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CER-COLORADO BEND ENERGY LLC'S (FORMERLY NAVASOTA WHARTON
ENERGY PARTNERS LP) REPLY TO RESPONSE BRIEFS

CER-Colorado Bend Energy, LLC (“Colorado Bend” or “Applicant™) files this Reply to the
Responses of the Executive Director and Office of Public Interest Counsel (“OPIC”) regarding
the appeal of the negative use determination issued by the Executive Director on July 10, 2012.

Colorado Bend refers the Commissioners to its Appeal Brief for a complete history on the
Pollution Control Property Program and the procedural history of this case.! This Reply Brief
will not reiterate that background, but instead focus on the arguments made by the Executive
Director and OPIC. Following a brief summary of Applicant’s argument, Parts II-VII of this
Reply Brief detail why the arguments made by the Executive Director, and OPIC in support of
the negative use determination are a misapplication of Texas law, are based on policy concerns
outside of the Agency’s purview, and are founded on an inadequate technical evaluation.,

I. Summary of Argument

The various arguments from the Executive Director and OPIC go to great lengths to explain why
the Executive Director is completely reversing course since issuing 25 positive use
determinations to essentially the same type of equipment that is the subject of this appeal. Yet,
all the Response Briefs miss the fundamental underlying point of the pending appeals — that the
express language and structure of Texas Tax Code §§11.31(k-m) makes clear that the Executive
Director does not have the discretion to issue negative use determinations to equipment listed in
Texas Tax Code §11.31(k). In other words, the question is not whether the equipment is
pollution control property — the legislature has already determined that it is. The question is how
much of a percentage positive use determination should be issued.

This appeal should be granted and the negative use determinations remanded, so the Executive
Director can conduct the review necessary to ensure that the TCEQ does the job the legislature
has instructed them to do — to acknowledge the legislatively-established pollution control
benefits of the equipment in question and then determine the percentage of positive use
determination for the equipment in question given the concurrent pollution control and

" CER - Colorado Bend Energy LLC — Appeal of July 10, 2012 Negative Use Determinations, July 31, 2012,
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production benefits resulting from the thermal efficiency improvements of the heat recovery
steam generators (HRSGs) and ancillary equipment, including enhanced steam turbines.

I1. Procedural Errors
A. The General Counsel’s Remand Did Not Comply with the Statutory Provisions

As discussed at length in the Applicant’s appeal brief, on May 1, 2008, the Executive Director
issued positive used determinations for 25 HRSG applications, six of which were appealed
(“Group I applications™). The appeal of these positive use determination and the five other
similarly situated positive use determinations were scheduled to appear on the Commission’s
Agenda to be held on February 25, 2009. However, two days prior to the Agenda, the General
Counsel granted the Executive Director’s Motion for Continuance, continuing the matter

“indefinitely.”?.

On June 18, 2012, almost three and a half years after the Commission indefinitely continued the

matter on its Agenda, the Executive Director requested that the General Counsel remand the Six
. . : b 113 : 3

appealed used determinations back to the Executive Director for “further processing.” On June

29, 2012, before the Commission had taken up the original appeal of the positive use

determination, the General Counsel remanded the matter back to the Executive Director* who

subsequently issued a negative use determinations for the appealed use determinations.’

The General Counsel’s remand of the appeal under 30 TAC §17.25 violated the clear provisions
of Texas Tax Code §11.31(e). Section 11.31(e) details the appeals process for use
determinations, stating “[tlhe commission shall consider the appeal at the next regularly
scheduled meeting of the commission for which adequate notice may be given.” (emphasis
added). Section 11.31(e) adds that “[t]he Commission may remand the matter to the executive
director for a new determination or deny the appeal and affirm the executive director’s
determination.” Thus the Commission is not only required to consider the matter at the next
Agenda meeting, but the Commission must vote to determine whether to affirm the appeal and
remand the matter to the Executive Director or deny the appeal and affirm the original use
determination. These two courses of action are the only two the Commission may take and the
statute does allow for either of them to be delegated to the General Counsel.

The Executive Director, however, argues in its Response Brief that the appeals process in
§11.31(e) does not preclude the General Counsel from remanding the Group I applications.
Specifically, the Executive Director argues that the General Counsel’s remand was proper due to
the provisions in the Texas Water Code §5.1 10(d), which allows the Commission to delegate

> TCEQ General Counsel Letter granting the Executive Director’s Motion for Continuance, Feb. 23, 2009
(Attachment F in Applicant’s Appeal).

* Executive Director’s Request for Remand of Applications, June 18, 2012 (Attachment G in Applicant’s Appeal).

* TCEQ General Counsel Letter granting the Executive Director’s Request for Remand of Prop 2 Use Determination
Applications, June 29, 2012 (Attachment H in Applicant’s Appeal).

* Notice of Negative Use Determination issued to Colorado Bend Energy Center, July 10, 2012 (Attachment B in
Applicant’s Appeal).
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duties to the General Counsel.® Section 5.1 10(d) states “[t]he general counsel shall perform the
duties and may exercise the powers specifically authorized by this code or delegated to the
general counsel by the commission.” The Executive Director goes on to say that nothing in
§11.31 prohibits the Commission from delegating this duty.’

In this instance, the Commission only has authority to either deny the appeal or affirm the appeal
and remand the matter to the Executive Director. The Commission can only delegate the
authority it has been granted under the statute; it cannot delegate authority that the Commission
itself does not have.® The Executive Director is essentially arguing that the Commission
delegated its decision making authority regarding the appeal of the positive use determinations to
the General Counsel, who then made the determination that the appeal should be granted and
therefore, the matter should be remanded back to the Executive Director for further
consideration. However, in remanding the matter to the Executive Director, the General Counsel
did not consider the matter at a formal Commission Agenda as required by the statute and failed
to affirm the appeal. Neither the General Counsel nor the Commission actually complied with
the statutory requirements.

In the past, when the Commission has delegated authority to the General Counsel, it has done so
by adopting a formal order.” In those orders, the specific authority delegated to the General
Counsel is described in detail as well as the Commission’s reasoning behind the delegation. No
such order delegating authority to the General Counsel to consider use determination appeals and
make final agency determinations in those matters was ever adopted by the Commission.

Finally, the Executive Director’s Motion to Remand the matter was premised on the General
Counsel’s authority to remand use determination appeals as found in 30 TAC § 17.25(d). The
General Counsel specifically authorized the remand based on his authority in §17.25(d).
However, §17.25(d) had not been adopted when the Group I applications were filed nor when the
positive use determinations were issued by the Executive Director. As OPIC properly points out,
“The Tax Code does not appear to give the TCEQ authority to remand a use determination
appeal before the Commission considers the appeal at the next practical Agenda.” 30 TAC
17.25(d) was not in effect when the 2008 Group I appeals were filed. Remanding the matter
under a rule that was not in effect when the Agpellant submitted its application, and has no basis
in the governing statute, would be improper.”!

® Executive Director’s Response to the Appeals Filed on the Negative Use Determinations for the Heat Recovery
Steam Generator Applications (“Executive Director Response Brief”), October 4, 2012, p. 12.

71d

¥ See Kids with Disabilities v. Tex. Educ. Agency, 112 S.W.3d 234, 238 (Tex.App.—Austin, 2003) (stating, “[a]n
agency may not, however, exercise what is effectively a new power on the theory that such exercise is expedient for
the agency's purposes.”); Sexton v. Mount Olivet Cemetery Ass'n, 720 S.W.2d 129, 137 (Tex.App.—Austin,
1986)(stating, “[i]t is axiomatic that such agencies are creatures of statute and have no inherent authority. They may,
therefore, exercise only those specific powers conferred upon them by law in clear and express language, and no
additional authority will be implied by judicial construction,

? See Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission Resolution concerning the delegation of certain duties and
authority of the General Counsel, Docket No. 2000-0327- RES, April 7, 2000 (Attachment 1),

' Office of Public Interest Counsel’s Response to Appeal of Negative Use Determination (“OPIC Response Brief”),
October 4, 2012, p. 8.
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The fact that the General Counsel does have authority to remand matters before the Commission
under 30 TAC §10.4(d) does not change the fact that the Commission can only delegate that
authority granted to it by the Legislature. In this case the Legislature granted the Commission
authority to deny the appeal or affirm the appeal and remand the matter to the Executive
Director. Because the General Counsel did not execute one of the two possible actions that the
statute allowed the Commission to perform, the General Counsel’s action was improper, should
be vacated, and the initial positive use determination should be reinstated and the appeal process
finalized.

B. Application of 30 TAC §17.25(d) was Unconstitutionally Retroactive

As mentioned previously, the General Counsel stated that it had authority to remand this matter
under 30 TAC §17.25(d). In response to concerns raised by Applicant that the application of
§17.25(d) was improperly retroactive, the Executive Director argues that the use of this rule to
remand the matter to the Executive Director was not retroactive because it was used after its
effective date. Additionally, the Executive Director argues that rule is purely procedural in
nature and does not affect a substantive or vested right of the Applicant.

When the Applicant submitted its use determination application and was granted a positive use
determination, Applicant was entitled to a hearing at a Commission Agenda and the burden of
proof to demonstrate that the Executive Director’s use determination was improper lay with
those parties appealing the use determination. Applicant is not arguing that it has a right to the
Executive Director’s initial positive use determination, it is arguing that by not considering the
matter at a Commission Agenda as required by statute and subsequently issuing a negative use
determination, requiring the Applicant to appeal the Executive Director’s decision and bear the
burden of proof in its appeal, the Applicant’s substantive and vested rights have been
significantly affected. Furthermore, the General Counsel’s remand before the Commission
considered the matter at an Agenda, stripped Applicant of its right to the public hearing that the
statute calls for.'"

C. The Executive Director Failed to Provide a Technical Evaluation of the Application

In its response brief, OPIC states that it defers to the Executive Director’s technical evaluation of
whether HRSGs qualify as pollution control equipment.  However, in evaluating the
completeness of the Executive Director’s technical evaluation, OPIC states, “Although the July
10, 2012 letter provides no information as to why the Executive Director no longer considers
HRSGs pollution control equipment, OPIC defers to the Executive Director on this technical
issue and anticipates that the Executive Director’s response brief will provide adequate
explanation. Further explanation from the Executive Director as well as the Commission’s
Agenda discussion and subsequent order memorializing the Commissioners’ decision on this
matter will serve to complete the record.”!?

