1/2023 

Blackfoot Landfill 3/1/2023 

F.B. Culley 3/2/2023 

Troy Solar 3/2/2023 

At the time of the Study Crosstrack Solar, Wind, and Posey Solar had not yet 

reached commercial operation. As such, 1898 &. Co. did not visit these sites. These estimates 
were based on a desktop analysis of the site documentation provided. 
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3 .0 PLANT DESCRIPTIONS 

The following sections provide site descriptions for each of the power plants included in this 
Study. 

3.1 A.B Brown 
The AB Brown Generating Station is located in Evansville, Indiana, along the northern bank of 
the Ohio River approximately 8 miles east of Mount Vernon, Indiana. The plant contains t wo 
coal-fired steam turbine units (Units 1 and 2) each with a nameplate capacity of 265.2 
megawatts ("MW"). Units 1 and 2 are not included in the scope of this Study. The Plant also 
has two gas turbines onsite, Units 3 and 4, which came online in 1991 and 2002 respectively. 
Units 3 and 4 both have name plate capacities of 88.2 MW. Unit 3 is capable of burning 
natural gas or oil. Unit 4 utilizes natural gas. In addition, two gas-fired CT units are planned to 
come online in 2025, Units 5 and 6. These units will utilize natural gas and each have a name 
plate capacity of approximately 235 MW. 

3.2 Blackfoot Landfill 
The Blackfoot Landfill Plant is located in Winslow, Indiana. The plant consists of two units that 
came online in 2008 and run primarily on landfill gas. Each Unit has a name plate capacity of 
1.6 MW. 

3.3 Crosstrack Solar 
Crosstrack Solar is a solar farm that will be located in Pike County, Indiana. At the time of the 
Study the solar farm had not yet reached commercial operation. The project has a planned 
capacity of 165.69-Megawatt direct current ("MW-DC"). The layout will include approximately 
304,020 Longi bifacial solar panels. The solar panels will utilize a single axis-tilt racking 
system. The solar panels will be arranged in tables of 1 by 27 modules. 

3.4 F.B. Culley 
The F.B. Culley Generating Plant is located in Newburgh, Indiana. The Plant consists of 1 
retired and 2 operating subcritical coal-fired boilers with a total name plate capacity of 368.9 
MW. Unit 1 had a nameplate capacity of 42 MW, but has since been retired. The turbine and 
generator of Unit 1 have been removed. Unit 2 came online in 1966 with a nameplate capacity 
of 103.7MW. Units 1 and 2 each have electrostatic precipitators. Unit 3 came online in 1973 
with a nameplate capacity of 265.2 MW. The steam turbine generators of Units 2 and 3 were 
manufactured by General Electric. Unit 3 has a fabric filter, SCR, and shares a common flue 
gas desulfurizer with Unit 2. 

3.5 Highway 41 Solar 
The Highway 41 Solar facility is located in Haubstadt, Indiana on property owned by SIGECO. 
The Solar Facility went into operation in 2018 and includes approximately 7,750 REC 
polycrystalline solar panels with a total capacity of 2 MW-DC. These panels utilize a fixed ti lt 
racking system. The solar panels are arranged in arrays of 2 by 28. Additionally, the site 
includes a battery energy storage facility, consisting of 1 container with 306 battery modules. 
The energy storage rating is 1 MW and 4 MWh. 
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Pia nt Descript ions 

The Oak Hill Solar project is located in Evansville, Ind iana. The Plant went into operation in 
2018 and includes approximately 7,672 REC polycrystalline solar panels with a total capacity 
of 2 MW-DC. The solar panels uti lize a fixed ti lt racking system and are arranged in arrays of 1 
by 28 modules. 

3.7 -
The■■■■lwind project will be located in .. At the time of the Study 
the wind project had not yet reached commerc ial operation. The site will include ! 
I wind turbines with a total capacity of approximately 200 MW. Each tower will have 
a 

3.8 Posey Solar 
The Posey Solar project will be located in Posey County, Indiana. At the time of the Study the 
solar farm had not yet reached commercial operation. The project has a planned capacity of 
228.023 MW-DC and will include approximately 400,464 Jinko Solar monocrystalline solar 
panels. The solar panels will utilize a sing le ax is t i lt racking system and will be arranged in 
tables of l by 27 modules. 

3.9 Troy Solar 
The Troy Solar project is located in Troy, Ind iana. The solar fa rm went into operation in 
2O21.The solar farm includes approximately 148,230 First Solar thin-film solar panels w ith a 
total capacity of 65.221 MW-DC. The solar panels util ize a single axis t ilt racking system and 
are arranged in tables of 1 by 6 modules. 
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4.0 DECOMMISSIONING COSTS 

4.1 Decommissioning Plan 
1898 & Co. has prepared decommissioning cost estimates for the Plants. When CEI South 
determines that each site should be retired, the above grade equipment and steel structures 
are assumed to have scrap value to a scrap contractor which will offset a portion of the site 
decommissioning costs. However. CEI South will incur costs of decommissioning of the Plants 
and restoration of the sites to the extent that those costs exceed the scrap value of 
equipment and bulk steel. 

The decommissioning costs for each site include the cost to return each site to an industrial 
condition, suitable for reuse for development of an industrial facility. Included are the costs to 
dismantle all the assets at the sites, including power generating equipment and BOP facilities, 
as well as the costs to perform environmental site restoration activities. 

4.2 Decommissioning Methodology 
For purposes of this study, 1898 & Co. assumed that each site will be dismantled as a single 
project, allowing the most cost-effective demolition methods to be utilized. A summary of 
several of the means and methods that could be employed is summarized in the following 
paragraphs; however, means and methods will inot be dictated to the contractor by 1898 & 
Co. It will be the contractor's responsibility to determine means and methods that result in 
safely dismantling the Plants at the lowest possible cost. 

