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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 

 

OF OREGON 

 

UE 246 

 

In the Matter of  

 

PACIFICORP, dba PACIFIC POWER 

Request for a General Rate Revision 

) 

) 

) 

) 

) 

 

CUB’S LIST OF EXHIBITS TO BE 

ENTERED INTO THE RECORD 

 

 

 

CUB Pre-Filed Exhibits in UE 246 

CUB 100 series 

Exhibit CUB/100 Response Testimony of the Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon 

 

Exhibit CUB/101 Witness Qualification Statement 

 

Exhibit CUB/102 MEHC 2010 Fixed Income Investor Conference Presentation 

 

Exhibit CUB/103 CUB Data Request 11 to PacifiCorp  

 

Exhibit CUB/104 CUB Data Request 4  and 7 to PacifiCorp 

 

Exhibit CUB/105 2011 Integrated Resource Plan Update (Confidential Version) 

 

Exhibit CUB/106 Natural Gas update Summer 2012 

 

Exhibit CUB/107 Jim Bridger 3 PacifiCorp’s PVRR(d) Study  ―CY 2008 Thermal 

Operations Economic Decision Model 2008 (Q4) (Stand Alone Mode)‖ 

 

Exhibit CUB/108 Sixth Northwest Conservation and Electric Power Plan Chapter 2 

 

Exhibit CUB/109  Naughton Units 1 and 2 PacifiCorp’s PVRR(d) Study  ―CY 2009 Thermal 

Operations Economic Decision Model 2009 (Q1) (Stand Alone Mode)‖ 

 

Exhibit CUB/110 System Optimizer – 2011 IRP Update Coal Replacement Study  

  

Exhibit CUB/111  CUB Data Request 20 to PacifiCorp 
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Exhibit CUB/112 Dave Johnston 4 PacifiCorp’s PVRR(d) Study  ―CY 2007 Thermal 

Operations Economic Decision Model 2007 (Q3) (Stand Alone Mode)‖ 

 

Exhibit CUB/113 Hunter Units 1 and 2 PacifiCorp’s PVRR(d) Study  ―CY 2009 Thermal 

Operations Economic Decision Model 2009 (Q3) with Bonus 

Depreciation(Stand Alone Mode)‖ 

 

Exhibit CUB/114 Wyodak Unit 1 PacifiCorp’s PVRR(d) Study  ―CY 2009 Thermal 

Operations Economic Decision Model 2009 (Q2) (Stand Alone Mode)‖ 

 

CUB 200 Series 

 

Exhibit CUB/200 Rebuttal Testimony of the Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon 

 

Exhibit CUB/201 CUB Data Request 7 to PUC Staff 

 

Exhibit CUB/202 CUB Data Request 8 to PUC Staff 

 

Exhibit CUB/203 CUB Data Request 2 to PUC Staff 

 

Exhibit CUB/204 CUB Data Request 9 to PUC Staff 

 

Exhibit CUB/205 CUB Data Request 11 to PUC Staff 

 

Exhibit CUB/206 PGE’s ―Preliminary Comments on Proposed Regional Haze Rules‖ 

submitted to ODEQ December 17, 2008 

 

Exhibit CUB/207 CUB Comments on Proposed Regional Haze Rules submitted to ODEQ 

January 30, 2009 

 

Exhibit CUB/208 PGE’s ―Decision Points Proposal for BART‖ 

 

Exhibit CUB/209 PGE’s ―Boardman:  Recent regulatory History‖ 

 

Exhibit CUB/210 ―Oklahoma, EPA, and PSO reach Agreement on Air Quality Rules‖ dated 

April 24, 2012/―PSO, State Reach Agreement With EPA On Emissions 

Reduction Plans‖ dated April 24, 2012 

 

Exhibit CUB/211 CUB’s August 2012 rebuttal Model Run of ―PacifiCorp Thermal Model‖ 

(Naughton 1 and 2) 

 

Exhibit CUB/212 ―PacifiCorp Flue Gas Desulfurization System Naughton Units 1 and 2 

Contract No. 3000060094‖ 
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Exhibit CUB/213 ―Consultant: URS Corporation     Work Release No. 3000056240 

 Exhibit A Project Schedule‖ 

 

CUB Additional Exhibits to Offer into the Record   

Exhibit No.     Witness      Party                        Document Reference Information No. of 

pages 

CUB/300 Jenks CUB Supplementing CUB/Exhibit 210 – September 26, 

2012 Public Service Company of Oklahoma Press 

Release https://www.psoklahoma.com/info/news/view 

release.aspx? release ID=1309 

1 

CUB/301 Jenks CUB Project Proposal for Unit 1 Implementaion – Naughton 

Units 1 and 2 Flue Gas Desulphurization (FGD) 