As the OPIC acknowledges, the Executive Director’s negative use determinations completely
failed to articulate any basis for the decisions. Now, after the fact, the Executive Director

" TEX. TAX CODE §11.31(e).
> OPIC Response Brief at 15.
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attempts to justify what was clearly an arbitrary decision. As an attachment to its response brief,
the Executive Director provided a one-page document entitled “Application Review Summary”
for each of the appealed applications.'” The inclusion of the Application Review Summary in its
response brief is the first time the Executive Director made this document available to Applicant
and the public. By failing to provide this document to the Applicant until filing its response brief,
the Executive Director prevented the Applicant from evaluating the technical basis of the
Executive Director’s determination before the deadline for appeals had passed. This approach to
technical review and documentation and distribution of same sets a bad precedent, is highly
prejudicial, and should not be allowed.

Furthermore, even if the Executive Director had provided this document to the Applicant, the
Application Review Summary is woefully insufficient, as it provides no discussion of the
technical merits of the Executive Director’s conclusion that HRSGs and steam turbines are used
wholly for production purposes. It states, “The Application was remanded to the executive
director on 6/29/2012, and on 7/10/2012, a negative use determination was issued stating that
heat recovery steam generators are used solely for production and, therefore, are not eligible for
a positive use determination.”!*

The fact that the Executive Director initially provided no information that could be considered a
technical evaluation and that the Applicant had to wait until the Executive Director filed a
response brief in this appeal to receive any information regarding its negative use determination
offers yet another example of the Executive Director’s failure to comply with the statutory
requirements in §11.31. In fact, the Application Review Summary that the Executive Director
did provide includes no analysis to support the Executive Director’s position that HRSGs and
ancillary equipment such as enhanced steam turbines are entirely production equipment and
cannot be considered an actual technical evaluation. [t merely restates the Executive Director’s
conclusion without providing any context, insight into, or technical basis for that conclusion.
The Application Review Summary should be rejected as failing to comply with the statutory
requirements in §11.31 and, even if taken into consideration by the Commissioners, provides no
basis for the Executive Director’s erroneous decision.

III. Texas Tax Code §§ 11.31(k) and 11.31(m) Do Not Provide the Executive Director With
Authority to Issue a Negative Use Determination for Property Listed in §11.31(k)

The Executive Director and OPIC both argue that when the Legislature listed items in §11.31(k),
it did not intend for these items to qualify for a positive use determination. Instead, they argue
that the Legislature merely intended for the property listed in §11.31(k) to be reviewed to
determine eligibility for a use determination. '>  This renders the legislative language
meaningless. Section 11.31 must be construed to give effect to the Legislature’s intent.'® An
agency or court should first attempt to determine this intent from the actual language used by the
Legislature. That is, an agency or court should first look to the plain, ordinary meaning of the

" Executive Director’s Application Review Summary for the Colorado Bend Energy Center (Attachment 2).
i4 Id

"* Executive Director Response Brief at 5-9; OPIC Response Brief at 12,

' See TEX. GOV’T CODE §312.005; Gilbert v. El Paso County Hosp. Dist., 38 S.W.3d 85 (Tex. 2001).
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statute’s words.!” Most importantly, “[i]f a statute is clear and unambiguous, [the courts] apply

its words according to their common meaning without resort to rules of construction or extrinsic
PENE

aids.

Sections 11.31(k) and (m) direct that the Commission “shall determine that” heat recovery steam
generators and enhanced steam turbine systems are “used wholly or partly as facility, device, or
method for the control of air, water, or land pollution.”" Other than the passing a rule to remove
this equipment from an established list of pollution control equipment (based on compelling
evidence that the equipment does not provide pollution control benefits), there is no option under
the statute for TCEQ to determine that equipment listed in §11.31(k) is not pollution control
equipment. Put simply, based on the language of the statute, if an item is listed in §11.31(k), the
question is not ‘whether the equipment is pollution control property*, but instead should be ‘what
percentage is pollution control property.’

A. Section 11.31(k)-(l)
Section 11.31(k) states:

“[t]he Texas Commission on Environmental Quality shall adopt rules establishing
a nonexclusive list of facilities, devices, or methods for the control of air, water,
or land pollution, which must include: ...

(8) heat recovery steam generators; [and]

(10) enhanced steam turbine systems.”’

The very purpose of this section is to provide a list of equipment that the Legislature determined
was “for the control of air, water, or land pollution.” It seems incredibly far-fetched to argue that
the Legislature provided a list of equipment that it specifically designated as “for the control of
pollution” but did not intend for the equipment listed therein to be considered pollution control
equipment,

Moreover, the Legislature included language describing an option to add items to the §11.31(k)
list when it stated in subsection (k)(18) “any other equipment designed to prevent, capture, abate,
or monitor nitrogen oxides, volatile organic compounds, particulate matter, mercury, carbon
monoxide, or any criteria pollutant.”*' A plain reading of this language demonstrates that the
Legislature had determined that each of the previously listed items were “equipment designed to
prevent, capture, abate, or monitor” pollution.

Furthermore, §11.31(1) requires that the TCEQ must update the §11.3 1(k) list at least once every
three years. An item may be removed from the list, but only if the TCEQ “finds compelling
evidence to support the conclusion that the item does not provide pollution control benefits.” By

"7 See TEX. Gov’T CODE §312.002(a); Am. Home Prods. Corp. v. Clark, 38 S.W.3d 92, 95-96 (Tex. 2000);
Crimmins v. Lowry, 691 §.W .2d 582, 584 (Tex. 1985).

** In Re Nash, 220 S.W.3d 914, 917 (Tex. 2007).
" TEX. TAX CODE §11.31 (k) & (m).

* TEX. TAX CODE §11.31(k).

*' TEX. TAX CODE §11.31(k)(18).
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including HRSGs and enhanced steam turbines on the list, the Legislature determined that these
items provided a pollution control benefit unless and until the TCEQ found compelling evidence
to the contrary. The TCEQ has not provided compelling evidence that HRSGs and ancillary
equipment such as enhanced steam turbines do not provide a pollution control benefit. Nor has
the TCEQ initiated a rulemaking to remove these items from the list contemplated in §11.31(k).

To summarize, in this statute, the Legislature states in § 11.31(k)-(1) that the equipment listed in
§11.31(k): 1) is “for the control of air, water, or land pollution”; 2) is “designed to prevent,
capture, abate, or monitor” pollution; and 3) can only be removed from the statutorily-directed
list of pollution control equipment if the Executive Director provides “compelling evidence” that
the equipment “does not provide pollution control benefits.” To suggest that the Legislature
placed the list in the statute as mere surplusage and intended for TCEQ to have the discretion to
issue negative use determinations on the ad hoc basis currently being proposed stretches the
bounds of any reasonable interpretation and effectively disregards the language of the statute and
intent of the Legislature.

B. Section 11.31(m)

Section 11.31(m) provides the Executive Director with a very clear directive about how to
handle applications for items listed in §11.31(k). Section 11.3 1(m) states:

“Notwithstanding the other provisions of this section, if the facility, device, or
method . . . is . . . included on the list adopted under Subsection (k), the executive
director of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, ..., shall determine
that the facility, device, or method described in the application is used wholly or
partly . . . for the control of air, water, or land pollution . . .” (emphasis added).

A close reading of this subsection reveals that if an entity submits an application for a pollution
control property tax exemption for an item that is listed in §11.31(k), the Executive Director has
30 days within which, he must determine that the item described in the application is used
wholly or partly for the control of air, water, or land pollution. Furthermore, this section
provides that the Executive Director must make this determination without regard to whether
information about the environmental benefit of the item is provided in the application. The only
reasonable reading of this language is that the Legislature had determined that the items listed in
§11.31(k) were pollution control property and, thus, did not want the TCEQ to require a
demonstration that an environmental benefit existed or get bogged-down in that determination.

The Executive Director’s brief then states that that tax exemptions must be strictly construed
against a taxpayer. In this case strict construction requires, at minimum, a partial positive use
determination because the statute recognizes the equipment as pollution control property.. When
interpreting legislation, courts are generally required to ascertain and apply the plain meaning of
a statute.”> And, while any legislative grace provided through an express deduction or exemption
from a tax is strictly construed against the taxpayer,” the statute cannot be so narrowly construed

* See Fitzgeraldv. Advanced Spine Fixation Syst., Inc., 996 S.W.2d 864, 865-66 (Tex. 1999) (courts must apply
plain meaning of statute).

* Upjohn Co. v. Rylander, 38 S.W.3d 600, 606 (Tex. App. — Austin 2000, pet. denied).
7
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as to avoid the plain meaning of the words used or to destroy the very purpose of an exemption.
The Austin Court of Civil Appeals has cited with approval, the following correct reasoning with
respect to the scope of a tax exemption:

“[Tlhe . . . exemption must be viewed in light of the legislative intent . . .
Although construction of exemption statutes is generally to be construed against
the taxpayer, the overall scheme and intent of the legislation must not be
overlooked.”**

As described above, the statutory language clearly indicates that the Legislature considers the
items listed in §11.31(k) as equipment for the control of air, water, or land pollution. This is
further supported by the fact that, under subsection (m), applicants for items listed in §11.31(k)
are not required to submit information regarding the environmental benefit. This is not to
suggest that the equipment does not have to provide an environmental benefit, it merely
demonstrates that the Legislature already determined that these pieces of equipment by their very
nature provide an environmental benefit and therefore, it is not necessary for applicants to
provide this information to the Executive Director.

It is also important to note the textual difference between the limiting instructions given in
§11.31(m) and the discretion afforded under §11.31(d). For equipment not listed in §11.31(k),
§11.31(d) allows the TCEQ discretion to “determine if [equipment] is [pollution control
property]” (emphasis added).” However, §11.31(m) limits that discretion by using the phrase
“determine that” instead of “determine if.” As previously discussed, §11.31 must be construed
to give effect to the Legislature’s intent.” Furthermore, “[w]ords and phrases shall be read in
context and construed according to the rules of grammar and common usage.”

Considering the clear and unambiguous language, as well as the structure, of §11.31 (d), (k), (1)
& (m), three things are clear:

(1) the equipment listed in §11.31(k) must be considered pollution control property,
thereby precluding a negative use determination by the TCEQ;

(2) the only method by which the TCEQ could issue a negative use determination to an
item on the 11.31(k) list would be to go through rulemaking and, based compelling evidence
demonstrating that an item does not provide pollution control benefits, remove that item from the
statutorily-directed list; and

(3) the TCEQ is afforded discretion to issue partial positive use determinations to take
into account concurrent pollution control and production benefits of equipment.