Asbestos remediation, as required. would take place prior to commencement of any other 
demolition activities. Abatement would need to be performed in compliance with all state and 
federal regulations, including, but not limited to, requirements for sealing off work areas and 
maintaining negative pressure throughout the removal process. Final clearances and 
approvals would need to be achieved prior to performing further demolition activities. 

High grade assets would then be removed from the site to the extent possible. This would 
include items such as transformers, transformer coils, circuit breakers, electrical wire, 
condenser plates and tubes, and heater tubes. High grade assets include precious alloys such 
as copper, aluminum-brass tubes, stainless steel tubes, and other high value metals occurring 
in plant systems. High grade asset removal would occur up-front in the schedule, to reduce 
the potential for theft, to increase cash flow, and for separation of recyclable materials to 
increase scrap recovery. Methods of removal vary with the location and nature of the asset. 
Small transformers, small equipment, and wire would likely be removed and shipped as-is for 
processing at a scrap yard. Large transformers, combustion turbine generators, steam turbine 
generators, and condensers would likely require some on-site disassembly prior to being 
shipped to a scrap yard. 

Construction and Demolition ("C&D") waste includes items such as non-asbestos insulation, 
roofing, wood, drywall, plastics, and other non-metallic materials. C&D waste would typically 
be segregated from scrap and concrete to avoid cross-contaminating of waste streams or 
recycle streams. C&D demol ition crews could remove these materials with equipment such os 
excavators equipped with material handling attachments, skid steers, etc. This material would 
be consolidated and loaded into bulk containers for disposal. 
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In general, boilers and Heat Recovery Steam Generators ("HRSG") could be felled and cut into 
manageable sized pieces on the ground. First the structures around the boilers would need to 
be removed using excavators equipped with shears and grapples. Stairs, grating, elevators, 
and other high structures would be removed using an "ultra-high reach" excavator, equipped 
with shears. Following removal of these structures, the boilers or HRSGs would be felled, 
using explosive blasts. The boilers would then be dismantled using equipment such as 
excavators equipped with shears and grapples, and the scrap metal loaded onto trailers for 
recycling. 

After the surrounding structures and ductwork have been removed, the stacks would be 
imploded, using controlled blasts. Following implosion, the stack liners and concrete would be 
reduced in size to allow for handling and removal. 

BOP structures and foundations would likely be demolished using excavators equipped with 
hydraulic shears, hydraulic grapples, and impact breakers, along with workers util izing open 
flame cutting torches. Steel components would be separated, reduced in size, and loaded 
onto trailers for recycling. Concrete would be broken into manageable sized pieces and 
stockpiled for crushing on site. Concrete pieces would ultimately be loaded in a hopper and 
fed through a crusher to be sized for on-site disposal, if approved for on-site disposal, if 
approved by the Indiana Department of Environmental Management ("IDEM"), otherwise 
crushed concrete will be taken to an off-site landfill for disposal. 

4.3 General Assumptions 
The following assumptions are made as the basis of all cost estimates. 

1. Pricing for all estimates is in current 2023 dollars. 
2. All work will take place in the most cost-efficient method. 
3. Labor costs are based on Union labor rates for a 40-hour workweek. 
4. For purposes of this Study, it is assumed that all generating units at each power 

station will be dismantled as part of a single demolition project. 
5. Units will be decommissioned to zero generating output. Existing utilities will 

remain in place for use by the contractor for the duration of the demolition 
activities. 

6 . CenterPoint will remove or consume all burnable coal, fuel oil, and chemicals to the 
reasonable extent possible prior to commencement of demolition activities. Costs 
for these activities are not included in the estimate. 

7. Costs are included in the estimates for cleaning and flushing fuel oil tanks and 
lines. Costs have also been included to remove three feet of soil directly below 
each of the fuel oil tanks and five feet of soil beneath the fuel oil lines to account 
for the potential for this soil to be contaminated during normal operations. 

8. Costs are included in the estimates for draining and disposing of transformer oils. 
9 . Soil testing or any other applicable on-site testing has not been conducted for this 

Study. Any environmental clean-up or removal costs are based on previous testing 
or assumed levels of contamination. 

10. No environmental costs have been included to address cleanup of contaminated 
soils, hazardous materials, or other conditions present on-site having a negative 
environmental impact, other than those specifically listed here. No allowances are 
included for unforeseen environmental remediation activities. 
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11. Hazardous material abatement is included for all sites as necessary, including 
asbestos, mercury, and polychlorinated biphenyls ("PCBs"). Lead paint coated 
materials will be handled by certified personnel compliant with OSHA Standards as 
necessary but will not be removed prior to demolition. 

12. Abatement of asbestos will precede any other work. After final air quality 
clearances have been reached, demolition can proceed. However, some 
abatement. including the removal of non-friable gaskets and packings will 
commence in conjunction with the demolition. If asbestos containing materials are 
found within the interior of boilers, stacks, ductwork, or other equipment 
(including refractory), abatement will be coordinated closely with demolition. 

13. All demolition and abatement activities, including removal of asbestos, will be 
done in accordance with all applicable Federal, State and Local laws, rules, and 
regulations. 

14. Transmission switchyards and substations within the boundaries of the plant are 
not part of the demolition scope. For purposes of this Study, the division between 
generation assets and transmission assets is at the high side of the generator step­
up transformers. 

15. It is assumed that the PCB concentrations are below 50 ppm and will not be 
required to be disposed in a Toxic Substances and Control Act ("TSCA") permitted 
landfill. 

16. The costs for relocation of transmission lines, or other transmission assets, are 
specifically excluded from the decommissioning cost estimates. 

