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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 (“CEIl South”, “Petitioner”, or “Company”), which is an

indirect subsidiary of CenterPoint Energy, Inc.

WHAT IS YOUR ROLE WITH RESPECT TO THIS CASE?
| 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.

| 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. | am a registered Professional Engineer

in the states of Missouri, Florida, Indiana, and lllinois.
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PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE.

| am a professional engineer with over 20 years of experience providing consulting
services to electric utilities. In my role as a group manager, project director, project
manager, and project engineer, | have worked on and have overseen consulting
activities for coal, natural gas, wind, solar, energy storage, hydroelectric, and biomass
power generation facilities. | have been involved in numerous decommissioning
studies and served as project director or project manager on the majority of them. |
have helped prepare decommissioning studies on all types of power plants utilizing
various technologies and fuels. These decommissioning studies have been utilized in
rate cases, to estimate the liability associated with site demolition and retirement at
the end of the facilities’ useful lives, to satisfy Financial Accounting Standard (“FAS”)

143 (accounting for asset retirement), or for actual asset demolition planning.

WHAT ARE YOUR PRESENT DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES AS SENIOR
MANAGING DIRECTOR?

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

power development, and other related engineering and economic assessments.

HAVE YOU EVER TESTIFIED BEFORE THE INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY
COMMISSION (THE “COMMISSION") OR ANY STATE REGULATORY
COMMISSION?

Yes. | provided written testimony before the Commission in Cause No. 45772 on behalf
of Northern Indiana Public Service Company, LLC; Cause No. 45722 on behalf of CEIl
South; and in Cause No. 45253 on behalf of Duke Energy Indiana, LLC, regarding the
decommissioning costs prepared under my direction that were submitted for those
Causes. In addition, | have provided testimony regarding power plant

decommissioning costs as part of the development of depreciation rates to
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approximately ten State Regulatory Commissions, the details of which are provided in

my resume, Petitioner’'s Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-1.

PURPOSE & SCOPE OF TESTIMONY

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY IN THIS PROCEEDING?

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

WHAT POWER GENERATION ASSETS DID YOU EVALUATE IN THE
DECOMMISSIONING STUDY?

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

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 Project? Wind
Posey Solar Solar
Troy Solar Solar

L 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.”

KOPP — Page 3 of 13



w N

o N o 01 b~

10
11
12
13

14
15
16

Cause No. 45990

©

DID 1898 & CO. VISIT EACH SITE LISTED IN TABLE JTK-1?

CElI SOUTH - PET.’S EX. NO. 11

No. 1898 & Co. visited all sites, excluding Crosstrack and Posey Solar, and the Wind

Project, which have not yet reached commercial operation.

PLEASE SUMMARIZE THE RESULTS OF YOUR DECOMMISSIONING STUDY.
The total net cost associated with all generating assets was estimated to be
$84,067,200. This amount is stated in 2023 dollars. The breakdown of these costs is

presented and discussed in Petitioner's Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-2

(CONFIDENTIAL) and summarized in Table JTK-2, below:

Table JTK-2 — Power Generation Assets

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

ARE YOU SPONSORING ANY ATTACHMENTS IN THIS PROCEEDING?

Yes. | am sponsoring the following attachments in this proceeding:

° Petitioner’'s Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-1: Resume
° Petitioner's Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-2 (CONFIDENTIAL): CEIl South

Decommissioning Cost Study, dated June 23, 2023

WERE THESE ATTACHMENTS PREPARED BY YOU OR UNDER YOUR

SUPERVISION?

Yes, they were.
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BACKGROUND

WHAT RECOMMENDATION ARE YOU MAKING IN YOUR TESTIMONY?
I recommend that the Commission find that the results of the Decommissioning Study
are reasonable and appropriate for use as the basis for the cost of removal estimates

in the development of depreciation rates for the Plants.

PLEASE DESCRIBE THE DECOMMISSIONING STUDY PREPARED FOR THE
COMPANY.

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

and cleaning up potentially contaminated soil.