Appellant respectfully submits that the debate about items 1 and 2 end, so the TCEQ can do the
job the Legislature has asked it to do under item 3.

* Sharp vs. Tyler Pipe, 919 S.W.2d 157 (Tex. App.—Austin 1996, writ denied).
* See TEX. GOV’T CODE §312.005; Gilbert v. EI Paso County Hosp. Dist., 38 S.W.3d 85 (Tex. 2001).
* TEX. GOV'T CODE §311.011(a).
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C. Executive Director’s Legislative Acceptance Argument is Without Merit

After claiming that TCEQ can ignore the Legislature’s instruction to recognize the equipment
listed in §11.31(k) as pollution control property, the Executive Director then proceeds to argue
that the Legislature has acquiesced in the TCEQ’s current refusal to follow the statute.”’” Not
only does the Executive Director’s argument lack merit, the doctrine it cites actually supports the
Appellants’ position. As evidence of how it intended to implement §§11.31(k-m), the Executive
Director relies not upon an actual case applying the statute or the express language of a rule
implementing the statute, but rather a reference in a rulemaking preamble. What the Executive
Director fails to mention is that, the last two times the Legislature was in session, the Executive
Director had already applied §§1 1.31(k-m) to grant 100% positive use determinations for
HRSGs in 25 separate instances. If the legislative acceptance argument has any applicability
here, it would be that the Legislature’s acceptance is of the Commission’s implementation of
§11.31(k) as applied to the 25 HRSG applications.

Even if the Commission were to conclude that the Executive Director’s previous application of
§§11.31(k-m) as applied to HRSG applications does not negate the legislative acceptance
argument, a review of the case law cited by the Executive Director demonstrates that the
legislative acceptance argument would still not apply in the instant case. In the case cited by the
Executive Director supporting the legislative acceptance argument, Grocers Supply Co. v. Sharp,
the Court actually denied applying the legislative acceptance argument because the Agency’s
interpretation of the statute was uncertain over time and the statute was unambiguous.”® The
Court stated, “We cannot conclude that the legislature’s reenactment of the exemptions without
change constitutes an acceptance of an interpretation contrary to the precedent.”” The only
previous formal action that the TCEQ ever took regarding the Group I HRSG applications was to
grant 100% percent positive use determinations. By granting a 100% positive use determination
to HRSG applications, it would appear that the Agency’s interpretation was that HRSGs
qualified as pollution control property.

Even more importantly, §11.31 is not ambiguous. It has already been stated, but bears repeating,
§11.31 must be construed to give effect to the Legislature’s intent.® The legislative acceptance
argument falls flat when the statute is clear, for “[n]either legislative ratification nor judicial
deference to an administrative interpretation can work a contradiction of plain statutory
language.”®'  When the statutory provisions in the statute clearly contradict the agency’s
interpretation, the agency’s erroneous interpretation should be given no deference. While the
Executive Director may now interpret the statute so that equipment listed in §11.31(k) could be
determined not to be pollution control property, the statute does not allow for such an
interpretation.

*7 Executive Director’s Response Brief at 7.

* Grocers Supply, 978 S.W .2d at 644,

5

%0 See TEX. GOV'T CODE §312.005; Gilbert v. El Paso County Hosp. Dist., 38 S.W.3d 85 (Tex. 2001).

! See Pretzer v. Motor Vehicle Bd., 138 S.W.3d 908, 915 (Tex. 2004); see also Barchus v. State Farm Fire & Cas.
Co., 167 S.W.3d 575, 578 (Tex. App.—Houston [14th Dist.] 2005, pet denied).
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IV. Failure to Comply with the Commission Rules and
the Texas Administrative Procedures Act

Under the Administrative Procedures Act (“*APA?”) states agencies are required to follow certain
formal procedures before adopting and applying any “rule.” A “rule” is defined as “a state
agency statement of general applicability that...implements, interprets, or prescribes law or
policy.” In reaching and applying its new interpretation of §§11.31(k) and 11.31(m), the
Commission failed to follow the procedures of the APA and should therefore, be disregarded.

The Executive Director argues that rulemaking was not necessary for the Executive Director or
the Commission to issue negative use determinations for the HRSG applications. The Executive
Director states that the determination that each of the HRSG applications should be denied was
the result of a case-by-case review of each application and that the Executive Director generated
a “technical review” for each application. Finally, the Executive Director states the change in
interpretation is not of a rule of §eneral applicability because it affects a limited number of
Applicants for a use determination.>”

The Executive Director’s argument that APA rulemaking requirements do not apply to the
unexplained and undocumented statement of the Executive Director that “[h]eat recovery steam
generators are used solely for production; therefore, are not eligible for a positive use
determination” is without merit. There was no case-by-case analysis in the Executive Director’s
general negative use determination. The statement is a rule as defined by the APA: in fact it is a
statement that applies generally to an identified segment or class of the regulated public (HRSG
owners) and seeks to implement, interpret and prescribe law or policy. In addition, the
statement, in effect, amends 30 TAC §§17.4 and 17.17 which previously were adopted pursuant
to notice and comment procedure under APA §§ 2001.023, 2001.025, 2001.029 and 2001.033.

The statement is an “interpretive rule,” defined by Professor Ron Beal as an agency statement
made outside of a contested case hearing or notice and comment rule-making by which the
agency sets forth how the agency intends to interpret and apply a statute or substantive rule to all
persons similarly situated.™ The statement is a rule if it meets a four part test according to
Professor Beal:

(1) It is issued by an agency board, commission, executive director or other officer
vested with the power to act on behalf of the agency;

(2) Itis issued with the intent of the agency to notify persons or entities that are similarly
situated or within a class described in general terms;

* TEX. GOv’T CODE § 2001 .003(6).
* Executive Director Response Briefat 17,

** Ron Beal, 4 Miry Bog Part II: UDJA and APA Declaratory Judgment Actions and A gency Statements Made
Outside a Contested Case Hearing Regarding the Meaning of the Law, 59 Baylor L. Rev. 267, 270 (2007); see also
Ron Beal, The APA and Rulemaking: Lack of Uniformity Within a Uniform System, 56 Baylor L. Rev. 1, 29-46
(2004).
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(3) It is issued to notify those persons or entities of the agency’s interpretation of a
statutory provision [or substantive rule] which has been crystallized following reflective
examination in the course of the agency’s interpretive process;

(4)  Such interpretation was not labeled as tentative or otherwise qualified by
arrangement for consideration at a later date.

The Executive Director’s negative use determinations meet every part of this test.

An interpretive rule, like the Executive Director’s negative use determinations, is invalid in
Texas for failure to adhere to mandatory APA notice and comment procedure.®® In Combs v.
Entertainment Publications, Inc., the Comptroller had issued, in a 2007 letter ruling (Accession
No. 200704926L), guidelines for determining whether a fundraising firm or a school
organization was a “seller” for purposes of collecting sales tax. In March and April of 2008, the
Comptroller issued two letters essentially changing the import or interpretation of the 2007 letter.
Plaintiff filed suit for injunctive relief against enforcement of the changed interpretation, sought
declaratory relief under Section 2001.038 of the APA that the “rule” embodied in the 2008 letters
was invalid, and sought declaratory relief under the Uniform Declaratory Judgments Act
(*UDJA”) that the Comptroller exceeded her statutory authority under §151.024 of the tax code
in adopting that “rule” and applying §151.024 to the plaintiff.

The Court of Appeals affirmed the district court ruling that it had jurisdiction under §2001.038 of
the APA and that the 2008 letters were invalid because of the failure to comply with the notice
and comment procedural requirements of the APA. Also affirmed was the trial court’s
injunction directing the Comptroller to desist and refrain from implementing and enforcing the
“new” rule unless and until the Comptroller properly enacted the rule pursuant to APA
procedures, or “until final judgment of the trial court.”®

The Executive Director’s attempted distinctions of El Paso Hospital, Texas Mutual, and WBD
Oil are inappropriate. In EI Paso Hospital an agency interpretive rule contradicted a previously
adopted notice and comment rule. Similarly, the Executive Director’s negative use
determinations are inconsistent with Tax Code §11.31 and 30 TAC §§17.4 and 17.17. In Texas
Mutual the court did not, as the Executive Director suggests, hold that if the statement made in
the staff report “was a statement that fell within the definition of a rule,” that somehow it could
avoid scrutiny as a rule because “it is well established that not every administrative
pronouncement is a rule within the meaning of the APA.”?” The Court did quote language from
uses prior to Combs, “that not every administrative pronouncement is a rule within the meaning
of the APA."8 However, those prior cases did not involve agency statements that met the four-
point test set out above.

¥ Combs v. Entertainment Publications, Inc., 292 $.W.3d 712, 723-24 and footnote 6 (Tex.App.—Austin 2009, no
pet.)

*1d at 719.

%7 Executive Director’s Response Brief at 16.

*® Texas Mutual Insurance Co. v Vista Community Medical Center, LLP., 275 S.W.3d 538, 555 (Tex.App.—Austin
2008).
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In addition, the court statements misconstrued by the Executive Director were numerous. The
plaintiff in Texas Mutual sought a declaratory judgment regarding the interpretation of a
substantive rule. The Court of Appeals reversed the trial court Judgment and upheld the agency
interpretation of the rule that had been adopted pursuant to notice and comment procedure.

Similarly, the Executive Director’s reference to WBD Oil is most unusual, The Executive
Director recognizes the “field rules” at issue in WBD were created through a contested case
hearing. Under the APA parties to a contested case hearing are entitled to notice of an
adjudicative type hearing, presentation of evidence, cross examination of witnesses under oath,
and issuance of a final order confirming findings of fact and conclusions of law.*®> No such
procedure was followed prior to the Executive Director’s issuance of the unsupported and
undocumented statement of July 10, 2012, and all of WBD's interesting statements about the
differences between agency adjudications in contested cases and agency rule-makings are
completely irrelevant since Applicant has not been afforded either fair procedure in this matter.*’

V. The Record Supports a Positive Use Determination and Clearly
Contradicts a Negative Use Determination

A. HRSGs Qualify as Pollution Control Property Under §11.31

The Applicant’s HRSGs can be defined as pollution control property based on the prevention of
NOx emissions from natural gas use efficiencies. Under Tax Code §11.31(a), “[a] person is
entitled to an exemption from taxation of all or part of real and personal property that the person
owns and that is used wholly or partly as a facility, device, or method for the control of air,
water, or land pollution.” (emphasis added). The statute defines “a facility, device, or method for
the control of air, water, or land pollution” as:

“[a] structure, building, installation excavation, machinery, equipment or device,
and any attachment or addition to or reconstruction, replacement or improvement
of that property, that is used, constructed, acquired, or installed wholly or partly to
meet or exceed rules or regulations adopted by any environmental protection
agency of the United States, this state, or a political subdivision of this state for
the prevention, monitoring, control, or reduction of air, water, or land pollution.”