System.  Data Response Sierra 110 Confidential APR -

10003745 WBS-SNAU2008 CCO4 Confidential.pdf 

11 

CUB/302 Jenks CUB  APR-10010143 WBS-SNAU 2008 CC05 

CONFIDENTIAL – PDF CONCRETE CHIMNEY – 

NAUGHTON UNITS 1 AND 2 FLUE GAS 

DESULPHURIZATION (FGD) SYSTEM October 23, 

2008 Sierra Club 110 CONFIDENTIAL 

11 

CUB/303 Jenks CUB Response to Sierra Club DR 3.4 - Attachment -

Comments April 29, 2009 PacifiCorp Comments on 

Naughton Construction Permit AP5156 2009-04-29-

Nau AP 5156 Comment Letter.pdf 

8 

CUB/304 Jenks CUB Prepared Comments of Micheal Dunn, President and 

CEO, PacifiCorp Energy 

Wyoming Regional Haze Hearings – June 26 and 28, 

2012—Response to Sierra Club DR 3.7, Comments of 

Micheal Dunn 

7 

CUB/305 Jenks CUB Response to Sierra Club DR 2.1 1 

CUB/306 Jenks CUB Email requesting Naughton construction permit by 

March or April 2009. Response to Sierra Club CR 1.12 

- Sierra Club 1.12/Naughton.zip/RE Wyodak and 

Naughton (1).msg 

1 

CUB/307 Jenks CUB IRP Supplemental Coal Replacement Study 9/21/2011 

- Confidential Attachment to CUB DR 6 

22 

CUB/308 Jenks CUB CUB Confidential Comments LC 48, November 3 

2011 

14 

CUB/309 Jenks CUB BART Appeals Settlement Agreement Attachment 

OPUC 269 

17 

CUB/310 Jenks CUB Workpaper to Chad Teply Testimony – OR GRC 2012 

CAI CAPITAL PROJECTS STUDY FOR 

NAUGHTON UNITS 1 & 2 – Feb. 2009 

CONFWorkpaper –Nau1&2 – Feb 2009 Coal 

Study.doc 

2 

CUB/311 Jenks CUB Confidential Response to CUB Data Request 42 8 

https://www.psoklahoma.com/info/news/view%20release.aspx
https://www.psoklahoma.com/info/news/view%20release.aspx
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CUB Cross Examination Exhibits 

Exhibit No.  Witness Party Document Reference Information 

CUB 400 Teply PacifiCorp UE 246 PAC Exhibit 502 

 

Dated this 9
th

 day of October, 2012. 

Respectfully submitted, 

   
G. Catriona McCracken, Attorney #933587 

General Counsel/Regulatory Program Dir. 

Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon 

610 SW Broadway, Ste. 400 

Portland, OR 97205 

(503) 227-1984 phone 

(503) 274-2596 fax 

Catriona@oregoncub.org 

 

CUB/312 Jenks CUB 2
nd

 Supplement Response to CUB DR 44 1 

CUB/313 Jenks CUB Response to Staff DR 343 1 

CUB/314 Jenks CUB Response to Sierra Club DR 1.30 2 

CUB/315 Jenks CUB Confidental Response to CUB DR 39 – Attachment 3, 

1
st
 Supplemental Response 

7 

CUB/316 Jenks CUB Confidential Response to CUB DR 39 – Attachment 4, 

1
st
 Supplemental Response 

8 

mailto:Catriona@oregoncub.org
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I hereby certify that, on this 9
th 

day of October, 2012, I served the foregoing CUB’S 

LIST OF EXHIBITS TO BE ENTERED INTO THE RECORD in docket UE 246 

upon each party listed in the UE 246 PUC Service List by email and, where paper service 

is not waived, by U.S. mail, postage prepaid, and upon the Commission by email and by 

sending one original and one copy by U.S. mail, postage prepaid, to the Commission’s 

Salem offices. 
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material authorized) 

W 

C 

 

 

 

 

W 

C 

 

 

 

 

W 

C 

 

 

 

 

W 

C 

 

 

 

 

 

W 

C 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PACIFIC POWER         

SARAH WALLACE 

825 NE MULTNOMAH ST STE 1800 

PORTLAND OR 97232 

sarah.wallace@pacificorp.com   

 

BOEHM KURTZ & LOWRY 

KURT J BOEHM  

36 E SEVENTH ST - STE 1510 

CINCINNATI OH 45202 

kboehm@bkllawfirm.com 

 

DAVISON VAN CLEVE 

IRION A SANGER 

333 SW TAYLOR - STE 400 

PORTLAND OR 97204 

ias@dvclaw.com 

 

ENERGY STRATEGIES LLC 

KEVIN HIGGINS   

215 STATE ST - STE 200 

SALT LAKE CITY UT 84111-2322 

khiggins@energystrat.com 

 

 

KLAMATH WATER AND POWER 

AGENCY 

HOLLIE CANNON 

735 COMMERCIAL ST STE 4000 

KLAMATH FALLS OR 97601 

hollie.cannon@kwapa.org  
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C 
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WILLIAM GANONG 

514 WALNUT AVENUE 

KLAMATH FALLS OR 97601 

wganong@aol.com 

 

 

BOEHM, KURTZ & LOWRY 

JODY KYLER 

36 E SEVENTH ST - STE 1510 

CINCINNATI OH 45202 

jkyler@bkllawfirm.com  

 