WHAT WAS THE EXTENT OF YOUR PERSONAL INVOLVEMENT IN THE
PREPARATION OF THE DECOMMISSIONING STUDY?

| served as the 1898 & Co. project director on the Decommissioning Study. | worked
directly with all individuals and parties involved in the preparation of the
decommissioning cost estimates in the Decommissioning Study. | was responsible for
the overall project and was involved in the development of the dismantling and
decommissioning assumptions and cost estimating methodology, preparation and
review of the estimates, and preparation and review of the report. In addition, 1898 &
Co. representatives and engineers visited the Plants (excluding those noted previously
in my testimony) to perform a tour of the facilities with plant personnel to review the
equipment, and our team relied on information obtained during those tours in our

analyses.
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DESCRIPTION OF DECOMMISSIONING COSTS

EXPLAIN THE TYPE OF COSTS REFLECTED IN A DECOMMISSIONING STUDY.
Decommissioning Study cost estimates generally include direct costs associated with
decommissioning and demolishing the plant equipment and facilities and restoring the
sites to a suitable condition, which in this case was to an industrial condition unless
otherwise noted in the Study. The direct costs include environmental remediation costs
for asbestos removal and other hazardous material handling and disposal, as well as
costs for closing any ponds and removing and disposing of contaminated soil. In
addition to these direct costs, decommissioning studies also generally include
estimates of indirect costs to be incurred by an entity during decommissioning and

contingency costs, both of which | address in the next section of my testimony.

WHAT DOES RESTORING THE SITE FOR INDUSTRIAL USE REQUIRE?

In general, restoring a site for industrial use includes the following activities and final
site conditions. The site will have all above grade buildings and equipment removed,
foundations removed to two feet below existing grade, be rough graded, and seeded.
Underground piping will be capped and abandoned in place, except for circulating
water piping which will be filled with flowable fill. Ponds will have liners and residuals

removed (if applicable) and be graded to match surrounding areas.

In most cases, the future use of the site is unknown, so restoring each site to the
standard of industrial use allows the Company flexibility regarding the potential future
use. The site can alternately remain in this condition in perpetuity. In the case of the
specific sites analyzed in the Decommissioning Study, unless otherwise noted in the
Study, each plant site is restored to the standard of industrial use. This approach is
consistent with our experience with overseeing decommissioning of several power
generating facilities and likewise according to the standards we typically assume. It is
reasonable to assume the site would be restored to the standard of industrial use as
this is a common practice, removes liabilities, and avoids future carrying costs
associated with maintaining or ensuring the remaining facilities that could at some
point exceed the cost of demolition, while maintaining flexibility of future site use. For
example, restoring the site in this manner enables the site to be reused for another
power plant, to be redeveloped for industrial use, or to be sold for similar uses. Closure

of ash ponds has not been included in the scope of the Decommissioning Study.
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Recovery of the cost of closing the ash ponds has been addressed in other

proceedings.

WHAT APPROACH WAS USED TO DEVELOP THE DIRECT COST ESTIMATES IN
THE DECOMMISSIONING STUDY?

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

demolition activities.

WHERE ARE THE ASSUMPTIONS OUTLINED IN THE STUDY?

The assumptions applied to the cost estimates are documented in Sections 4.3 and
4.4 of the Study, provided as Petitioner's Exhibit No. 11, Attachment JTK-2
(CONFIDENTIAL).

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

The 1898 & Co. team estimated quantities based on a visual inspection of the facilities,
discussions with plant staff, review of engineering drawings, our in-house database of
plant quantities, and our professional judgment. Using this information, we estimated
guantities and labor hours for the tasks required to decommission and demolish each
of the subject facilities. Current market pricing for labor rates, equipment, and unit
pricing were then developed for each task. These rates were applied to the quantities

for the Plants to determine the total direct cost of decommissioning each site.
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Additionally, unit pricing for scrap values were applied to the scrap quantities to

determine anticipated salvage values, which is addressed later in my testimony.

WHAT SOURCES DID YOU RELY ON TO DEVELOP THE DIRECT COST
ESTIMATES FOR THE PLANTS?

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

local markets, costs, and conditions.

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

costs.

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

markets, costs, and conditions.

ARE THESE SOURCES GENERALLY ACCEPTED IN THE INDUSTRY AND
RELIED UPON BY OTHER REGULATORY AUTHORITIES IN SETTING
DECOMMISSIONING COSTS?

Yes. These sources are recognized industry-wide, and we have relied on them for the

decommissioning cost estimates we have prepared for over 300 plants.