17. All above-grade structures wil l be demolished, unless otherwise noted herein. All 
below-grade foundations and piles will be removed to two (2) feet below existing 
grade, unless otherwise noted in the site-specific assumptions. Foundations deeper 
than the specified depth of removal will be abandoned in place. 

18. Existing basements will be used to bury non-hazardous debris. Concrete in 
trenches and basements will be perforated to create drainage. Non-hazardous 
debris, such as concrete and brick, will be crushed and used as clean fill on-sit e 
once the capacity of all existing basements has been exceeded, pending approval 
by IDEM. All inert debris will likewise be used as clean fill on-site, pending approval 
by IDEM. All other material that is not sold as scrap will be disposed of at an off­
site landfill. 

19. Underground structures with cavities will be permanently sealed two feet below 
grade unless another depth of removal is specified herein. Examples include cable 
tunnels and vaults, coal reclaim conveyor tunnels, and rotary car dumper 
structures. 

20. All roads, paving, crushed rock surfacing, and rail lines will be removed and costs 
for removal have been included in the Study, unless otherwise noted herein. 

21. Costs are included for crushing concrete as well as transporting and disposing of 
the concrete at an off-site landfil l. To the extent possible, clean concrete may be 
crushed and used as clean fill on-site, pending approval by IDEM. All other material 
that is not sold for scrap will be disposed of at an off-site landfill. 

22. Except for the circulating water lines, underground piping will be capped and 
abandoned in place. Circulating water piping will be excavated to the top of pipe, 
the top of pipe will be broken, and backfilled with flowable fill. 
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23. Site areas will be graded to achieve suitable site drainage to natural drainage 
patterns and seeded, but grading wil l be minimized to the extent possible. 

24. Major equipment, structural steel, turbines, generators, exhaust stacks, 
transformers, electrical equipment, cabling, wiring, pump skids, above ground 
piping, and equipment enclosures for the above equipment will be sold for scrap 
and removed from the Plant site by the demolition contractor, after confirmation 
of acceptable PCB levels within the equipment. All other demol ished materials are 
considered debris. 

25. For purposes of this Study, it is assumed that none of the equipment will have a 
salvage value in excess of the scrap value of the materials in the equipment at the 
time of decommissioning. The decommissioning cost estimate is based on the end 
of useful life of the facility. All equipment, steel, copper, and other metals will be 
$old 0$ $Crcip. Credit$ for $cilvage value are ba$ed on $Crcip value alone. Re$ale of 
equipment and materials is not included. 

26. Valuation and sale of land and all replacement generation costs are excluded from 
this scope. 

27. Spare parts inventories were not provided to 1898 & Co. for review. 1898 & Co. 
assumes that to the extent possible spare parts will be sold prior to 
decommissioning and remaining spare parts will be scrapped by the demolition 
contractor. 

28. The scope of the costs included in the Study is limited to the decommissioning 
activities that will occur at the end of useful life of the facilities. Additional on­
going costs may be required, including, but not limited to groundwater monitoring 
associated with ash pond closure and/or other environmental monitoring activities. 
These costs are excluded from the cost estimates provided in this study, unless 
otherwise noted in site specific assumptions. 

29. A 20 percent contingency is included on the direct costs in the estimates prepared 
as part of this Study to cover unknowns. The Owner's indirect costs are included as 
5 percent of the direct costs. 

30. Market conditions may result in cost variations at the time of contract execution .. 
31. Scrap values will be based upon an average of monthly American Metal Market 

prices for the past calendar year (12 months). The values will be inclusive of the 
cost to haul the scrap via truck and/or rail to the identified scrap market hub. 

32. The following scrap values were used in the decommissioning cost estimates. The 
scrap values are based upon an average of monthly American Metal Market prices 
from March 2022 to February 2023 (one calendar year) for the given material less 
the transportat ion costs required to haul the scrap via truck and/or rail to the 
major market indicated below. 

Table 4-1:Scrap Pricing 

A.B Brown Units 3-6 Chicago $ (302.51) $ (2.90) $ (0.40) $ (2.33) 

Blackfoot Landfill Cincinnati $ (303.38) $ (2.90) $ (0.40) $ (2.33) 

Crosstrack Solar Cincinnati $ (305.69) $ (2.90) $ (0.40) 
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F.B. Culley Chicago $ (303.59) $ (2.90) $ (0.40) $ (2.33) 

Highway 41 Solar Chicago $ (302.89) $ (2.90) $ (0.40) 

Oak Hill Solar Chicago $ (306.99) $ (2.90) $ (0.40) 

Wind Chicago $ (294.28) $ (2.89) $ (0.39) 

Posey Solar Chicago $ (305.31) $ (2.90) $ (0.40) 

Troy Solar Chicago $ (304.26) $ (2.90) $ (0.40) 

4.4 Site Specific Assumptions 
The following assumptions were made specific to each site, in addition to the general 
assumptions listed above. 

4 .4 .1 A.B. Brown 
1. Costs are not included for removal of the coal units, Units 1 and 2, and their associated 

facilities, unless otherwise stated herein. 

2. It is assumed Units 3-6 have no asbestos. 
3. Costs for removal of the river intake structure are included. 

4 . The scope of removal includes the water storage and condensate storage tanks 

located by the transformers. 

5. Costs are included for the removal of the Ranney wells. 
6. At the time the coal units are decommissioned it is assumed that the following 

facilities will be relocated to remain in service for use by the simple cycle units. As 

such, the costs for removal of these faci lities are included in this Study: 

o Reverse Osmosis System 

o Service compressors 
o Microwave unit tower (located on Unit 1 stack at the time of the Study) 

o Oil storage 

7. It is assumed that the road between Units 1 and 2 will have been previously removed 

at the time of decommissioning of the coal units and is not in the scope of the Study. 
Costs for removal of all other roads are included in the cost estimate. 