DAVISON VAN CLEVE PC 

MELINDA J DAVISON  

333 SW TAYLOR - STE 400 

PORTLAND OR 97204 

mjd@dvclaw.com; mail@dvclaw.com 

 

 ESLER STEPHENS & BUCKLEY 

JOHN W STEPHENS 

888 SW FIFTH AVE STE 700 

PORTLAND OR 97204-2021 

stephens@eslerstephens.com; 

mec@eslerstephens.com  

 

NW ENERGY COALITION 
WENDY GERLITZ  

1205 SE FLAVEL 

PORTLAND OR 97202 

wendy@nwenergy.org 
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PACIFIC POWER 

R. BRYCE DALLEY 

825 NE MULTNOMAH ST., STE 2000 

PORTLAND OR 97232 

bryce.dalley@pacificorp.com  

  

 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 

RANDY DAHLGREN 

121 SW SALMON ST - 1WTC0702 

PORTLAND OR 97204 

pge.opuc.filings@pgn.com 

 

OREGON PUC 

DEBORAH GARCIA   

PO BOX 2148 

SALEM OR 97308-2148 

deborah.garcia@state.or.us 

 

REGULATORY & 

COGENERATION SERVICES INC 

DONALD W SCHOENBECK  

900 WASHINGTON ST STE 780 

VANCOUVER WA 98660-3455 

dws@r-c-s-inc.com 

 

RENEWABLE NORTHWEST 

PROJECT 

JIMMY LINDSAY 

421 SW 6TH AVE #1125 

PORTLAND OR 97204-1629 

jimmy@rnp.org 

 

SIERRA CLUB 

DEREK NELSON 

85 SECOND STREET, 2ND FL 

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105 

derek.nelson@sierraclub.org   

 

SYNAPSE ENERGY 

JEREMY FISHER 

485 MASSACHUSETTS AVE., STE 2 

CAMBRIDGE MA 02139 

jfisher@synapse-energy.com  
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PACIFICORP, DBA PACIFIC 

POWER 

OREGON DOCKETS 

825 NE MULTNOMAH ST, STE 2000 

PORTLAND OR 97232 

oregondockets@pacificorp.com 

 

PORTLAND GENERAL ELECTRIC 
DOUGLAS C TINGEY 

121 SW SALMON 1WTC13 

PORTLAND OR 97204 

doug.tingey@pgn.com 

 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 
MICHAEL T WEIRICH  

1162 COURT ST NE 

SALEM OR 97301-4096 

michael.weirich@doj.state.or.us  

 

RENEWABLE NORTHWEST 

PROJECT 

MEGAN WALSETH DECKER 

421 SW 6TH AVE #1125 

PORTLAND OR 97204-1629 

megan@rnp.org  

 

ROBERTSON-BRYAN, INC. 

STUART ROBERTSON 

85 SECOND ST., 2ND FLR 

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105 

jeff.speir@sierraclub.org  

 

 

SIERRA CLUB LAW PROGRAM 

GLORIA D SMITH 

85 SECOND STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94105 

gloria.smith@sierraclub.org  

 

PUC STAFF - DOJ         

JOHANNA RIEMENSCHNEIDER   

1162 COURT ST NE 

SALEM OR 97301-4796 

johanna.riemenschneider@doj.state.or.u

s  
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W PARKS LAW OFFICES, LLC         

KEVIN E PARKS 

310 SW 4TH AVE., STE. 806 

PORTLAND OR 97204 

kevin@parks-law-offices.com  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

  

 

 

 

Sommer Templet, OSB #105260 

Staff Attorney 

Citizens’ Utility Board of Oregon 

610 SW Broadway, Ste. 400 

Portland, OR 97205 

(503) 227-1984 

sommer@oregoncub.org  
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https://www.psoklahoma.com/info/news/ViewRelease.aspx?releaseID=1309 

 

9/26/2012 
PSO FILES ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE PLAN WITH OCC 

  

Public Service Company of Oklahoma (PSO) today filed with the Oklahoma Corporation 
Commission (OCC) testimony in support of its Environmental Compliance Plan for 
meeting new, final EPA rules affecting power plant emissions and for recovery of new 
purchased power costs, which are part of the plan. The plan includes an agreement in 
principle announced in April 2012 by PSO, the State of Oklahoma, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency and the Sierra Club. 

The overall compliance plan addresses the EPA’s Regional Haze Rule (RHR) and 
Mercury and Air Toxics Standard (MATS), the two most significant environmental 
compliance regulations facing PSO. 

Four of PSO’s natural gas-fired generators affected by the new rules must comply with 
the RHR for nitrogen oxide (NOx) emissions. This will be accomplished by installing 
special combustion technology to reduce NOx emissions. 

Meanwhile, PSO’s coal-fired Northeastern Station (NES) Units 3&4 are subject to the 
RHR for nitrogen oxide emission rates and sulfur dioxide (SO2) emission rates. Under 
MATS, the units are subject to emission rates for mercury and other hazardous air 
pollutants. 