In fact, the Executive Director conducted a technical review of 25 HRSG applications and on
May 1, 2008, issued positive use determinations for these applications stating, “[t]his equipment
is considered to be pollution control equipment and was installed to meet or exceed federal or
state regulations.”

* TEX GOV’T CODE §§2001.051, 2001.085, 2001.087, 2001.088, and 2001.141.
* See Railroad Commission of Texas v. WBD Oil & Gas Co., 104 S.W.3d 69 (Tex. 2003).
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B. Environmental Benefit
1. Recognition of Emission Avoidance as Pollution Control

The Executive Director argues that HRSGs are not used in any way to prevent, monitor, or
control air, water, or land pollution. Specifically, the Executive Director states that a “HRSG
does not remove air contaminants in the manner that a traditional pollution control device does”
and that it has never recognized emission avoidance as pollution control.*’ In the Executive
Director’s view, a piece of equipment provides an environmental benefit only if it is used to
remove air contaminants.

However, the statute provides that pollution control property is used “for the prevention,
monitoring, control, or reduction of air, water, or land pollution.”** It is true that HRSGs do not
actually remove pollutants from a power plant’s exhaust stream. The HRSGs pollution control
value is its increased thermal efficiency, which when compared to a traditional single-cycle
turbine unit, reduces the fuel needs for the same power outputs, while resulting in lower
additional air emissions. It is important to note that the lower fuel consumption associated with
increased fuel conversion efficiency not only reduces criteria pollutants such as NOx, but also
reduces emissions of hazardous air pollutants, as well as carbon dioxide, which EPA is currently
in the process of regulating under the Federal Clean Air Act.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) and other states recognize the use of energy
efficiency as a measure of pollution control and/or pollution prevention®’ and at least one state
using this method as part of their tax exemption programs.** Furthermore, many of the New
Source Performance Standards (“NSPS™), which the TCEQ has incorporated into its own rules,
use efficiency as a measure of compliance. If the installation of a HRSG allows a facility to
meet its federal and state required emission performance standard, then by definition, the HRSG
would be equipment that controls emissions.

2. Empirical Data Demonstrating Emissions Reductions Due to Use of HRSG

The Executive Director argues that the Applicants avoided emission argument is inadequate
because it requires a comparison between a combined-cycle unit and a hypothetical alternative
unit. The Executive Director goes on to state that “No Applicant has provided sufficient

*! Executive Director Response Brief at §.

* TEX. TAX CODE §11.31(b).

* See Memorandum from Brian McLean, Director of Office of Atmospheric Programs and Stephen Page, Director
of Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, Guidance on SIP Credits Jfor Emission Reductions from Electric-
Sector Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy Measures, August 5, 2004, stating, “Energy efficiency ...
inherently prevent[s] pollution from occurring.”(See Attachment 3)

* See Ohio Revised Code, Section 5707.20(J)-(K) (“Thermal Efficiency Improvement” and “Thermal Efficiency
Improvement Facility”), which qualifies HRSGs as an “Exempt Facility” under § 5707.20(E), which is eligible for
an “exempt facility certificate” under § 5707.21. (See Attachment 4).
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information as to why these hypothetical comparisons should be done, nor have they provided
why the single-cycle plant or boiler are appropriate comparisons.”*

As a threshold matter, as discussed above, the clear language and structure of §11.31(k-m)
assume the pollution control benefits of HRSGs. So, the information the Executive Director
complains about being missing is simply not required.*®

Moreover, Applicant’s appeal brief in Attachment D includes the very information the Executive
Director seems to be looking for. That attachment contains monitoring data from the Barney
Davis Power Plant during both pre- and post- repowering of that plant. This data confirms the
assumptions regarding the air emissions reductions per pound of fossil fuel use. Furthermore, as
set out in the attached affidavit,*’ Ronald J. Coldeway, the Plant Manager at the Colorado Bend
Energy Center states that he has reviewed this data as well as an affidavit provided by Mark
Shepherd, Director of Environmental, Safety, and Health at the Barney Davis Power Plant and
concurs that the emission data from the Barney Davis Power Plant confirms the emission
reduction assumptions used in the avoided emissions methodology.

The Executive Director does, however, acknowledge that HB 3732 provided for an expedited
review of applications for equipment listed in §11.31(k) that exempted applicants from
submitting information regarding the anticipated environmental benefit. The fact that the
Legislature removed the requirement to submit information regarding the environmental benefit
for those applications under §11.31(k) is of critical importance. Not only did the Legislature
consider the items listed in §11.31(k) as equipment “for the control of air, water, or land
pollution,” but it determined that no information was required regarding the environmental
benefit of these items because it has already determined that these items provided an
environmental benefit.

The Executive Director states that the removal of the requirement to submit environmental
benefit information puts the Executive Director in a precarious position in determining whether
an environmental benefit exists. Actually, in removing this requirement the Legislature
acknowledged that an environmental benefit exists and that the Executive Director did not have
to review this information for these particular applications. Instead of causing a precarious
position for the Executive Director, it merely streamlined the application process for those
applications in which an environmental benefit was known to exist.

The Executive Director then argues that the Legislature cannot extend a tax exemption beyond
what is provided in the Constitution; and because the Constitution requires that property eligible
for a pollution control property tax exemption must provide an environmental benefit, this
requirement cannot be waived. First, it is not within the Executive Director’s statutory charge or
authority to determine whether the Legislature’s actions comply with the Constitution. Second,
the requirement that property eligible for a pollution control property tax exemption must
provide an environmental benefit has not been waived; the Legislature has already determined

* Executive Director Response Brief at 8.

“ See 11.31(m) indicating that applicants for items listed in §11.31(k) are not required to submit environmental
benefit information.

*7 Affidavit of Ronald J. Coldeway ( Attachment 5).
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that equipment listed in §11.31(k) provides an environmental benefit. The Legislature has
merely left it to the TCEQ’s discretion to determine what the percentage of a positive use
determination should be.

C. Method of Pollution Control — TCEQ Precedent, the Attorney General’s
Interpretation, and the Legislature’s Directive

As previously noted, the Executive Director argues that it has never recognized emissions
avoidance as pollution control. This statement is not only patently untrue, but belies the fact that
the Legislature has already determined that HRSGs do control pollution.

As noted in the Executive Director’s response brief, on May 1, 2008, the Executive Director
issued 100% positive use determinations for 25 HRSGs many of which cited emissions
avoidance as the pollution control provided by HRSGs. While six of those applications were
appealed and are now the subject of an administrative appeal, the remaining 19 applications have
been issued a final 100% positive used determination based on emissions avoidance. The
Executive Director has since stated that all of the 100% positive use determinations for HRSGs
were made in error, but this does not change the fact that the Executive Director and the
Commission has previously recognized emissions avoidance as pollution control.

Furthermore, the TCEQ recently adopted a Permit By Rule (PBR) for Natural Gas-Fired
Combined Heat and Power Units.*® In the preamble to the adoption of the Combined Heat and
Power (CHP) PBR, the TCEQ states, “The Commission acknowledges the benefits and
advantages of CHP as a means of providing efficient, reliable, and clean energy.” As part of that
PBR, TCEQ specifically provided that the emission limits for stationary natural gas engines
would be measured in terms of air contaminant emissions per unit of total energy output.”
HRSGs are recognized as a typical industrial CHP application. The fact that the TCEQ
recognizes the pollution control benefits of this type of equipment in its permitting program
should be given weight when evaluating the Executive Director’s arguments in this case that
similar equipment does not have pollution control benefits.

Furthermore, even if the Executive Director had never actually recognized emissions avoidance
as pollution control, that does not change the fact that HRSGs are specifically listed in §11.31(k)
as equipment “for the control of air, water, or land pollution.”

The Attorney General’s Office, in response to prior TCEQ requests for guidance regarding
Section 11.31 has made it clear that equipment can serve as a method of pollution control, while
also serving as production equipment, Applicant cites to Attorney General Opinion JC-0372.
The Executive Director summarily dismisses Applicant’s reliance on this opinion by stating,
“Applicants misinterpret Attorney General Opinion JC-0372.” Merely stating that the Applicant
has misinterpreted the Attorney General opinion does not actually make it so. Furthermore, the
arguments made by the Executive Director that §11.31 only applies to “traditional” or “add-on”
pollution control devices are directly refuted by the Attorney General’s opinion. Texas Attorney
General Opinion JC-0372 (2001) expressly opined to the Chair of the Texas Natural Resource

30 TAC §106.513; 37 Tex.Reg. 6037-6049, August 10, 2012.
“30 TAC §106.513(d).
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Conservation Commission that “methods of production” can and do qualify as exempt pollution
control property:

“Section 11.31 is broadly written, and we believe its plain meaning is clear. It
embraces any property, real or personal, “that is used wholly or partly as a
facility, device, or method for the control of air, water or land pollution. . . .”
(emphasis added).

“Next, we consider whether section 11.31 excludes from its scope pollution-
reducing production equipment. Significantly, the statute applies to property used
“wholly or partly” for pollution control. See id. § 11.31(a). To qualify for the
exemption, property must be used “wholly or partly” to meet or exceed
environmental rules. See id. § 11.31(b). The term “wholly” clearly refers to
property that is used only for pollution control, such as an add-on device. See
Merriam Webster's Collegiate Dictionary 1351 (10th Executive Director. 1993)
(defining “wholly” to mean “to the full or entire extent: ... to the exclusion of
other things”). The term “partly,” however, embraces property that has only some
pollution-control use. See id. at 848 (defining “partly” to mean “in some measure
or degree”). This broad formulation clearly embraces more than just add-on
devices. Furthermore, that statute clearly embraces not only “facilities” and
“devices” but also “methods” that prevent, monitor, control, or reduce pollution.
“Methods” is an extremely broad term that clearly embraces means of production
designed, at least in part, to reduce pollution. See id. at 732 (defining “method” to
include “a way, technique, or process of or for doing something”).*”

This opinion refutes the arguments made by the Executive Director that production equipment
cannot also serve to reduce pollution. It also fundamentally disproves the Executive Director
and Appraisal District arguments that only “traditional” pollution control equipment or
equipment that is “added” to a facility can qualify as pollution control property. The HRSGs and
Steam Turbines are clearly used as engineering methods to comply with environmental laws and
to control pollution and therefore, qualify for exemption under any valid rule or convention of
statutory construction.