8. Costs are included for removal of the administration and maintenance buildings, the 

construction services building, liquid product tank farm, and parking structures. 

9. Costs are included for removal of the station transformers. 
10. It is assumed the rail loop surrounding the Plant area for coal operations will have 

been previously removed at the time of decommissioning of the coal units and is not: 
included in the scope of Study. Costs for removal of the rail lines directed towards the 
main area of the Plant are included in the estimate. 

11. Costs are included for closure of the sedimentation basin and capital pond, including 
the removal of the liner systems. The capital pond is assumed to have an average 
depth of approximately 10 feet of residuals at the time of closure. Costs are included 
for removal of the residuals, which are assumed to be disposed of onsite. Costs are 
also included for grading and seeding these areas as needed. 
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12. Costs are included for closure of the new lined coal combustion residuals ("CCR") 
pond and the new lined contact stormwater pond, including removal of the liner 
systems, fill of the areas, returning to grade, and grading and seeding as needed. 

4.4.2 Blackfoot Landfill 
1. There is assumed to be no asbestos on site. 

2. It is assumed that ownership ends at the fence line, as such costs for removal of 

collection piping and equipment outside of this area are not included. 
3. Additional ly, it is assumed the ponds surrounding the facility are not owned by 

CenterPoint, and costs for closure are not included. 

4.4.3 Crosstrack Solar 
1. Section 13.3 of the Solar Lease and Easement Agreement states, Grantee shall "remove 

above-ground and below-ground (to a depth of three (3) feet below grade) Solar 

Facilities from the Property." 

4 .4 .4 F.B. Culley 
1. Asbestos quantities of 5 percent were assumed to remain for each Unit. Quantities 

were not provided by CenterPoint. 

2. The condenser tube material for Units 2 and 3 is assumed to be Brass. The exact 

material was not specified in documentation provided for review. 

3. The steam turbine and generator of Unit 1 have been removed as of the time of this 
Study and are not included in the cost estimate. 

4 . The barge unloading facility is assumed to be removed as part of decommissioning. 

5. At the time of the Study, the west ash pond had been closed under the requirements 

of the CCR rules and the east ash pond was in the process of being retired. As such, 

costs for removal are not included. 

6. End-of-life costs for closure of the closed solid waste unit are not included in the cost 

estimate. 

7. Costs are included for closure of the new lined pond, including removal of the liner 
system, fill of the area, returning to grade, and grading and seeding as needed. 

4.4.5 Highway 41 Solar 
1. A removal depth of 3 feet below grade was assumed. 
2. The battery disposal fees are assumed to be at the expense of the Project. 

4.4.6 Oak Hill Solar 
1. Article IX(B)(2) of the Lease Agreement states that Vectren shall "remove all above­

grade elements of the Solar Farm and personal property from the Leased Premises, 

except for any perimeter fencing, provided roads, driveways and underground utilities 

may remain and Vectren shall not be required to landscape vacated areas." 
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1. It was assumed that all disturbed areas will be restored to orig inal grade, reclaimed 

with native soils, seeded, and replanted with native vegetation consistent with the 

surrounding land use. 

2. All underground equipment will be removed to a depth of 60 inches below grade in 

accordance with Section 21 of the Agricultural Impact Mitigation Agreement between 

and the Illinois Department of Agricultural and Appendix E of the 

Zon ing Ordinance (which requires removal to a depth of 48 inches 

below grade). All non-hazardous structures or foundations greater than 60 inches 

below grade will remain and are excluded from the decommissioning estimate. 

4.4.8 Posey Solar 
1. Attachment A of the Posey County Decommissioning Plan Agreement states, 

"Decommissioning includes removing the solar array equipment to a depth of five (5) 

feet. Access roads and drainage structures wi ll be removed unless requested to 

remain in place by the landowner. Standard decommissioning practices would be 

utilized, including dismantling and repurposing, salvaging/recycling, or disposing of 

the solar energy improvements and disposal of hazardous material. Access roads and 
other compacted areas would be decompacted and topsoil replaced. Final restoration 

shall include re-vegetation as pastu re, return ing the site to agricultural use, or 

returning the site as close as possible to its pre-construction condition." 

2. Costs are included for removal of the collector substation and overhead gen-t ie line. 

4.4-.9 Troy Solar 
1. A Lease Agreement was not provided for review including removal requirements. As 

such, a remova l depth of 3 feet below grade was assumed. 
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5.0 RESULTS 

1898 & Co. has prepared cost estimates in 2023 dollars for the decommissioning of the Plants. 
These costs are summarized in the following table. When CEI South determines that the 
Plants should be retired, the above grade equipment and steel structures are assumed to 
have sufficient scrap value to a scrap contractor to offset a portion of the decommissioning 
costs. CEI South will incur costs in the demolition and restoration of the sites less the salvage 
value of equipment and bulk recycled metals. 