As part of the plan, PSO will close NES 4 in early 2016. Meanwhile, it will install new 
emissions control equipment on NES 3, modify some existing equipment, increase the 
use of ultra-low sulfur coal, and eventually lower the unit’s operating limits. PSO will 
operate NES 3 until it is retired at the end of 2026. 

Key elements of the filing seek OCC approval for: 1) PSO’s plan for complying with new 
EPA rules, 2) cost recovery for new purchased power beginning in 2016, 3) earnings on 
the power purchase agreement, and 4) new depreciation rates for NES 3&4. 

Today’s filing does not ask any new costs be put into rates at this time. 

PSO, a unit of American Electric Power (NYSE: AEP), is an electric utility company serving more than 530,000 customers in eastern and 

southwestern Oklahoma. With headquarters in Tulsa, PSO has 4,321 megawatts of generating capacity and provides electricity to 230 cities 

and towns across a service area encompassing 30,000 square miles. News releases and other information about PSO can be found on the 

World Wide Web at PSOklahoma.com. 

Stan Whiteford 
Corporate Communications 
Public Service Company of Oklahoma 
(918) 599-2574 
sawhiteford@aep.com 

 

https://www.psoklahoma.com/info/news/ViewRelease.aspx?releaseID=1309


 
 
April 29, 2009 
 
Mr. Chad Schlichtemeier 
NSR Program Supervisor 
Wyoming Air Quality Division 
122 West 25th Street 
Herschler Building 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002 
 
Re: Comments on Naughton Construction Permit AP-5156 
 
Dear Mr. Schlichtemeier: 
 
PacifiCorp is providing this letter to address certain comments provided to the Wyoming 
Division of Air Quality by EPA Region 8 pertaining to draft construction permit AP-5156 for 
planned equipment and pollution control projects at the Naughton power plant. 
 
NSPS and Case-by-Case MACT Applicability (Region 8 comment I) 
 
The planned Naughton projects will not increase the heat input rates to any of the three facility 
boilers or increase the emission rate of any regulated pollutants and therefore do not constitute an 
NSPS modification under 40 CFR 60.14; therefore, the NSPS are not triggered as a result of the 
proposed projects.   
 
Additionally, the Naughton projects do not qualify as a reconstruction.  40 CFR 63.41 defines 
major source reconstruction to take place if “the fixed capital cost of the new components 
exceeds 50 percent of the fixed capital cost that would be required to construct a comparable 
process or production unit”.  The planned Naughton projects are estimated to have a fixed 
capital cost equivalent to approximately 10 percent of the fixed costs required to construct 
comparable electric generating units.  As such the proposed Naughton projects do not meet the 
definition of a major reconstruction and are not subject to the MACT applicability requirements 
identified in 40 CFR Part 63. 
 
Sulfuric Acid Mist: Technical Feasibility of H2SO4 Control Options 
(Region 8 Comment II.2.A) 
 
Among other things such as coal sulfur content, the H2SO4 emission rates from a coal-fired 
boiler are influenced by the operation of air preheaters, electrostatic precipitators or baghouses, 
and wet or dry flue gas desulfurization systems.  Sulfuric acid mist emissions from Naughton 
units 1 and 2 are mitigated through the operation of the existing air preheaters and electrostatic 
precipitators.  The following table summarizes the actual baseline annual H2SO4 emissions.  It 
also summarizes the POTENTIAL interim emissions prior to completing the pollution control 
projects as well as the post-project POTENTIAL future emissions. 

UE 246/CUB/Exhibit 303 
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Chad Schlichtemeier 
Comments on Naughton Construction Permit AP-5156 
April 29, 2009 

 
Table 1 

Unit 
Actual 

Baseline 
Tons/year 

Potential 
Interim 

Emissions 
Tons/year 

Potential 
Interim 
Increase 

Tons/year 

Future 
Potential 
Tons/year 

Post-Project 
Decrease from 

Baseline 
Tons/year 

1 7.4 11.0 3.6 4.4 3.0 
2 9.6 14.3 4.7 5.7 3.9 
3 15.0 18.8 3.8 2.4 12.6 

Total 32.0 44.1 12.1 12.5 19.5 
 
The potential increase in H2SO4 emissions are minimal and no control technologies have been 
identified in the BACT review that are economically feasible.  For this reason PacifiCorp has 
proposed minimizing the potential H2SO4 emissions by controlling the injection rate of SO3 into 
the unit 1 and 2 boilers. 
 
In addition, PacifiCorp will be adding scrubbers onto units 1 and 2 in 2012 and 2011, and 
replacing the unit 3 ESP/SO3 injection system with a baghouse in 2014.  As can be seen from the 
projected future potential emissions in the table above, these changes will ultimately lead to a 
significant decrease from today’s baseline actual emissions of H2SO4. 
 