Significant reliance is placed by the Executive Director and OPIC on the Mont Belvieu opinion.
Yet, there are three fundamental differences between the current appeal and the Mont Belvieu
situation that make it clear that it does not support the Executive Director’s position and, in fact,
conflicts with it.

To begin with, the procedural posture of the appeal was fundamentally different in Mont Belvieu.
As the Mont Belvieu Court emphasized, Mont Belvieu sought “a 100% positive use
determination” for its brine storage pond system” and it “opted to stand or fall based on a
claimed entitlement to a 100% positive use determination. . .”*' That is a very different situation

0 Texas Attorney General Opinion JC-0372 (2001) (emphasis added).

*' Mont Belvieu Caverns, LLC. Tex. Comm’n on Envil. Quality, No. 03-11-00442 CV, 2012 WL 3155763 at 10
(Tex. App.—Austin 2012).
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than the current appeal where the question is not whether 100% is appropriate, but whether 0% is
appropriate.

The distinct procedural posture leads to two different burdens of proof. All the TCEQ needed to
demonstrate in Mont Belvieu is whether there was any productive value and then it could contend
that 100% was inappropriate. The Court emphasized that Mont Belvieu acknowledged that its
brine pond system was only “part” of the process by which it produces gas storage services for
customers and that “subsections within section 11.31 contemplate — indeed require — that if
property is not ‘wholly’ used for pollution control, TCEQ will limit any positive use
determination to the proportion of the property that is.” >

This is much different than the pending appeal where the TCEQ is claiming no pollution control
benefit and all production benefit — the reverse of the Mont Belvieu situation. The TCEQ can no
more dismiss the pollution control benefits of the HRSGs than Mont Belvieu could dismiss the
productive value of its brine ponds.

A third distinguishing factor between Mont Belvieu and the current appeal is that the brine ponds
in that case are not included on the 11.31(k) list like the HRSGs are. Therefore, the legislatively-
established pollution control benefits of the equipment in question were not as clearly
demonstrated as they are for HRSGs in the current appeal.

Therefore, read correctly, Mont Belvieu does not support the Executive Director’s position. In
fact, it actually contradicts it because it makes clear that the TCEQ is to distinguish the
proportion of the property at issue that is used to control, monitor, prevent or reduce pollution
from the proportion of the property that is used to produce goods or services and the proportion
that is used to control pollution qualifies for the tax exemption. >> As discussed at length above
and below, this proposition is clearly established by the statute and recognized in Attorney
General Opinion JC-0372.

As discussed at length above in Section III, the Legislature’s directive to TCEQ is set out very
clearly in 11.31(k-m). The debate about whether production equipment can also be pollution
control equipment is abruptly ended by the basic fact that many items of production-related
equipment are included on the 11.31(k) list which the statute expressly recognizes as pollution
control equipment. There is plenty of additional evidenced discussed above and below to
support the clear statutory language, but nobody states it more clearly than the author of HB
3732 when he stated:

One of the goals of the legislation this session was 10 ensure that TCEQ had the
authority and direction from the legislature to recognize that pollution control
benefits can be derived from the manner in which fuel is prepared and used, and
from increasing the efficiency of certain facilities. By doing so, the amount of fuel
needed and the total amount of pollution emitted can be reduced. I did not intend,
nor do I support, an interpretation of anything in HB 3732 to prevent electric
generating facilities from receiving exemptions for equipment simply because they

2 1d. at 15.
1d. at 12.
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also_derive profit from a given piece of equipment or process. If it reduces
pollution, it qualifies.(emphasis added).>*

Although Appellant would not attempt to argue that a letter from an individual member of the
legislature is controlling authority regarding legislative intent, the views of the author of the
statute being interpreted are certainly worth considering. This is especially true in this case
given that the Executive Director makes extensive legislative intent arguments that are in direct
conflict with the written views of the bill’s author.

D. HRSGs are Used to Meet/Exceed New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for
Electric Generating Facilities

The Executive Director includes a number of arguments in its Response Brief that attempt to cast
doubt on whether HRSGs are specifically required to be installed by an environmental
regulation. To begin with, the test is not that an environmental regulation specifically calls for a
specific piece of equipment. Rather, the Constitutional and statutory test is whether the
equipment is “used, constructed, acquired, or installed wholly or partly to meet or exceed
[environmental] rules or regulations.” There are two phrases that are critical in that test: (D
“wholly or partly” and (2) “meet or exceed.”

By including the phrase “wholly or partly,” the Constitutional Amendment and implementing
legislation make it clear that the equipment need not have been installed due solely to the
existence of an environmental regulation. Moreover, by including the phrase “meet or exceed,”
the Constitutional Amendment and legislation made it clear that the equipment in question may
be more than the regulation calls for.

The Executive Director argues different things for different regulations that have applicability to
the power plants impacted by the pending appeals, but the general basis of the Executive
Director’s argument is that there is not a sufficient nexus between the cited environmental
regulations and the pollution control claimed by the Applicant.

As an initial matter, it should not go unnoticed that the Executive Director previously thought
that the regulatory citation of the same or similar provisions as relied upon in the pending
appeals were relied upon by the 25 applications for which the Executive Director previously
issued 100% positive use determination.

It is also important to note that none of the July 10, 2012 Negative Use determinations claim that
the referenced environmental regulation was inapplicable or insufficient. Instead, the Executive
Director waited until it filed its response brief to this appeal to provide copies of previously
prepared “Application Review Summaries™ which summarily state that “the cited regulations do
not require the installation of a heat recovery steam generator or steam turbine.”*> While the
lack of any legal or technical evaluation is striking, what is even more egregious is the fact that
the Executive Director’s Application Review Summary indicates that the Executive Director

** Letter from Rep. Rick Hardcastle to Grace Montgomery, Deputy Director of Administrative Services at the
TCEQ, August 1, 2007 (Attachment 6) (emphasis added).

* Executive Director’s Application Review Summary for the Colorado Bend Energy Center (Attachment 2).
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believes that an application for a positive use determination must cite to an environmental
regulation that specifically requires the installation of a particular piece of equipment.

As noted above, the controlling statute says nothing of the sort. There is absolutely no
requirement that before equipment is eligible for a tax exemption as pollution control property,
an environmental regulation must specifically require that a specific piece of equipment be
installed. Thus the Executive Director’s “technical evaluation” completely misconstrues the
statutory requirements and should be granted little weight.

Instead, the Commission must simply ask whether any environmental regulation exists that
Applicant is meeting or exceeding through the use of the equipment for which an application for
a use determination was submitted.

The Executive Director concedes that 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK includes an output-based
emission limit on NOx that applies to an entire power plant. Rather than taking the logical step
of acknowledging that HRSGs assist and, in fact, are essential to achieving the Subpart KKKK
emission limit, the Executive Director makes a seemingly illogical leap to the conclusion that
Subpart KKKK cannot be the qualifying environmental regulation because that Subpart would
not apply until “after an applicant affirmatively decides to build a combined cycle plant.”
Whatever that statement is intended to convey, it does not accurately reflect the regulatory
framework.

The “Applicability” section of 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK states “if you are the owner or
operator of a stationary combustion turbines with a heat input at peak load equal to or greater
than 10.7 gigajoules (10MBtu) per hour, based on the higher heating value of the fuel, which
commenced construction, modification, or reconstruction after F ebruary 18, 2005,” your turbine
is subject to this subpart.”*® So, it is clear that this regulation applies to “stationary combustion
turbines” without reference to what type of equipment is installed in conjunction with those
turbines.

Therefore, 40 CFR Part 60, Subpart KKKK clearly and unambiguously creates an output-based
NOx emission limit that HRSGs are “used, constructed, acquired, or installed wholly or partly to
meet or exceed.” The bottom line is that an output-based emission limit exists and HRSGs help
to meet or exceed those limits. To say that the equipment cannot be exempt, in whole or in part,
because it is not specifically designated by regulation is a misreading of the statute

VI. Equal and Uniform Taxation

The Executive Director’s and OPIC’s Responses state that the TCEQ’s prior HRSG exemption
authorizations were in error; that the TCEQ is at liberty to correct its prior interpretation; and that
any resulting difference in ad valorem tax impact is not in violation of the Texas Constitution’s
equal and uniform tax mandate. As a threshold matter, the argument requires that the prior
interpretations were incorrect, which they were not. It is next necessary to walk through the
myriad of cases cited in the Response Briefs to better understand what those cases stand for and
what they do not and how they in no way support the Negative Use determinations in this case.

% 40 CFR §60.4305.
19

8532202v.5



The Executive Director cites 1756, Inc. vs. Attorney General®’ for the proposition that “Agencies
may, indeed are expected to, alter and refine their interpretation of what fills such gaps [in
statutes] through the exercise of their technical expertise . . .” 1756, Inc. is based entirely on
federal administrative law, not Texas, but more importantly, neither the case nor the quote
supports the Executive Director’s position in this case. 1756, Inc. argued that an Immigration
and Naturalization Service (“INS”) Rule®® was promulgated improperly. After a thorough
analysis of legislative history supporting the INS’s rule, and expressly finding that “The meaning
of the [underlying federal] statute remains ambiguous after the ‘traditional tools of statutm;f
construction’ have been applied,” the /756 Court upheld the agency’s formally adopted rule.”
The TCEQ has chosen not to comply with the Texas Administrative Procedures Act with respect
to its new position on HRSGs. Legislative history does not support the agency’s new position,
and §11.31 is not ambiguous as applied to the facts of this case.

Moreover, /756 requires that an agency bears “the burden of rationally explaining its departure
from its previous interpretation”, which the Executive Director has not even made an attempt to
do in this case. Finally, while the Executive Director champions federal law seeming to allow
inconsistent agency action, Texas law is to the contrary.