Table 5-1: Decommissioning Cost Summary ( 2023$) 

0 • - • • I~ 9 ~ - .-. - ---
A.B Brown Units 3-6 $ 12,261,000 $ (5,117,000) $ 7,144,000 

Blackfoot Landfill $ 295,000 $ (149,000) $ 146,000 

Crosstrack Solar $ 18,975,500 $ (4,230,800) $ 14,744,700 

F.B. Culley $ 41,515,000 $ (11,063,000) $ 30,452,000 

Highway 41 Solar $ 457,700 $ (108,300) $ 349,400 

Oak Hill Solar $ 358,600 $ (84,700) $ 273,900 

.... Wind $ 11,592,500 $ (7,368,000) $ 4,224,500 

Posey Solar $ 24,250,000 $ (5,926,100) $ 18,323,900 

Troy Solar $ 10,667,000 $ (2,258,200) $ 8,408,800 

FLEET TOTAL $ 120,372,300 $ (36,305,100) $ 84,067,200 

The total projects costs presented above include the costs to return the sites to an industrial 
condition suitable for reuse for development as an industrial facility. Included are the costs to 
dismantle all power generating equipment and balance of plant facilities and, where 
applicable, to perform environmental site restoration activities. Further details including 
estimates for the major cost categories of each plant are provided in Appendix A 
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Table A-1 
AB Brown 

Decommissioning Cost Summary 

Material and 
Labor Equipment Disposal Environmental Total Cost Scrap Value 

AB Brown 

Unds 3-4 
CTGs and HRSGs $ 505,000 $ 545,000 $ $ $ 1,050,000 $ 
Stacks $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ $ $ 20,000 $ 
GSU, Electrical & Foundation $ 54,000 $ 58,000 $ $ $ 112,000 $ 
concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 65,000 $ $ 65,000 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 29,000 $ $ 29,000 $ 
Scrap $ $ $ $ $ $ (1,198,000) 
Subtotal I i 569,000 $ 613,000 $ 94,000 $ $ 1,276,000 $ (1.198,000)1 

Unds5-6 
CTGs and HRSGs $ 1,133,000 $ 1,224,000 $ $ $ 2,357,000 $ 
Stacks $ 10,000 $ 10,000 $ $ $ 20,000 $ 
GSU & Foundation $ 119,000 $ 129,000 $ $ $ 248,000 $ 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 115,000 $ $ 115,000 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 78,000 $ $ 78,000 $ 
S<:rap $ $ $ $ $ $ (2,904,000) 
Subtotal I ' i .m.nl!!I ' 

1.,~,.nl!!I 
' 

m.nnn 
' ' 

,,m,l!!ln 
' rt~ni.nlRl!I 

Common 
Cooling Water Intakes and Circulating Water Pufl'4'.)S $ 41,000 $ 44,000 $ $ $ 85,000 $ 
BOP Misc. $ 172,000 $ 186,000 $ $ $ 358,000 $ 
Roads $ 139,000 $ 150,000 $ $ $ 289,000 $ 
AIII BOP Buildings $ 526,000 $ 568,000 $ $ $ 1,094,000 $ 
Fuel Equipment $ 111,000 $ 120,000 $ $ 122,000 $ 353,000 $ 
Altl Other Tanks $ 69,000 $ 74,000 $ $ $ 143,000 $ 
Transformers & Foundation $ 107,000 $ 115,000 $ $ 289,000 $ 511 ,000 $ 
Rail Line Rerooval $ 86,000 $ 93,000 $ $ $ 179,000 $ 
Well Closure $ $ $ $ 29,000 $ 29,000 $ 
Pond Closure $ $ $ $ 844,000 $ 844,000 $ 
Closure of New Lined Ponds $ $ $ $ 1,051,000 $ 1,051,000 $ 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 269,000 $ $ 269,000 $ 
Grading & Seeding $ $ $ $ 450,000 $ 450,000 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 60,000 $ $ 60,000 $ 
Scrap $ $ $ $ $ $ 1015000 
Subtotal 1,251,000 1,350,000 329,000 2,785,000 5,715,000 (1,015,000) 

AB Br own Subtotal $ 3,082,000 $ 3 ,326,000 $ 616,000 $ 2,785,000 $ 9,809,000 $ (5,117,000) 

TOT A.L DEC OM COST (CREDIT) $ 9,809,000 $ (5,117,000) 

PROJ ECT INDIRECTS (5%) $ 490,000 

CONTINGENGY (20'/4) $ 1,962,000 

TOT A.L PROJECT COST (CREDIT) $ 12,261,000 $ (5,117,000) 

TOT A.L NET PROJECT COST (CREDIT) $ 7,144,000 
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Table A-2 
Blackfoot Landfill 

Decommissioning Cost Summary 

Material and 
Labor Equipment Disposal Environmental Total Cost Scrap Value 

Blackfoot Landfill 

Unds 1 &2 
Generators $ 44,000 $ 48,000 $ $ $ 92,000 $ 
Collection Piping and Equiprrent $ 8,000 $ 9,000 $ $ $ 17,000 $ 
GSU & Foondation $ 21,000 $ 23,000 $ $ $ 44,000 $ 
concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 5,000 $ $ 5,000 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 1,000 $ $ 1,000 $ 
Scrap $ $ $ $ $ $ (147,000) 
Subtotal Is 73,000 $ 80,000 $ 6,000 $ $ 159,000 $ c141,oooi, 

Common 
BOP Misc. $ 2,000 $ 2,000 $ $ $ 4,000 $ 
AIII BOP Buildings $ 4,000 $ 5,000 $ $ $ 9,000 $ 
AIII Other Tanks $ 13,000 $ 15,000 $ $ $ 28,000 $ 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 6,000 $ $ 6,000 $ 
Grading & S€eding $ $ $ $ 30,000 $ 30,000 $ 
S<:rap $ $ $ $ $ $ (2,000) 
Subtotal Is lMIRI $ 22,UIRI $ MUU $ ~MIRI $ 77,l!!ln $ t2.@ n 

Black.foot Landfill Subtotal 92,000 $ 102,000 $ 12,000 $ 30,000 $ 236,000 $ (149,000) 

TOTAL DECOM COST (CREDIT) $ 236,000 $ (149,000) 

PROJ ECT INDIRECTS (5%) $ 12,000 

CONTINGENGY (20%) $ 47,000 

TOTA L PROJECT COST (CREDIT) $ 295,000 $ (149,000) 