Sulfuric Acid Mist: Table 2 and 3 Discrepancies (Region 8 Comment II.3) 
 
Table 2 (H2SO4 Emissions) of the Division of Air Quality permit application analysis provides 
the Naughton plant’s Baseline, Potential Interim and Future Potential sulfuric acid emission 
rates.  The baseline actual emissions for units 1, 2 and 3 are derived from the maximum past 
actual coal burn rates and each unit’s existing pollution control equipment.  The potential interim 
emissions are based on the maximum future potential coal burn rates and the operation of units 1, 
2 and 3 flue gas conditioning systems in conjunction with the current pollution control 
equipment.  The Future Potential H2SO4 emissions are based on the maximum future potential 
coal burn rates, the operation of the units 1 and 2 flue gas conditioning and flue gas 
desulfurization systems (scrubbers), and the retirement of the unit 3 flue gas conditioning 
system.  
 
The Table 2: H2SO4 Emissions (tpy) included in the Wyoming Division of Air Quality Permit 
Application Analysis AP-5156 dated March 9, 2009, contains an error in the unit 3 Future 
Potential sulfuric acid mist emission rate.  As corrected in Table 1 above, the unit 3 Future 
Potential H2SO4 emission rate will decrease to 2.4 tons/year following installation of the fabric 
filter baghouse and retirement of the unit 3 flue gas conditioning system. 
 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) BACT Limit (Region 8 comment III) 
 
In the Naughton construction permit application PacifiCorp proposed a carbon monoxide 
emission limit of 0.25 lb/MMBtu for units 1 and 2 on a 30-day rolling average basis following 
completion of the low-NOX burner projects.  For the permit application, PacifiCorp conducted a 

UE 246/CUB/Exhibit 303 
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Chad Schlichtemeier 
Comments on Naughton Construction Permit AP-5156 
April 29, 2009 

RACT/BACT/LAER Clearinghouse (RBLC) review of CO emission limits for pulverized coal-
fired boilers.  Our RBLC review indicated that good combustion practices is the technology used 
to control CO emissions from pulverized coal-fired boilers.   
 
CO emission rates are contingent upon the design and type of boiler; characteristics and quality 
of the fuel being combusted; mill configuration; boiler tuning; and current operational settings 
and characteristics of the boiler.  For these reasons CO emission rates from a particular boiler are 
generally unique to that boiler and do not lend themselves to comparison to other boilers of 
differing firing types, vintage or fuel usage. 
 
PacifiCorp has recently completed LNB upgrades on several tangentially-fired boilers.  
Aggressive NOX controls lead to an increase in CO emissions.  This aggressive control of NOX is 
the sole reason that a CO BACT review is required, and a trade-off must occur between the two 
pollutants.  It is our believe that reducing the CO limit below the proposed 0.25 lb/MMBtu will 
require a higher NOX limit than the proposed 0.26 lb/mmBtu rate.  
 
Because of this inverse relationship between NOX and CO whereby a reduction in NOX 
emissions results in an increase in CO emissions, our understanding of current operations, and 
our experience in boiler NOX modifications, PacifiCorp believes that the proposed 30-day rolling 
average CO limitation of 0.25 lb/MMBtu represents best practice for Naughton units 1 and 2 and 
is a reasonable and appropriate approach to minimizing both NOX and CO emissions from the 
facility’s unit 1 and unit 2 boilers. 
 
Unit 3 Particulate Matter Emissions Monitor 
 
Currently unit 3 is a wet stack and is exempt from opacity monitoring requirements.  However, 
the unit does have in place a compliance assurance monitoring plan that is used as an indicator 
that the unit is in continuous compliance with its PM emission limit.  Furthermore, periodic stack 
testing confirms compliance with the PM emission limit.  During the public hearing in 
Kemmerer, Wyoming on April 13, 2009, the Wyoming Division of Air Quality indicated that 
following the installation of the unit 3 fabric filter baghouse, the installation of a particulate 
matter emissions monitor on the unit 3 exhaust stack will be required.   
 
PacifiCorp’s review of current technology indicates the installation of this analyzer will cost 
approximately $500,000.  Review of available data regarding particulate matter monitors 
suggests that with current technology, it is nearly impossible for PM analyzers placed in stacks 
on units with wet scrubbers and baghouses to pass the required EPA QA/QC tests.  We recognize 
that there is some time before this requirement will go into effect, and technology may improve 
and costs decrease over the next few years.  However, we propose the Division of Air Quality 
allow PacifiCorp the alternative of either installing the PM CEMS, or installing an opacity 
monitor in the ductwork ahead of the scrubber.  This would provide an alternative in the event 
that the PM CEMS technology does not develop as the agency anticipates. 
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Chad Schlichtemeier 
Comments on Naughton Construction Permit AP-5156 
April 29, 2009 

Naughton Unit 1, Unit 2 and Unit 3 Capital and O&M Projects 
 
PacifiCorp has attached the list of planned capital and O&M projects that were included in the 
original construction permit application for the Naughton facility.  
 
This concludes our response.  Please call me at (801) 220-2306 if you have any questions or 
comments regarding the Naughton construction permit application or our response to the EPA 
Region 8 comments contained in their letter dated April 10, 2009. 
 