In TGS-NOPEC Geophysical Company vs. Combs, the Supreme Court invalidated the
Comptroller’s interpretation of the applicable statute, noting that her “own administrative
interpretation of the sourcing statute further contradicts her argument here,” “conflicts with her
rule regarding the licensing of software,” and was “inconsistent.”®® The court went on to say that
“an agency’s construction of a statute may be considered only if it is reasonable and not
inconsistent with the statute.”® The Executive Director’s ruling in this case is neither.

The Executive Director cites Flores vs. Employees Retirement System of Texas for the
proposition that “[a]n agency is not bound to follow its decisions in contested cases in the same
way that a court is bound by precedent,”® provided that the agency gives a reasonable
explanation for apparent inconsistency in agency interpretation. The Flores case involved
allegations by a state employee that the Employee Retirement System of Texas (1) failed to
follow its own prior decisions in denying her certain disability benefits and (ii) “applied a new
policy in the course of her contested case hearing without providing notice before the hearing.”®
The Austin Court of Appeals agreed with Ms. Flores:

“We hold that the Board acted arbitrarily and capriciously by: deciding this appeal
before it arrived at its findings of fact and conclusions of law, reweighing
adjudicative facts, changing findings of fact and conclusions of law for
unauthorized and unexplained reasons, making findings of fact and conclusions of

71756, Inc. vs. A ttorney General of the United States, 745 F. Supp. 9 (D.Ct. D.C. 1990).
¥ 8 C.F.R. 214.()(1)(ii)(D).

> 1756 Inc., 745 F. Supp. at p. 15.

* TGS -NOPEC Geophysical Company vs. Combs, 340 S.W.3d 432, 443 (Tex. 2011).

61 ]d

52 Flores vs. Employees Retirement System of Texas, 74 S.W.3d 532, 544 (Tex. App.—Austin 2002) (emphasis
added).

 Flores vs. Employees Retirement System of Texas, 74 S.W.3d 532 at 538.
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law without adequate support in the record, and failing to give notice before the
hearing of its intention not to follow previous decisions and failing to adequately
explain the reasoning for its change in position.”®*

The Flores case fairly stands for the proposition that agencies may not internally arrive at a new
policy during the course of a contested case and apply it to change the outcome of the case,
which is what the Executive Director is attempting to do, without providing a reasonable
explanation nor the inconsistency. The Flores case supports the Applicant’s position.

The actions of the Executive Director in this case are the essence of arbitrary and capricious
agency action and “arbitrary action of an administrative action cannot stand”.®> When those
actions are compared to those of the agency in Flores, and the companion case of Langford v.
Employees Retirement System, “serious due process concerns” are raised.®®

The Executive Director also cites the Austin Court of Appeals decision in First American Title
vs. Strayhorn® for the position that an agency may change its interpretation of a statutory tax
scheme as long as the new interpretation does not contradict the statute or a formally
promulgated rule. In First American, the Texas Comptroller formally promulgated a new
version of its Rule 3.831 that impacted the way foreign insurers were required to remit the Texas
retaliatory tax. The Austin Court Appeals expressly found that the new rule did not “impose any
additional restrictions, conditions, or burdens that [were] inconsistent with the [applicable]
statute.”® The facts in First American are not consistent with this case. In the current case the
Executive Director’s proposed policy change has not been promulgated as a formal rule pursuant
to the requirements of the Texas Administrative Procedures Act. In addition, the policy change
is away from a position that is consistent with §11.31 of the Texas Tax Code to one that is
inconsistent® with it. The First American case supports the Applicant’s position given the facts
in the current case.

The Executive Director cites Grocers Supply Co. vs. Sharp” for the proposition that an agency
can change its interpretation of a statute because the prior interpretation had not been adopted in
a formal rule. The Grocers Supply Court stated the issue in the case as follows:

“What is at issue in this case, then, is the Comptroller’s substitution of one
interpretation of his rule for another, not the Comptroller’s contravention of one

“1d. at 545.
% Lewisv. Metropolitan Savings and Loan Association, 550 S.W.2d 11, 16 (Tex. 1977).
% Langford v. Employees Retirement System, 73 S.W.3d 560, 566 (Tex. App — Austin 2002, pet. denied).

%7 First American Title vs. Strayhorn, 169 S.W.3d 298 (Tex. App.—Austin 2005), aff’d by First American Title Ins.
Co. vs, Combs, 258 S.W. 627 (Tex. 2008).

% First American Title Ins. Co. vs. Strayhorn, 169 S.W .3d at 310.

% Page 15 of the Executive Director’s brief cites the following quote: “[Taxpayers] do not acquire a right to pay less
in taxes . . . because a tax policy was incorrectly implemented” as stemming from a page “642,” which would be
from the Dissent in the Texas Supreme Court’s First American decision. For clarification and future reference, the
quote comes from the Austin Court of Appeals First American decision at page 313.

™ Grocers Supply Co. vs. Sharp, 978 S.W.2d 638 (Tex. App.—Austin 1998, pet. denied).
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of his rules promulgated under the notice-and-comment procedures of the
Administrative Procedures Act.””!

The Grocers Supply Court found that the Texas Comptroller had (1) correctly enforced one
refund policy from 1965 through sometime in 1984, (ii) incorrectly changed the refund policy to
one inconsistent with Texas Supreme Court precedent from 1984 through 1993; and (iii) from
1992 to 1997 enforced the new policy without promulgating a new rule on the issue. On these
facts the Court found that the Comptroller should be allowed to correct and enforce his policy
interpretation.

The facts in Grocers Supply are not precedent for the current case. In this case the TCEQ had
previously interpreted and enforced §11.31 according to its plain meaning. The Executive
Director is now attempting to change that interpretation, inconsistent with the plain meaning of
the statute and without complying with the Texas Administrative Procedures Act. Grocers
Supply no longer has any precedential value on the point that an agency can change a policy
interpretation of general applicability without promulgating a rule, because it is in direct
opposition to the more recent opinion of Combs vs. Entertainment Publications,” which
definitively holds that a change in a policy interpretation meeting the standards of a rule must to
be promulgated under the Texas Administrative Procedures Act. Further, the conclusion of the
Grocers Supply Court offers some insight into agency attempts to avoid established rulemaking
procedures:

“In resolving the claims of Grocers Supply in favor of the Comptroller, we should
not be construed as endorsing or approving the manner in which the Comptroller
has dealt with exemption requests such as that of Grocers Supply. The record
before us does not reflect why the Comptroller from time to time varied his
position, particularly in light of the supreme court's straightforward
pronouncement of legislative intent. These actions do not foster the confidence
and c%rtainty in government upon which the people of this State are entitled to
rely.”

None of the cases cited by the Executive Director or OPIC in their equal and uniform tax
arguments involve property taxes. Instead, they deal with changes: (a) from an agency position
found by a court to be inconsistent with a statute or binding Texas Supreme Court precedent (b)
to an agency interpretation found by the court to be consistent with a statute or other binding
precedent. The exact opposite pattern is in play here where there is a proposed agency change
from a position consistent with a statutory directive to one patently inconsistent with it. If
sustained, the divergent property tax impact violates equal and uniform taxation.

The Texas Constitution’s equal and uniform tax’* mandate requires that all persons falling within
the same class be taxed alike.”” We are fortunate to have a contemporaneous description of the

"' Id. at 642.

2 Combs v. Entertainment Publications, Inc., 292 S.W.3d 712 (Tex. App.—Austin 2009, no pet.).

7 Grocers Supply, 978 S.W .2d at 645,

7 See TEX. CONST. art. 1, § 3; U.S. CONST. amend. X1V, § 1.

" Id. (citing Sharp v. Caterpillar, Inc., 932 S.W.2d 230, 240 (Tex. App.—Austin 1996, writ denied).
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history and scope of the equal and uniform tax mandate as reported by the Texas Supreme
Court.”® In In Re Nestle, the Court reviewed statutory distinctions drawn between different
taxpayers under the Texas franchise tax, and confirmed that the Texas legislature may make
distinctions between taxpayers, but that such distinctions must be supported by more than mere
rational classification.””  And, while the Texas Legislature has broad authority to “pursue policy
goals through tax legislation””® it must do so only with respect to “goals related to the taxation”
and “must attempt to group similar things and differentiate dissimilar things."” The Nestle
decision makes it clear that the equal and uniform tax mandate is more strict with respect to
property taxes: “[t]the Legislature’s authority to make classifications in levying occupation, use
and sales taxes unquestionably is broader than its authority to do so with respect to ad valorem
taxes.”

If the Executive Director could sustain its incorrect new interpretation of §11.31, then it would
violate the equal and uniform tax mandate as set forth in the Nessle decision, because there is no
reasonable or even rational distinction between HRSGs the TCEQ has authorized 100% property
tax exemptions for and the HRSGs the Executive Director now proposes to issue negative use
determinations.

In Calvert v. McLemore, the Texas Supreme Court reasoned as follows:

“The courts can only interfere . . . when it is made clearly to appear that an
attempted classification has no reasonable basis in the nature of the businesses
classified, and that the law operates unequally upon subjects between which there
is no real difference to justify the separate treatment of them undertaken by the
Legislature . . . . The statute is plainly a revenue measure. It does not relate in
any way to the public safety, morals, convenience or general welfare . . . .
[A]nyone who exhibits a motion picture or play at a place other than a fixed and
regularly established motion picture theater must pay a tax. Another person who
exhibits the same picture or play to a similar audience in an adjoining building of
the same construction escapes payment of the tax merely because he regularly
shows motion pictures in that building. The discrimination is too plain to admit
of argument, and we agree with the trial court that [the law] is
unconstitutional.”*

Applying McLemore’s analysis to this case, there is no reasonable or rational basis for the
discrimination proposed. The Executive Director’s position operates unequally upon subjects
between which there is no real difference to justify separate treatment by the legislature. The
distinction does not relate in any way to the public safety, morals, convenience or general
welfare, and are void under the equal and uniform tax provisions of the Texas Constitution.

7 In Re Nestle US4, Inc., Cause No. 12-0518 (Tex. Oct. 19, 2012).

7 Id. at 19.

7 1d. at 20.

" Id.