TOTA L NET PROJECT COST (CREDIT) $ 146,000 
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Crosstrack Solar 

Solar Farm 
Solar Panel RemovaVRecycling 
Panel Supports/Rack 
Electrical & Wirllg 
Site Restoration 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal 
Debris 
Scrap 
Subtotal 

Crosstrack Solar SWtotal 

TOT AL DE COM COST (CREDIT) 

PROJ ECT INDIRECTS (5%) 

CONITINGENGY (20%) 

TOT AL PROJECT COST (CREDIT) 

TOT AL NET PROJECT COST (CREDIT) 

Table-A-3 
Crosstrack Solar 

Solar Decommissioning Cost Summary 

M aterial and 
Labor Equipment Disposal 

$ 3,128,400 $ 3,3TT,800 $ 872,700 

$ 2,402,800 $ 2,594,300 $ 
$ 302,700 $ 326,700 $ 
$ 255,800 $ 276,200 $ 
$ $ $ 65,000 
$ $ $ 23,600 
$ $ $ 

Is 6,089,700 $ 6,575,000 $ 961,300 

6,089,700 s 6,575,000 s 961,300 

A- 3 

Environmental Total Cost Scrap Value 

$ $ 7,378,900 $ 
$ $ 4,997,100 $ 
$ $ 629,400 $ 
$ 1,554,400 $ 2,086,400 $ 
$ $ 65,000 $ 
$ $ 23,600 $ 
$ $ $ (4,230,800) 
$ 1,554,400 $ 15,180,400 $ (4,230,800)1 

s 1,554,400 15,180,400 S (4,230,800) 

$ 15,180,400 $ (4,230,800) 

s 759,000 

3,036,100 

18,975,500 $ (4,.230,800) 

s 14,744,700 

Cause No. 45990 
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Table A-4 
F.B. c ,uney 

Decommissioning Cost Summary 

Material and 
Labor Equipment Disposal Environmental Total Cost Scrap Value 

F.B. Culley 

Und 1 
Asbestos Rerooval $ $ $ $ 33.000 $ 33.000 $ 
El-oiler $ 820.000 $ 885.000 $ $ $ 1.705.000 $ 
steam Turbine & Building $ 370,000 $ 400,000 $ $ $ 770,000 $ 
stacks $ 8,000 $ 8,000 $ $ $ 16,000 $ 
GSU & Foundation $ 25,000 $ 27,000 $ $ $ 52,000 $ 
Concrete Removal, Crushin<,, & Disposal $ $ $ 208.000 $ $ 208,000 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 20,000 $ $ 20,000 $ 
S<:rap $ $ $ $ $ $ (1,285,000} 
Subtotal 11 i.m .niR! J ~J~iJ,iHRi J ~n,nnn J ~~.Um! J 2,nni,iR!n J 1i,:2n; ,nm!!I 

Und2 
Asbestos Removal $ $ $ $ 74,000 $ 74,000 $ 
Boiler $ 1,374,000 $ 1,484,000 $ $ $ 2,858,000 $ 
steam Turbine & Building $ 576,000 $ 622,000 $ $ $ 1,198,000 $ 
S<:rubber / FGD $ 105,000 $ 114,000 $ $ $ 219,000 $ 
stacks $ 13,000 $ 14,000 $ $ $ 27,000 $ 
GSU & Foundation $ 25,000 $ 27,000 $ $ $ 52,000 $ 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 246,000 $ $ 246,000 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 38,000 $ $ 38,000 $ 
Scrap $ $ $ $ $ $ (2,581,000} 
Subtotal I I 2,093,000 I 2,261 ,000 I 284,000 I 74,000 I 4,712,000 I 12. ss1.oooi1 

Und 3 
Asbestos Rerooval $ $ $ $ 206,000 $ 206,000 $ 
Boiler $ 2,102,000 $ 2,270,000 $ $ $ 4,372,000 $ 
steam Turbine & Building $ 1,704,000 $ 1,840,000 $ $ $ 3,544,000 $ 
P1recipitator $ 538,000 $ 581,000 $ $ $ 1,119,000 $ 
SCR $ 1,076,000 $ 1,161,000 $ $ $ 2,237,000 $ 
s~rubber / FGD $ 650,000 $ 702,000 $ $ $ 1,352,000 $ 
stacks $ 157,000 $ 169,000 $ $ $ 326,000 $ 
GSU & Foundation $ 49,000 $ 52,000 $ $ $ 101,000 $ 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 1,427,000 $ $ 1,427,000 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 42,000 $ $ 42,000 $ 
Scrap $ $ $ $ $ $ (6,363,000} 
Subtotal I' g;m,niR! J g_77;,nm! J l ,ig§,UiR! J ~MUU J 1i.12g,iR!n J 1g:m.nill!!I 

Handling 
Coal Handling Facilites $ 647,000 $ 698,000 $ $ $ 1,345,000 $ 
Coal storage Area Restoration $ $ $ $ 1,155,000 $ 1,155,000 $ 
Limestone Handling Facilities $ 115,000 $ 124,000 $ $ $ 239,000 $ 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 192,000 $ $ 192,000 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 55,000 $ $ 55,000 $ 
Scrap $ $ $ $ $ $ (344,000} 
Subtotal I ' m .nnn J m,niR! ! m .nnn ! 1,1~!;.Dlm ! 2Jng,iR!n ! r~i.niRl!I 

Common 
Cooling Water Intakes and Circulating Water Pumps $ 36,000 $ 39,000 $ $ 233,000 $ 308,000 $ 