Sincerely,  

 
Jim Doak 
Lead-Senior Engineer 

UE 246/CUB/Exhibit 303 
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Chad Schlichtemeier 
Comments on Naughton Construction Permit AP-5156 
April 29, 2009 

Appendix A: Naughton Unit 1 Projects 
 
Year Unit Project 
2012 1 Major steam turbine overhaul 
2012 1 Install low-NOX control system 
2012 1 Upgrade boiler draft system 
2012 1 Install flue gas desulfurization system (SO2 scrubber) 
2012 1 Replace the boiler deflection arch 
2012 1 Re-tube the steam condenser 
2012 1 Replace bottom ash hopper refractory 
2012 1 Install cooling tower motor variable frequency drives 
2012 1 Replace the economizer hopper insulation 
2012 1 Install forced draft fan variable frequency drive 
2012 1 Replace a high pressure feedwater heater 
2012 1 Rewind the generator field 
2012 1 Replace the generator hydrogen coolers 
2012 1 Rewind the electric generator stator 
2012 1 Replace hot reheat steam lead piping 
2012 1 Replace boiler superheater tubes 
2012 1 Install intelligent sootblower control system 
2012 1 Install mercury control system 
2008 1 Install flue gas conditioning system 
2012 1 Install boiler penthouse tube support clips 
2012 1 Replace the boiler reheater 
2012 1 Replace steam safety valves 
2012 1 Rebuild steam control valves 
2012 1 Replace boiler water wall tubes 
2012 1 Replace air preheater baskets 
2012 1 Upgrade the ash handling control system 
2008 1 Rebuild coal mills (2) 
2009 1 Rebuild coal mill 
2010 1 Rebuild coal mill 
2012 1 Rebuild coal mill 
2013 1 Rebuild coal mill 
2012 1 Replace 4160-volt relays 
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Chad Schlichtemeier 
Comments on Naughton Construction Permit AP-5156 
April 29, 2009 

Appendix B: Naughton Unit 2 Projects 
 
Year Unit Project 
2011 2 Major steam turbine overhaul 
2011 2 Install flue gas desulfurization system (SO2 scrubber) 
2011 2 Install low-NOX control system 
2011 2 Upgrade boiler draft system 
2011 2 Replace/rebuild the high pressure turbine nozzle block 
2011 2 Rebuild steam control valves 
2012 2 Install mercury control system 
2011 2 Replace the boiler reheater 
2011 2 Replace boiler superheater tubes 
2011 2 Rewind the generator field 
2011 2 Rewind the electric generator stator 
2011 2 Replace boiler water wall tubes 
2011 2 Replace generator exciter 
2011 2 Rebuild/replace auxiliary transformer 
2011 2 Upgrade the ash handling control system 
2012 2 Rebuild coal mill 
2014 2 Rebuild coal mills (2) 
2011 2 Replace 4160-volt relays 
2011 2 Replace coal piping 
2016 2 Replace cooling tower 
2008 2 Install flue gas conditioning system 



Chad Schlichtemeier 
Comments on Naughton Construction Permit AP-5156 
April 29, 2009 

Appendix C: Naughton Unit 3 Projects 
 
Year Unit Project 
2014 3 Install fabric filter baghouse to replace electrostatic precipitator 
2014 3 Upgrade the HP, IP and LP sections of the steam turbine 
2009 3 Repair cooling tower 
2009 3 Major steam turbine overhaul 
2009 3 Upgrade steam turbine control system 
2009 3 Rebuild steam control valves 
2014 3 Boiler economizer replacement 
2014 3 Install mercury control system 
2009 3 Replace or re-tube 3 low-pressure feedwater heaters 
2009 3 Replace bottom ash hopper refractory 
2009 3 NOX burner maintenance 
2008 3 Replace boiler superheater tubes 
2009 3 Replace boiler superheater tubes 
2009 3 Replace or rewind the generator exciter 
2011 3 Replace boiler superheater tubes 
2009 3 Rewind the generator rotor 
2009 3 Replace/rebuild cooling tower fire protection system 
2008 3 Boiler burner replacement 
2009 3 Boiler burner replacement 
2011 3 Boiler burner replacement 
2008 3 Replace boiler water wall tubes 
2009 3 Replace boiler water wall tubes 
2011 3 Replace boiler water wall tubes 
2008 3 Install scrubber intelligent control system 
2009 3 Replace air preheater baskets 
2008 3 Rebuild/replace the startup boiler feed pump 
2009 3 Upgrade boiler circulating pump mechanical seals 
2008 3 Replace the 3-1 condensate pump 
2010 3 Rebuild coal mill 
2011 3 Rebuild coal mill 
2012 3 Rebuild coal mill 
2013 3 Rebuild coal mill 
2014 3 Rebuild coal mill 
2008 3 Replace coal piping 
2013 3 Install forced draft fan variable frequency drives 
2009 3 Replace coal piping 
2011 3 Replace coal piping 
2009 3 Replace 4160-volt relays 
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c: Craig Booth 
 Bob Crittenden 
 Bill Lawson 
 Chad Peterson 
 Angie Skinner 
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Prepared Comments of Micheal Dunn, President and CEO, PacifiCorp Energy 

Wyoming Regional Haze Hearings – June 26 and 28, 2012 

Good afternoon.  My name is Micheal Dunn and I am president and chief executive officer of 
PacifiCorp Energy, the division of PacifiCorp that operates our electric generating facilities 
including wind, hydroelectric, natural gas, geothermal and coal. PacifiCorp supplies electricity to 
more than 1.7 million residential and business customers in Wyoming and five other western 
states. 