DID YOU CONSIDER WHETHER THE RESALE OF ANY EQUIPMENT WOULD BE
FEASIBLE TO OFFSET YOUR ESTIMATED DECOMMISSIONING COSTS?
Yes. | do not believe resale is feasible due to the limited and opportunistic market for

equipment resale. In our recent experience with power plant retirements, it has been

KOPP — Page 8 of 13



© 00 N o o~ WDN P

[EEN
o

11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21
22
23

24
25
26
27
28
29

30
31

Cause No. 45990

CElI SOUTH - PET.’S EX. NO. 11

difficult to find buyers of used equipment willing to pay more than the scrap value of
the equipment because the market for specific buyers with a need for the specific
equipment at the time of decommissioning is typically very limited. Furthermore,
according to the U.S. Energy Information Administration, nearly 100 gigawatts of
fossil-fueled capacity has been retired in the last decade and there are many more
plants being retired in the near future, so it is anticipated the market will continue to be
flooded with used equipment and the potential buyers of that used equipment would
be even further reduced, putting downward pressure on used equipment pricing.
Therefore, it is reasonable to assume the expected value of the equipment should be

its scrap value.

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

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

contractor bids to confirm the reasonableness of the cost estimates we have prepared.

In addition, we are able to rely on our firm’s long history, experience and familiarity
with demolition practices and construction cost estimates to effectively and accurately

estimate costs that are consistent with the industry and trends.

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

Yes, | have used the same methodology and model to estimate decommissioning
costs for various types of non-nuclear power generating assets. These models were
utilized in the development of the cost estimates for each decommissioning and

decommissioning study referenced in my resume provided at Attachment JTK-1.

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

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

to select safe and efficient means and methods.

PROJECT INDIRECTS AND CONTINGENCY

WHAT IS INCLUDED IN THE PROJECT INDIRECT COSTS?

Indirect costs include those costs expected to be incurred by the Company during the
decommissioning process that are in addition to the direct costs paid to demolition
contractors. This includes the internal administrative costs (e.g., permitting, fees,
Company employee allocated expense) or costs associated with third-party project
managers or engineers providing oversight during demolition activities, inspections,

and testing to confirm that remediation has been completed.

HOW WERE THE INDIRECT COSTS DETERMINED?

Indirect costs were determined as a percentage of the direct costs, as is a typical
approach when preparing these types of cost estimates. We developed the
percentage of direct costs that was applied to determine the indirect costs based on
our experience preparing estimates and managing the execution of decommissioning

projects.

WHAT IS INCLUDED IN THE CONTINGENCY COSTS?

This category includes costs reasonably expected to be incurred by the Company
during the execution of decommissioning and demolition activities in addition to the
direct costs. For decommissioning projects, there is uncertainty associated with work
conditions and how the work will be performed. There is also some uncertainty

associated with estimating the quantities for decommissioning of facilities, due to the
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age and limits on drawings available, and the absence of testing results for
environmental contamination prior to preparation of these types of studies.
Contingency costs account for these unspecified but expected costs and are in
addition to the direct costs associated with the base decommissioning costs for known

scope items.

ARE CONTINGENCY COSTS A NECESSARY COMPONENT OF YOUR COST
ESTIMATES?

Yes. Contingency costs are a critical component for estimating the cost of almost any
large construction project. They account for the potential circumstances that can result
in an increase in costs over the direct costs for known scope items under ideal
conditions. Some of these costs cannot be determined until the decommissioning
process has begun. Therefore, contingency is applied on top of the base estimated

cost to formulate a reasonable estimate to dismantle the generating facilities.

PLEASE EXPLAIN.

It is important to note that many of these decommissioning and demolition projects will
not commence until well into the future and site-specific conditions cannot always be
identified until decommissioning has commenced. It is not uncommon for unexpected
conditions to occur, including but not limited to items such as contractors discovering
unaccounted for structures or facilities, like underground storage tanks, after
demolition has begun that have to be dismantled, or a greater quantity of contaminated
soil than was originally anticipated. Also, the estimated cost to dismantle assumes
ideal weather and working conditions, which is an appropriate starting point for cost
estimating but realistically cannot be achieved for the duration of a project and can
resultin costincreases. These types of circumstances can lead to significant increased

costs that are difficult to specifically identify this far in advance of a project.

IS INCLUDING CONTINGENCY COSTS IN A DECOMMISSIONING PROJECT
STANDARD INDUSTRY PRACTICE?

Yes. The application of contingency is standard industry practice. Even on a project
where firm pricing has been agreed to with a successful bidder, it is typical that a client
will carry some level of contingency to cover potential change orders or other

unforeseen circumstances associated with a project.
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DOES A DECOMMISSIONING PROJECT REQUIRE A HIGHER LEVEL OF
CONTINGENCY THAN A GREENFIELD CONSTRUCTION PROJECT?