BOP Misc. $ 12,000 $ 13,000 $ $ $ 25,000 $ 
Roads $ 81,000 $ 87,000 $ $ $ 168,000 $ 
AIII BOP Buildings $ 874,000 $ 944,000 $ $ $ 1,818,000 $ 
AIII Other Tanks $ 392,000 $ 423,000 $ $ $ 815 ,000 $ 
Transformers & Foundation $ 19,000 $ 21 ,000 $ $ 104,000 $ 144,000 $ 
Mercury & Universal Waste Disposal $ $ $ $ 45,000 $ 45,000 $ 
Mooring Cell Removal $ 1,496,000 $ 1,616,000 $ $ $ 3,112,000 $ 
Closure of New Lined Pond $ $ $ $ 391 ,000 $ 391 ,000 $ 
P~ant Washdown & Materials Disoosal $ $ $ $ 91,000 $ 91,000 $ 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 465,000 $ $ 465,000 $ 
Grading & Seeding $ $ $ $ 596,000 $ 596,000 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 6,000 $ $ 6,000 $ 
scrap $ $ $ $ $ $ (490,000} 
Subtotal I $ 2,910,000 $ 3,143,000 $ 471,000 $ 1,460,000 $ 7,984,000 $ (490,ooou 

F.B. Culley SUbtotal 13,264,000 $ 14,321,000 $ 2,699,000 $ 2,928,000 $ 33,212,000 $ (11,063,000) 

TOTAL DECOM COST (CREDIT) $ 33,212,000 $ (11,063,000) 

PROJECT INDIRECTS (5%1 $ 1,661,000 

CONTINGENGY (20%) $ 6,642,000 

TOTAL PROJECT COST(CREDIT) $ 41,515,000 $ (11,,063,000) 

TOTAL NET PROJECT COST (CREDIT) $ 30,452,000 

A-4 

Cause No. 45990 
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Table A-5 
Highway 41 Solar 

Solar Decommissioning Cost Summary 

Material and 
Labor Equipment Disposal Environmental Total Cost Scrap Value 

Highway 4·1 Solar 

Solar Farm 
O&M Building $ 4 ,600 $ 4,900 $ $ $ 9,500 $ 
Solar Panel Removal/Recycling $ 54,400 $ 58,800 $ 12,200 $ $ 125,400 $ 
Panel Supports/Rael< $ 58,200 $ 62,800 $ $ $ 121 ,000 $ 
Battery Containers and Racks $ 7 ,600 $ 8,200 $ 3,000 $ $ 18,800 $ 
Elecbical & WilTlg $ 4 ,400 $ 4,700 $ $ $ 9,100 $ 
Site Restoration $ 21 ,100 $ 22,800 $ $ 36,000 $ 79,900 $ 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal $ $ $ 2,300 $ $ 2,300 $ 
Debris $ $ $ 200 $ $ 200 $ 
Scrap $ $ $ $ $ $ (108,300) 
Subtotal Is 150,300 s 162,200 s 17,700 s 36,000 s 366,200 s (108,JOO)i 

Highway 41 Solar Subtotal $ 150,300 $ 162,200 $ 17,700 $ 36,000 $ 366,200 (108,300) 

TOTAL DECOM COST (CREDIT) $ 366,200 $ (108,300) 

PROJ ECT INDIRECTS (5%) 18,300 

CONITINGENGY (20%) 73,200 

TOT AL PROJECT COST (CREDIT) $ 457,700 $ (108,300) 

TOTAL NET PROJECT COST (CREDIT) $ 349,400 

A- 5 

Cause No. 45990 
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Oakhill Solar 

Solar Farm 
Solar Panel RemovaVRecycling 
Panel Supports/Rack 
Electrical & Wifllg 
Site Restoration 
Concrete Removal. Crushing, & Disposal 
Debris 
Scrap 
Subtotal 

Oakhill Solar Subtotal 

TOT AL DE COM COST (CREDIT) 

PROJ ECT INDIRECTS (5%) 

CONITINGENGY (20%) 

TOT AL PROJ ECT COST (CREDIT) 

TOT AL NET PROJECT COST (CREDIT) 

Table A-6 
Oakhill Solar 

Solar Decommissioning Cost Summary 

M aterial and 
Labor Equipment Disposal 

$ 53,900 $ 58,200 $ 11,700 
$ 57,300 $ 6t ,900 $ 
$ 6,000 $ 6,500 $ 
$ $ $ 
$ $ $ 1,400 
$ $ $ 300 
$ $ $ 

Is 117,200 $ 126,600 $ 13,400 

117,200 s 126,600 s 13,400 

A-6 

Environmental Total Cost Scrap Value 

$ $ 123,800 $ 
$ $ 1t9,200 $ 
$ $ t2,500 $ 
$ 29,700 $ 29,700 $ 
$ $ 1,400 $ 
$ $ 300 $ 
$ $ $ (84,700) 
$ 29,700 $ 286,900 $ (84,700)1 

s 29,700 286,900 (84,700) 

$ 286,900 (84,700) 

s 14,300 

57,400 

358,600 (84,700) 

s 273,900 

Cause No. 45990 



 Wind Project
Decommissioning Cost Evaluation

Wind Turbine Removal Cost
Removal 2,292,000$     
Hauling & Disposal 627,000$    
Total 2,919,000$     
Scrap Value (7,108,000)$    

Wind Turbine Foundation Removal Cost
Removal 1,871,000$     
Hauling & Disposal 2,238,000$     
Total 4,109,000$     
Scrap Value -$     

Collection System Removal Cost
Removal 31,000$     
Hauling & Disposal 6,000$     
Total 37,000$    
Scrap Value -$     

Substation Removal Cost
Removal 252,000$    
Hauling & Disposal 33,000$     
Total 285,000$    
Scrap Value (129,000)$     

Transmission Line Removal Cost
Equipment Removal 805,000$    
Hauling & Disposal 482,000$    
Total 1,287,000$     
Scrap Value (107,000)$     