PacifiCorp operates 19 coal-fueled units in Utah and Wyoming. Among those, 14 are BART-
eligible and ten of those are in Wyoming. In addition to these 14 units, PacifiCorp also owns, but 
does not operate, a 100% interest in Cholla Unit 4, located in Arizona, as well as having an 
ownership interest in six additional units, including four units in Colorado that are required to 
install new BART controls. Simply stated, the regional haze requirements will have a greater 
impact on PacifiCorp and its customers than any other electric utility in the Western United 
States.  

Because of the importance of this issue, PacifiCorp will be preparing and filing extensive written 
comments in this docket. My comments today will be brief, focusing on three key areas.  

→ Regional Haze is primarily a State Issue 
(1) The Clean Air Act and EPA’s own rules require regional haze requirements to be determined 

and implemented at the state level. In Wyoming, however, EPA has elected to reject part of 
Wyoming’s carefully-crafted SIP and replace it with its own. This is not how the regional 
haze program is supposed to work. PacifiCorp believes that EPA’s proposal fails to give 
proper deference to the State of Wyoming’s regional haze determinations as required by the 
Clean Air Act.  
 
The Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality conducted a robust BART analysis. In 
doing so, it exercised the very discretion contemplated by the Clean Air Act in applying the 
relevant factors to its BART determinations. These factors, found in EPA’s own 
requirements, included consideration of issues important to the State of Wyoming, its 
citizens, PacifiCorp and our customers. Wyoming analyzed the BART issues over several 
years, conducted computerized modeling, obtained input from the public and regulated 
sources, and submitted to EPA two Regional Haze SIPs totaling hundreds of pages along 
with several hundred more pages of supporting analysis and documentation. However, rather 
than accepting the state’s hard work and thoughtful determinations, EPA proposes to reject 
certain portions of the SIP and then not even follow its own rules in an effort to justify its 
proposal to force the installation of even more controls faster than the state has decided is 
necessary. Such an attempt by EPA nullifies the deference afforded the state of Wyoming by 
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the Clean Air Act. EPA is clearly and impermissibly substituting its judgment for that of the 
State of Wyoming’s. Again, this is not how the regional haze program is supposed to work. 
 

→ PacifiCorp has already made and will continue to make reductions in its emissions 
(2) Let me make it clear that PacifiCorp is not opposed to implementing cost-effective emissions 

controls to meet existing requirements and achieve environmental benefits, including 
perceptible regional haze improvements. This effort must be balanced, however, with 
PacifiCorp meeting its responsibility to supply reliable, affordable electricity. We believe 
that the Wyoming regional haze SIP strikes this balance appropriately.  
 
Between 2005 and 2011, PacifiCorp spent approximately $1.4 billion to reduce emissions of 
SO2, NOx and particulate matter at PacifiCorp’s Wyoming and Utah generating facilities in 
order to comply with the Regional Haze programs approved by those states. Of that amount, 
approximately $900 million was spent at Wyoming facilities. However, rather than accepting 
the state’s decision that these significant costs and associated emission reductions already 
implemented – as well as those currently planned – meet this phase of the regional haze 
requirements, EPA has proposed to require even more controls on our Wyoming facilities in 
a faster time period than the state has required. EPA has justified its position, in part, by 
analyzing the Wyoming facilities on which PacifiCorp has already installed emission 
controls as if those controls had not been installed and the resulting emission reductions have 
not happened. In that way, EPA can act as if there is a larger regional haze problem to be 
resolved than there really is – and this guise is in order to unlawfully require five selective 
catalytic reduction projects, two selective non-catalytic reduction projects and two low-NOx 
burner projects in a five year period of time under a program designed to achieve a visibility 
goal by 2064, fifty-two years in the future. EPA’s justification should be rejected. Not even 
in the Eastern U.S., where health-based standards drive emission reductions, are such 
significant emission reduction projects required in so short a period of time. This brings me 
to my third point.    
 

→ EPA’s proposed action imposes costs and expenses prematurely with no perceptible 
benefit in visibility 

(3) Wyoming has better visibility than virtually any other state in the country. [Refer to  Exhibit 
1, EPA Haze Map] That is a conclusion reached by EPA as shown in this map. When we 
start from such a good position, it makes it difficult (and costly) for Wyoming to justify more 
emission reductions in order to try and make a great visibility position better. In that case, the 
state ends up requiring very expensive controls that can deliver only imperceptible visibility 
improvements. Even if all the electric generating units in Wyoming were to be completely 
shut down, there would be little improvement in visibility in the 20% worst days as required 
by the regional haze rules. This fact makes clear that EPA should not be ordering more or 
faster emission reductions just for the sake of adding new emission controls. 
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While EPA suggests that it is “working with state, local and tribal authorities to promote 
steady improvements in visibility” for PacifiCorp’s facilities, EPA’s proposal does not 
actually do that in a gradual manner over the entire course of the regional haze program 
ending in 2064. Instead, EPA seeks to front-load expensive controls in a short period of time 
in order to force reductions in emissions that will have no perceptible benefit on visibility.  
 