Yes. When compared to the contingency assigned to a new construction project, the
contingency on a decommissioning project should be higher because older facilities
with long operating histories often lack site plans or drawings, well-defined quantities
of structural materials, environmental records, or foundation or subsurface information.
To that end, the Plants analyzed in this Decommissioning Study will have been

inservice for more than 30 to 40 years by the time they are decommissioned.

WHAT CONTINGENCY COSTS ARE YOU RECOMMENDING IN THE
DECOMMISSIONING STUDY?

I have recommended a contingency cost of 20% on top of the direct costs. The
percentage was based on similar decommissioning cost contingencies | have
prepared for decommissioning projects for other electric utilities that have been

approved by regulatory agencies.

SCRAP

HOW WERE SCRAP VALUES CALCULATED?

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

scrap metal broker or scrap metal processor.

IS AMM A REPUTABLE SOURCE FOR CALCULATING SCRAP PRICING?

Yes. AMM is the leading independent supplier of market intelligence and pricing to the
North American metals industries and publisher of the widely used reference prices
for scrap. AMM has extensive experience in reporting scrap prices in a wide range of

grades and locations. AMM has been reporting on the U.S. scrap market for more than
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100 years, providing benchmark prices to users in the scrap metal industry. AMM
develops index prices based on actual transactions, which are reported by market

participants conducting scrap metal trades.

WHAT ARE YOUR RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE VALUE OF SCRAP METAL
APPLIED IN THE DECOMMISSIONING STUDY?

Table 4-1 in the Decommissioning Study, provided at Attachment JTK-2
(CONFIDENTIAL), shows the scrap metal prices used in the estimates. As noted
above, the market value for each type of scrap metal was adjusted to account for

transportation costs, in order to determine the net value of the scrap material.

HOW WERE TRANSPORTATION COSTS CALCULATED FOR PURPOSES OF
VALUING THE SCRAP METAL?

Transportation costs include the costs necessary to haul the scrap metal to the scrap
market location. Costs for transportation are based on current published railroad tariffs

and the costs to truck the material from the site to the rail line.

CONCLUSION

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

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

going forward.

DOES THIS CONCLUDE YOUR PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY?

Yes, it does.
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| affirm under penalties for perjury that the foregoing representations are true to the best

of my knowledge, information, and belief.

SOUTHERN INDIANA GAS AND ELECTRIC
COMPANY D/B/A CENTERPOINT ENERGY
INDIANA SOUTH

W, T Koy

Jeffrey T. Kopp,

Senior Managing Director, Energy & Utilities
Consulting

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

11/27/2023
Date
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Table A-7: Estimated Cost for Wind Turbine Decommissioning (2023$)

I \Vind Project

Decommissioning Cost Evaluation

Wind Turbine Removal Cost

Removal S 2,292,000
Hauling & Disposal S 627,000
Total $ 2,919,000
Scrap Value $ (7,108,000)
Wind Turbine Foundation Removal Cost
Removal S 1,871,000
Hauling & Disposal S 2,238,000
Total S 4,109,000
Scrap Value S -
Collection System Removal Cost
Removal S 31,000
Hauling & Disposal S 6,000
Total S 37,000
Scrap Value 5 -
Substation Removal Cost
Removal S 252,000
Hauling & Disposal S 33,000
Total S 285,000
Scrap Value S (129,000)
Transmission Line Removal Cost
Equipment Removal S 805,000
Hauling & Disposal S 482,000
Total $ 1,287,000
Scrap Value S (107,000)
Civil Works Removal Cost
Removal S 213,000
Hauling & Disposal S 200,000
Grading & Seeding Costs S 109,000
Total S 522,000
Scrap Value S -
O&M Facility Removal
Removal S 25,000
Hauling & Disposal S 12,000
Total S 37,000
Scrap Value S (15,000)
Met Tower Removal
Removal S 24,000
Hauling & Disposal S 1,000
Total S 25,000
Scrap Value S (9,000)
Other Costs
Qils & Chemicals Removal & Disposal S 53,000
Total S 53,000
Total Estimated Cost S 9,274,000
Owner Indirects (5%) S 463,700
Contingency (20%) $ 1,854,800
Total Gross Cost S 11,592,500
Total Scrap Value S (7,368,000)
Total Net Cost 5 4,224,500
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