Civil Works Removal Cost
Removal 213,000$    
Hauling & Disposal 200,000$    
Grading & Seeding Costs 109,000$    
Total 522,000$    
Scrap Value -$     

O&M Facility Removal
Removal 25,000$     
Hauling & Disposal 12,000$     
Total 37,000$    
Scrap Value (15,000)$     

Met Tower Removal
Removal 24,000$     
Hauling & Disposal 1,000$     
Total 25,000$    
Scrap Value (9,000)$    

Other Costs
Oils & Chemicals Removal & Disposal 53,000$     
Total 53,000$    

Total Estimated Cost 9,274,000$     
Owner Indirects (5%) 463,700$    

Contingency (20%) 1,854,800$     
Total Gross Cost 11,592,500$    

Total Scrap Value (7,368,000)$    
Total Net Cost 4,224,500$     

Table A-7:   Estimated Cost for Wind Turbine Decommissioning (2023$)
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Posey Solar 

Solar Farm 
Solar Panel RemovaVRecycling 
Panel Supports/Rack 
Electrical & Wifllg 
Site Restoration 
Concrete Removal, Crushing, & Disposal 
Debris 
Scrap 
Subtotal 

Posey Solar Subtotal 

TOT AL DE COM COST (CREDIT) 

PROJ ECT INDIRECTS (5%) 

CONITINGENGY (20%) 

TOT AL PROJ ECT COST (CREDIT) 

TOT AL NET PROJ ECT COST (CREDIT) 

Table A.a 
Posey Solar 

Solar Decommissioning Cost Summary 

M aterial and 
Labor Equipment Disposal 

$ 3,746,000 $ 4,044,600 $ 918,700 

$ 2,778,000 $ 2,999,500 $ 
$ 524,800 $ 566,700 $ 
$ 739,300 $ 798,200 $ 
$ $ $ 87,200 

$ $ $ 38,800 
$ $ $ 

Is 7,788,100 $ 8,409,000 $ 1,044,700 

7,788,100 s 8,409,000 s 1,044,700 

A-8 

Environmental Total Cost Scrap Value 

$ $ 8,709,300 $ 
$ $ 5,777,500 $ 
$ $ 1,091,500 $ 
$ 2,158,200 $ 3,695,700 $ 
$ $ 87,200 $ 
$ $ 38,800 $ 
$ $ $ (5 ,926,100) 
$ 2,158,200 $ 19,400,000 $ (5,926, 100,1 

s 2,158,200 19,400,000 (5,926,100) 

$ 19,400,000 (5,926,100) 

s 970,000 

3,880,000 

24,250,000 $ (5,926,100) 

s 18,323,900 

Cause No. 45990 
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Troy SOiar 

Solar Farm 
O&M Buikiing 
Solar Panel Rermval/Recycling 
Panel SUpports/Rack 
Electrical & Wiring 
Site Restoration 
concrete Rermval, Crushing, & Disposal 
Debris 
Scrap 
Stmtotal 

Troy Solar Subtotal 

TOTAL DECOM COST (CREDIT) 

PROJECT INDIRECTS (5%) 

CONTINGENGY (20o/,) 

TOTAL PROJECT COST (CREDIT) 

TOTAL NET PROJECT COST (CREDIT) 

Table A-9 
Troy Solar 

Solar Decommissioning cost summary 

Material and 
Labor Eq uipment Disposal 

$ 54,700 $ 59,100 $ 
$ 1,695,600 $ 1,830,800 $ 459,700 

$ 1,188,400 $ 1,283,100 $ 
$ 125,300 $ 135,300 $ 
$ 258,700 $ 279,300 $ 
$ $ $ 35,200 
$ $ $ 12,600 
$ $ $ 

I i 3,322,700 $ 3,587,600 $ 507,500 

s 3,322,700 s 3,587,600 s 507,500 

A-9 

Environmental Total Cost Scrap Value 

$ $ 113,800 $ 
$ $ 3,986,100 $ 
$ $ 2,471,500 $ 
$ $ 260,600 $ 
$ 1,115,800 $ 1,653,800 $ 
$ $ 35,200 $ 
$ $ 12,600 $ 
$ $ $ (2,258,200) 
$ 1,115,800 $ 8,533,600 $ 12,258,200)1 

s 1,115,800 s 8,533,600 (2,258,200) 

s 8,533,600 s 12,258,200) 

s 426,700 

$ 1,706,700 

s 10,667,000 s 12,258,200) 

s 8,408,800 

Cause No. 45990 
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A.B. Brown 
Evansville, Indiana 

CenterPoint Energy Indiana 
South 

Cause No. 45990 
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Blackfoot Landfill 
Winslow, Indiana 

CenterPoint Energy Indiana 
South 

Cause No. 45990 
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Crosstrack Soar 
Pike County, Indiana 

CenterPoint Energy Indiana 
South 

Cause No. 45990 
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F.B. Culley 
Newburgh, Indiana 

CenterPoint Energy Indiana 
South 

Cause No. 45990 
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Hwy41 Solar 
Haubstadt, Indiana 

CenterPoint, Energy Indiana 
South 

Cause No. 45990 
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Oak Hill Solar 
Evansville, Indiana 

CenterPoint Energy Indiana 
South 

Cause No. 45990 
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Posey Solar 
Posey County, Indiana 

CenterPoint Energy Indiana 
South 

Cause No. 45990 
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Troy Solar 
Troy, Indiana 

CenterPoint Energy Indiana 
South 

Cause No. 45990 
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■ 
9400 Ward Parkway 
Kansas City, MO 

816-605-7800 
1898andCo.com 

, .... J ... ; U Li 

Cause No. 45990 
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