% Calvert v. McLemore, 358 S.W.2d at 552 (Tex. 1962) (emphasis added).
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VII. Steam Turbines Are Eligible to Receive a Positive Use Determination.
A. Appeal of the Steam Turbine Negative Use Determination is Timely

The steam turbine applications were included in the HRSG applications, primarily because the
enhanced steam turbines are ancillary equipment to the HRSGs. When the Appraisal Districts
appealed the Executive Director’s use determination, the Appraisal Districts were focused on the
positive use determinations for the HRSGs. However, the steam turbines and HRSGs were a
part of the same application and only one use determination, 07-11926 was issued for these
applications. This use determination was appealed, not just part of it, and was subsequently
docketed as TCEQ Docket No. 2008-0851-MIS-U. At no point was the application or use
determination somehow split into separate matters and were therefore, both subject to the same
indefinite continuance and subsequent remand to the Executive Director. The Commission never
issued a final order approving the negative use determination of the steam turbines or provided
any sort of indication that this part of the application has somehow been separated from the
HRSG portion of the application. The General Counsel’s letter remanding the matter to the
Executive Director no such distinction between the HRSG and steam turbine application and any
inference of such is improper.

B. Steam Turbines Meet All of the Applicable Requirements of Pollution Control
Property

To avoid repeating the arguments previously made regarding HRSGs, Applicant will briefly
summarize how steam turbines meet the applicable requirements to be considered pollution
control property. Steam turbines are specifically listed in §11.31(k) as equipment “for the
control of air, water, or land pollution.” As previously discussed, these items are not required to
provide any information regarding their environmental benefit as the Legislature determined
steam turbines are pollution control property and do provide an environmental benefit. Finally,
steam turbines are used in order to meet or exceed the NOx emission limits in 40 CFR Subpart
Da.  Therefore, steam turbines qualify as pollution control property and the negative use
determination issued by the Executive Director is improper.

VIII. Conclusion

The arguments made by the Executive Director and OPIC are based on misapplications of the
controlling statute, policy concerns outside of the Agency’s purview, and inadequate technical
review. Texas Tax Code §11.31 provides a straightforward roadmap for how the TCEQ must
process, evaluate, and resolve applications for use determinations. This process expressly
contemplates that the pollution control aspects of “devices and methods” may also have
productive value and instructs the TCEQ, not to dismiss applications with negative use
determinations, but instead to acknowledge the legislatively-established pollution control
benefits of items on the 11.31(k) list and then develop a full or partial positive use determination
after factoring in the concurrent pollution control and production benefits of the equipment in
question.

In the instant case, the Executive Director and the General Counsel did not follow the procedural
requirements for processing these applications as laid out in §11.31 and failed to apply a
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consistent approach for all similarly situated applications. Again, the question on appeal is not
whether 100% or another specific percentage is appropriate - the Commissioners need only
evaluate whether any percentage above zero is appropriate and, if so, a remand is required. As
set forth fully above, the express language of the statute demands that a percentage above zero be
recognized so the only legally valid outcome is for the Commission to put things back on the
right track by remanding the applications to the Executive Director to determine what percentage
of a positive use determination is appropriate. The Executive Director has the staff expertise
and tools to do this job. All that we ask that they be instructed to do that job.

Respectfully submitted,

Michael J. Nasi
State Bar No. 00791335
Steve Moore

State Bar No. 14377320
Benjamin Rhem

State Bar No. 24065967

JACKSON WALKER L.L.P.

100 Congress Avenue, Suite 1100
Austin, Texas 78701
512-236-2200

512-236-2002 (F acsimile)
mnasi@jw.com

ATTORNEYS FOR
CER-COLORADO BEND ENERGY LLC
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

[ hereby certify that on the 30th day of October, 2012, an original and 7 copies of the
foregoing was filed with the TCEQ Office of the Chief Clerk and was se¥ved by ele€tronic mail
or U.S. First Class Mail to the attached mailing list.

Michael J. Nasi
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A RESOLUTION  concerning the delegation of certain duties
' and authority to the General Counsel.
Docket No. 2000-0327-RES

WHEREAS, the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Commission (“Commission”) is an
agency of the State of Texas;

WHEREAS, in accordance with applicable law, the Commission has appointed a General
Counsel to serve as the Commission’s chief legal officer;

WHEREAS, the Commission’s General Counsel is empowered by statute to perform such
duties as authorized by law or delegated by the Commission;

WHEREAS, the Commission does not intend by the issuance of this resolution to affect the
duties and authority of the Executive Director;

WHEREAS, the Commission does not intend by the issuance of this resolution to repeal or
change the duties and authority delegated to the General Counsel by Commission rule or other
Commission resolution; .

WHEREAS, the Commission strives to improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and timeliness
of its rule review and rulemaking process;

WHEREAS, certain rule projects involve routine, non-controversial matters, such as
quadrennial rule reviews and incorporation of federal and state requirements by reference;

WHEREAS, such rule projects may include public hearings or State Implementation Plan
revisions; and

WHEREAS, the efficient and timely incorporation by reference of revisions of federal and
state requirements into Commission rules may be necessary to avoid the imposition of inconsistent
requirements;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Texas Natural Resource Conservation
Commission delegates to its General Counsel:

L. The authority to approve publication in the Texas Register of the following:

(a) proposed rules involving only incorporation by reference of federal or state
requirements; and



(b) proposed notices of intention to review rules.

2. The authority to approve hearings on proposed rules described in Ordering Provision
No. 1(a) and as appropriate, the publication of and hearing on, proposed revisions to
the State Implementation Plan related to such rules.

3. The authority to delegate the authority set forth in this resolution to the attorneys in
the Office of the General Counsel.

Issue Date: APR 0 % 2000

TEXAS NATURAL RESOURCE
CONSERVATION COMMISSION

I

Rébert J .ﬁustén, Chairman
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Application Review Summary

Application Number: 11926

Company: Navasota Wharton Energy Partners, LP
Facility: Colorade Bend Energy Center

County: Wharton

Tier: IV

Estimated Cost of Property: $41,300,000.00
Project Reviewer: Ronald Hatlett

Description of Property and Environmental Benefit

This facility has thermally efficient heat recovery steam generators (HRSGs) and steam turbines, Use of
the equipment will improve the thermal efficiency of the plant.

Tier IV Partial Percentage: 100%. Caleulation based on NOx avoidance.
Rule Citation(s)

40 CFR 60.5ubpart DA: Standards of Performance for New Stationary Sources. Standards of performance

for Electric Utility Steam Generating Units for Which Construction is Commenced after September 18,
1978. This rule does not require the installation of this equipment,
Final Determination
A positive use determination was issued on 5/1/2008, as 100% pollution control for the Heat Recovery
Steam Generators and a negative determination was issued for the steam turbine, The use of the steam
turbine does not provide an environmental benefit at the site and is not considered to be pothution
control equipment. The determination was appealed on 5/19/2008. The application was remanded to
the executive director for further review on 6/29/2012, on 7/10 /2012, a negative determination was

issued stating that heat recovery steam generators are used solely for production and, therefore, are not
eligible for a positive use determination. *

Administrative Review

Administrative Review Chronology

Received Date: 03/19/2008

Date Application Was Declared Administratively Complete: 04/08/2008
Fee Information

Application Fee Paid: Yes v

Does Applicant Have Past Due Fees: No
Technical Review

Technical Review Chronology

Technical Review Start Date: 04/08/2008
Technical Review Completion Date: 04/30/2008
Determination Issued: 5/01/2008

Appeal Date: 5/16/2008

Remand Date: 6/29/2012

Technical Review Start Date: 7/02/2012
Technical Review Completion Date: 04/30/2008
Re-Determination Date: 7/09/2012

Bostt L LT85~ 7/ fion. Spedd appn

Project Reviewer Date Work Leacé/r Date
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

GROHIAY

m % WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460
& -
6"&, . PRO‘("C} AUG 5 a4
OFFICE OF
AIR AND RADIATION
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:  Guidance on SIP Credits for Emission Reductions from Electric-Sector Energy
Efficiency and Renewé{ble Energy Measures

q // o,
FROM: Brian McLean, Directé{f -4 d{"'{/‘"’/’ Z - P
Office of Atmospheric Programs 7
1“{ L /A

Steve Page, Director \X:wszé“( 2: s
Office of Air Quality Planning an’a(S,ta dards
e L

TO: Regional Air Division Directors

Attached is a final document that provides guidance to States and local areas on
quantifying and including emission reductions from energy efficiency and renewable energy
measures in State Implementation Plans (SIPs). The guidance has been developed jointly by the
Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards (OAQPS) and the Office of Atmospheric Programs
(OAP).

Energy efficiency and renewable energy measures have many benefits. Energy efficiency
measures reduce electricity consumption and renewable energy can supply energy from non- or
less- polluting sources. These measures can save money, have other economic benefits, reduce
dependence on foreign sources of fuel, increase the reliability of the electricity grid, enhance
energy security, and, most importantly for air quality purposes, reduce air emissions from electric
generating power plants. Energy efficiency and renewable energy inherently prevent pollution
from occurring. Additionally, in many areas, the peak demand for electricity frequently
coincides with periods of poor air quality. It is therefore desirable to encourage and reward
greater application of energy efficiency and renewable energy measures and incorporate the
emission reductions that these measures will accrue into the air quality planning process.

Please distribute this guidance to your state and local air pollution control agencies,
interested members of the regulated community and the public. An electronic version of this
final guidance can be found at http://www.epa.gov/ttn/oarpg under “Recent Additions.” If your
staff have any questions regarding this guidance please have them contact Art Diem of OAP at
(202) 343-9340 or David Solomon of OAQPS at (919) 541-5375.

Attachment

Internet Address (URL) » http:/fwww.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable » Printed with Vegetable Ol Based Inks on Recycled Paper {Minimum 50% Postconsumer content)
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TAX EXEMPTION PROGRAM

Ohio Revised Code (ORC) Sections 5709.20 through 5709.27

5709.20 Definitions

5709.201 Continuing validity of certificates; transfer of pending applications.
5709.21 Certification procedure

5709.211 Opinion of EPA director or development director to be obtained prior to issuance of certificate.
5709.212. Application fee.

5708.22 Powers and duties of tax commissioner

5709.23 Notice to applicant and county auditor

5709.24 Appeal

5709.25 Exemption of pollution control facilities

5709.26 Liability in case of fraud

5709.27 Exemption certificate transfer

§ 5709.20 Definitions.

(A) "Air contaminant’ means particulate matter, dust, fumes, gas, mist, smoke, vapor, or odorous
substances, or any combination thereof.