[Refer To Exhibit 2, PacifiCorp’s Historic & Projected NOX reductions] The blue line 
represents PacifiCorp’s historic and projected emissions. The red line represents a steady 
reduction to achieve zero emissions for all of our Wyoming coal facilities by 2064. EPA has 
proposed to have PacifiCorp dive from a cliff, represented by the orange line, to reduce 
emissions in a manner that will have no significant impact on visibility. 

Again, it is important to examine the purposes of the Regional Haze program which is to 
achieve the goal of natural visibility conditions in Class I and scenic areas by 2064. The 
program is not intended to reduce emissions at every power plant in the West within the next 
five years, particularly when EPA’s proposed controls will do little to improve visibility in 
the areas the program is designed to address.  

[Refer to Exhibit 3, Modeled Visibility Improvements Associated with the EPA FIP] The 
blue bars on this chart represent the modeled deciview improvements associated with the 
additional controls the EPA is imposing in their federal implementation plan. As can be seen 
from this exhibit, the modeled improvements are significantly lower than one deciview, 
which is represented by the red line. One deciview is the standard that EPA states is 
perceptible to the human eye. It is also important to note that the modeled improvements only 
occur over a few days in an entire calendar year. This leads to an inescapable question, “Why 
is EPA proposing to require such a significant investment in emission controls which result 
in virtually no visibility improvement perceptible to the human eye?”  

These imperceptible modeled improvements are the result of using EPA’s approved visibility 
models – which have not been updated to use the most current information – and which 
significantly over predict both the impacts and the benefits associated with controlling NOx 
emissions to reduce regional haze. 

PacifiCorp currently plans to spend another $800 million from 2012 through 2022 on 
emissions reduction projects to meet its current environmental compliance obligations. The 
EPA’s proposal in Wyoming would accelerate approximately $260 million of that planned 
expenditure into the pre-2018 timeframe and would add approximately $40 million in new 
compliance projects in that time frame as well. Along with those new and accelerated 
projects will come the costs of operating and maintaining the equipment of approximately $7 
to $10 million annually, as well as ongoing capital expenditures of $4 to $5 million annually 
for catalyst replacement projects. To provide some general context around those numbers, 
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each $240 million in capital investment currently increases customer rates by approximately 
1.1%. 

→ Conclusion 
EPA’s proposal to reject a key portion of Wyoming’s regional haze SIP is out of line because 
it: (1) unlawfully rejects Wyoming’s carefully-crafted discretion and improperly substitutes 
EPA’s own decisions; (2) fails to account for the emission reduction and modeled visibility 
improvements associated with the emission controls already installed on PacifiCorp’s 
facilities; and (3) would require large expenditures in the near term for no perceptible 
visibility improvements. PacifiCorp urges EPA to adopt the Wyoming regional haze SIP in 
its totality and withdraw its proposal that fails to take into account the facts that the state of 
Wyoming has so carefully considered. Thank you very much. 
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How Air Pollution Affects The View, http://www.epa.gov/oar/visibility/pdfs/haze_brochure_20060426.pdf

EXHIBIT 1 – EPA Haze Chart
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PacifiCorp Response to Sierra Club Data Request 1.12 
 
Jim, 
 
Thanks.  I received both messages and will plan my time accordingly. 
 
Have a good day! 
Jamie 
 
From: Doak, James [mailto:James.Doak@PacifiCorp.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 1:12 PM 

To: Sharp, Jamie 

Cc: Skinner, Angeline; Tomsic, Kim; Booth, Craig; Harris, Gary; Hinshaw, Bernadette; Van Engelenhoven, 
Bob; Lawson, Bill 

Subject: RE: Wyodak and Naughton 

 

Jamie: 

  

Naughton has the highest priority, followed by Wyodak. 

  

We'd like to receive both permits by March/April of 2009. 

  

Thanks. 

  

Jim Doak 

Lead Senior Engineer 

PacifiCorp Energy 

330 NTO 

(801) 220-2306 

 
From: Sharp, Jamie [mailto:JSharp@wyo.gov]  

Sent: Monday, June 30, 2008 11:06 AM 
To: Doak, James 

Subject: Wyodak and Naughton 

Hi Jim, 
 
Which of these two applications is the highest priority for PacifiCorp?  When do you wish to have the 
permits in hand?  
 
Thanks, 
Ms. Jamie Sharp 
Air Quality Engineer 
jsharp@wyo.gov 
307-777-7817 
 
E-Mail to and from me, in connection with the transaction of public business, is subject to the Wyoming 

Public Records Act and may be disclosed to third parties. 
 

mailto:[mailto:James.Doak@PacifiCorp.com]
mailto:[mailto:JSharp@wyo.gov]
mailto:jsharp@wyo.gov
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