










the permitted SO2 limits for Brown with the current coal supplied to Brown.4 The OUCC notes it 
is likely too late to begin construction on FGDs that would be compliant with the SO2 limits by 
2023, .as the lead time for constructing FGDs is typically three to five years. The assumed capital 
spend for envir-onmental compliance for the Brown units also includes $138 million to comply 
with the ELG provisions for bottom ash transport water and FGD wastewater and approximately 
$20 million to comply with the Affordable Clean Energy (ACE) Rule.5 

While compliance costs for Culley are not as significant as the Brown units, Vectren notes this 
unit will need to incur approximately $113 million for compliance with the ELGs, CCR Rule, ACE 
Rule, and the Clean Water Act (CWA) 316(b) Rule.6 Based on discussions with Vectren staff, it 
appears Vectren has taken a conservative approach to compliance cost inputs for Culley Unit 3. 
ACE Rule estimated compliance costs assume the unit would be required to implement all six 
candidate technologies under the rule. The ACE Rule allows state permitting authorities to take 
cost into account when determining what heat rate improvement (HRI) technologies a source must 
implement, so it is possible the Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) may 
not require all possible HRis for Culley Unit 3. ACE Rule costs could potentially be less than 
assumed in the IRP. Additionally, costs assumed for Culley's 316(b) compliance could be less 
than the $21 million assumed. The company has requested that IDEM not require additional 
-equipment as part of its Best Technology Available (BTA) determination for Culley's compliance 
with 316(b). However, for the purposes of the IRP, Vectren assumed standard fine mesh and fish­
friendly screens and fish return systems would be required for Culley's water intake. This is similar 
to the BTA determination for Alcoa's neighboring Warrick facility, which has a similar intake 
structure and aquatic environment,7 so Vectren' s assumptions regarding 316(b) costs for Culley 
are reasonable. 

The OUCC is concerned that Vectren is forcing Culley Unit 3 to remain online. The Commission 
has already approved the ELG/CCR compliance costs in Cause No. 45052 ($62 million). However, 
the Commission's approval of these projects should not be interpreted to automatically assume 
Culley should continue operation. The whole point of the IRP process is to determine the most 
cost-effective resource plan that is flexible thrgughout multiple scenarios. If a resource is shown 
to no, longer be economically viable to operate, it is important to discover this through the IRP 
process, eveffifthe unit isjn the process of constructing new pollution controls. There is only one 
scenario where Culley Unit 3 is retired early, and this does not occur until 2030. Vectren should 
be considering Culley Unit 3 on a level playing field with all other resources and allow its early 
retirement if environmental compliance partially or wholfy causes it to no longer be economically 
viable to operate. 

Regarding scenario development, Vectren appears to present a variety of scenarios with different 
environmental compliance futures. Most of the environmental compliance variation rests on 

4 Vectren's 2019 IRP, Volume 1, pp. 316-317. 
See also, Volume 2, Attachment 6.6, A.B. Brown Scrubber Assessment and Estimate. 
5 2019 IRP, Volume 1, pp. 208-209 
6 Id 
7 Alcoa Warrick 2018 NPDES Permit Renewal Fact Sheet, pp. 117-128. 
https :/ /www .in.gov/idem/ cleanwater/files/permit_ notice_ alcoa _ in000 115 5 _draft_ fact_sheet. pdf 
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various levels of CO2 regulation. 8 While future CO2 regulation of power sources is likely the most 
unknown environmental compliance variable, the OUCC notes the majority of retirement 
decisions for coal facilities over the past few years have been the result of tightening water and 
waste regulations. Inmany utilities' past IRPs there was a heavy focus on air and climate change 
regulations for testing the viability of resource options and less of a focus on wastewater and waste 
regulations. The ELG and CCR Rules have dictated the retirement dates for many coal-fired units 
over the past five years. CO2 may not be the best proxy to test the resilience of existing resources, 
as recently equipment necessary to treat the disposal of wastewater and waste seem to drive the 
long-term availability of a resource. However, Vectren included a low regulation scenario that 
somewhat varies the water and wastewater requirements imposed on coal-fired facilities. The low 
regulation scenario includes an ELG light option, whereby the ELGs are partially repealed with 
bottom ash conversions not required for smaller units and are delayed for two years.9 This is a 
reasonable option gi-:ven the recent amendments to the ELGs and CCR Rule, and provides an 
opportunity to see how these rules influence the economic viability of Vectren' s current coal fleet. 

Electric Vehicles 

The OUCC is concerned with Vectren's electric vehicle forecasts. Vectren is forecasting 
accelerated vehicle ownership with 255 vehicles in 2019 increasing to 5,648 in 2023.10 Using 
Vectren's estimates, this is roughly a 2,214% increase. The OUCC reminds Vectren and other 
interested stakeholders that electric vehicles are still a very smaU minority in Indiana. In 2018, 
Indiana's electric vehicle market share was only 0.82%.11 A statistically significant market share 
is not predicted until 2040 and, even then, market forecasts vary .12 One such market forecast, 
Edison Electric Institute's (EEi) November 2018 "Electric Vehicle Sales Forecast and the 
Charging Infrastructure Required Through 2030" report shows forecasted total electric vehicles 
on the road will increase only around 250% from 2019 to 2023 .13 EEi' s forecast differs drastically 
from Vectren's. Therefore, the OUCC is not confident in the numbers Vectren used to forecast 
usage in the short-term nor the long term, as Vectren' s forecasts continue to accelerate this growth 
into future years. Additionally, Vectren's overestimated electric vehicle energy consumption 
artificially increases its sales .growth. Specific studies for electric vehicles in Indiana have not been 
performed. Furthermoce, utilities across the state are only beginning to develop and deploy 
programs and gather -data. Without a reliable indicatf>r regarding future market penetration, 
Vectren should be conservative in its forecasting. 

8 2019 IRP, Volume 1, pp. 92-103. 
9 Id, P- 92. 
10 See Table 4-1 Electric Vehicle Forecast, Vectren 2018/2019 Integrated Resource Plan Volume 2 of 2, PDF page 
4 2 7 attaching the "2019 Long-Term Electric Energy and Demand Forecast Report", Table 4-1 Electric Vehicle 
Forecast, page 29. 
11 https://evadoption.com/ev-market-share/ev-market-share-state/ 
12 https:/ / gz.com/1620614/ electric-car-forecasts-are-all-over-the-map/ 
13 http://www.ehcar net/library/rapport/rapport233 .pdf 
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