(B) "Air pollution control facility" means any property designed, constructed, or installed for the primary
purpose of eliminating or reducing the emission of, or ground level concentration of, air contaminants
generated at an industrial or commercial plant or site that renders air harmful or inimical to the public
health or to property within this state, or such property installed on or after November 1, 1993, at a
petroleum refinery for the primary purpose of eliminating or reducing substances within fuel that otherwise
would create the emission of air contaminants upon the combustion of fuel.

(C) "Energy conversion" means the conversion of fuel or power usage and consumption from natural gas
to an alternate fuel or power source other than propane, butane, naphtha, or fuel oil; or the conversion of
fuel or power usage and consumption from fuel oil to an alternate fuel or power source other than natural
gas, propane, butane, or naphtha.

(D) "Energy conversion facility" means any additional property or equipment designed, constructed, or
installed after December 31, 1974, for use at an industrial or commercial plant or site for the primary
purpose of energy conversion.

(E) 'Exempt facilitqueans any of the facilities defined in division (B), (D), (F), (1), or (L) of this
section for which an exempt facility certificate is issued pursuant to section 5709.27 or for which a
certificate remains valid under section 5708.201 [5709.20.1] of the Revised Code.

(F) "Noise pollution control facility" means any property designed, constructed, or installed for use at an
industrial or commercial plant or site for the primary purpose of eliminating or reducing, at that plant or
site, the emission of sound which is harmful or inimical to persons or property, or materially reduces the
quality of the environment, as shall be determined by the director of environmental protection within such
standards for noise poliution control facilities and standards for environmental noise necessary to protect
public health and welfare as may be promulgated by the United States environmental protection agency.
In the absence of such United States environmental protection agency standards, the determination shall
be made in accordance with generally accepted current standards of good engineering practice in
environmental noise control.



(G) "Solid waste" means such unwanted residual solid or semi-solid material as results from industrial
operations, including those of public utility companies, and commercial, distribution, research, agricultural,
and community operations, including garbage, combustible or noncombustible, street dirt, and debris.

(H) "Solid waste energy conversion” means the conversion of solid waste into energy and the utilization of
such energy for some useful purpose.

() "Solid waste energy conversion facility" means any property or equipment designed, constructed, or
installed after December 31, 1974, for use at an industrial or a commercial plant or site for the primary
purpose of solid waste energy conversion.

\(J) "Thermal efficiency imorovem@nt"Jmeans the recovery and use of waste heat or waste steam
produced incidental to electric power generation, industrial process heat generation, lighting, refrigeration,
or space heating.

(K) "Thermal efficiency im t facility” ymeans any property or equipment designed, constructed, or
installed after December 31, 1974, for use at an industrial or a commercial plant or site for the primary
purpose of thermal efficiency improvement.

(L) "Industrial water poliution control facility" means any property designed, constructed, or installed for
the primary purpose of collecting or conducting industrial waste to a point of disposal or treatment;
reducing, controlling, or eliminating water pollution caused by industrial waste; or reducing, controlling, or
eliminating the discharge into a disposal system of industrial waste or what would be industrial waste if
discharged into the waters of this state. This division applies only to property related to an industrial water
pollution control facility placed into operation or initially capable of operation after December 31, 1965,
and installed pursuant to the approval of the environmental protection agency or any other governmental
agency having authority to approve the installation of industrial water pollution contro! facilities. The
definitions in section 6111.01 of the Revised Code, as applicable, apply to the terms used in this division.

(M) Property designed, constructed, installed, used, or placed in operation primarily for the safety, health,
protection, or benefit, or any combination thereof, of personnel of a business, or primarily for a business's
own benefit, is not an "exempt facility.”

HISTORY: 130 v 1304 (Eff 10-14-63); 133 v S 169 (Eff 10-2-69); 135 v H 621 (Eff 11-22-73); 136 v S
498. Eff 1-17-77; 150 v H 95, § 1, eff. 6-26-03.

§ 5709.201. Continuing validity of certificates; transfer of pending applications.

{(A) Except as provided in divisions (C)(4)(a) and (c) of section 5709.22 and division (F) of section
5709.25 of the Revised Code, a certificate issued under section 5709.21, 5709.31, 5709.46, or 6111.31 of
the Revised Code that was valid and in effect on the effective date of this section shall continue in effect
subject to the law as it existed before that effective date. Division (C)(4)(b) of section 5709.22 of the
Revised Code does not apply to any certificate issued by the tax commissioner before July 1, 2003.

(B) Any applications pending on the effective date of this section for which a certificate had not been
issued on or before that effective date under section 6111.31 of the Revised Code shall be transferred to
the tax commissioner for further administering. Sections 5709.20 to 5709.27 of the Revised Code apply to
such pending applications, excluding the requirement of section 5709.212 [5709.21.2] of the Revised
Code that applicants must pay the fee.

(C) For applications pending on the effective date of this section, division (D) of section 5709.25 of the
Revised Code allowing the commissioner to assess any additional tax notwithstanding any other time



limitations imposed by law on the denied portion of the applicant's claim applies only to tax periods that
would otherwise be open to assessment on that effective date.

HISTORY: 150 v H 85, § 1, eff. 6-26-03.

1
" Back to Top

\ § 5709.21 Certification procedure. \

(A) As used in this section:

(1) "Exclusive property” means real and personal property that is installed, used, and necessary for the
operation of an exempt facility, and that is not auxiliary property unless the auxiliary property exempt cost
equals or exceeds eighty-five per cent of the total cost of the property.

(2) "Auxiliary property" means personal property installed, used, and necessary for the operation of an
exempt facility that is also used in other operations of the business other than an exempt facility purpose
described in section 5§709.20 of the Revised Code. "Auxiliary property" does not include property with an
auxiliary property exempt cost that is less than or equal to fifteen per cent of the total cost of such
property.

(3) "Auxiliary property exempt cost" means the cost of auxiliary property calculated as follows:

(a) If the auxiliary property is used for an exempt facility purpose for discrete periods of time, the exempt
cost shall be determined by the ratio of time the auxiliary property is in use in such exempt capacity to the
total time it is in use. Division (A)(3)(a) of this section does not apply if the property is concurrently used
for an exempt facility purpose and a nonexempt facility purpose.

(b) The applicant has the burden of proving the exempt cost of all auxiliary property not described in
division (A)(3)(a) of this section.

(c) Any cost related to an expansion of the commercial or industrial site that is not related to the operation
of the exempt facility shall not be included as an auxiliary exempt cost under division (A)(3) of this section.

(B) Application for an exempt facility certificate shall be filed with the tax commissioner in such manner
and in such form as prescribed by the tax commissioner . The application shall contain plans and
specifications of the property, including all materials incorporated or to be incorporated therein and their
associated costs, and a descriptive list of all equipment acquired or to be acquired by the applicant for the
exempt facility and its associated cost. If the commissioner finds that the property was designed primarily
as an exempt facility and is suitable and reasonably adequate for such purpose and is intended for such
purpose, the commissioner shall enter a finding and issue a certificate to that effect. The effective date of
the certificate shall be the date the application was made for such certificate or the date of the
construction of the facility, whichever is earlier .

Nothing in this section shall be construed to extend the time period to file, to keep the time period to file
open, or supersede the requirement of filing a tax refund or other tax reduction request in the manner and
within the time prescribed by law.

(C) (1) Except as provided in division (C)(2) of this section, the certificate shall permit tax exemption
pursuant to section 5708.25 of the Revised Code only for that portion of such exempt facility that is
exclusive property used for a purpose enumerated in section 5709.20 of the Revised Code. , o o
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF TEXAS §
COUNTY OF WHARTON §

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared Ronald J.
Coldeway, known to me as that person, and after being duly sworn, stated under oath the
following:

1. “My name is Ronald J. Coldeway. | am over twenty-one (21) years of age, am fully
competent to testify and unless expressly stated otherwise, I have personal knowledge of all facts
stated herein, and all such facts are to the best of my knowledge true and correct

2. 'am the current Plant Manager at the Colorado Bend Energy Center (the “Facility™), a
550 MW combined cycle facility, utilizing four Heat Recovery Steam Generators (“HRSGs”) in
the production of clectricity and located in Wharton County, Texas. 1 have been in this role at
the Facility since September 7, 2010.

3. I have reviewed the Tier IV Use Determination Application #07-11926 (the
“Application™) (attached hereto as Exhibit "A") prepared and submitted to the TCEQ on March
19, 2008. In this Application, a method is outlined for recognizing air emissions (pollution
reduction and/or prevention) reductions due to the Facility’s combined cycle design. An Qutput
Based Emissions Model (the “Model”) in this Application attempted to recognize and to quantify
the NOx emissions prevention due to the combustion efficiencies inherent in our F acility design.

4. To calculate the percentage of HRSG equipment deemed to be pollution control property
(“PCP”), an “avoided emissions™ approach was used in the Model. This approach relied upon
thermal output differences between a conventional power generation system and the combined
cycle system at the Facility. By calculating the displacement of emissions associated with the
Facility’s thermal output and subtracting these emissions from a baseline emissions rate, a
percentage of the total Facility costs dedicated to PCP functions could be calculated. The
displaced emissions were emissions that would have been generated by the same thermal output
from a conventional steam power plant.

5. Finally, the Model multiplies the percentage generated above times the Total Capital Cost
of the Facility to establish the “Capital Cost of NOx Avoidance™. If this cost was equal to or
greater than 100% of the cost of the HRSG, the HRSG was deemed to be 100% property tax
exempt as PCP by the Model.

8326353v.1



6. Based on my industry experience and knowledge of the Facility, the assumptions in the
Output Based Emission Model, and the prevention of air emissions, as quantified, are in
conformance with the expected capabilities and historical performance of the F acility.

7. In addition to the theoretical demonstration of pollution prevention due to combined
cycle power generation efficiencies in the Model, I am aware of emissions data that has been
monitored at the Barney Davis and Nueces Bay Power Plant both pre and post- repowering of
that plant that confirm the assumptions in the above-referenced model regarding the air
emissions reductions per pound of fossil fuel use. This data is set out and discussed in the
attached Exhibit "B".

8.  FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.”

7

<2 e

'i%’:éna!d J. Co]deway{

<™

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority on this the u.g?‘?fwday of July, 2012, personally
appeared Ronald J. Coldeway, who being duly sworn on this oath, deposed and said that he has
read the foregoing and that every factual statement made therein is within her knowledge and is

true and correct.

éijg””is{é';/* {[ /

' Y f
P PATTY SHANNON f "\
e} Notary Public State of Texas ) J

(\374 My Comm. Exo. 08-26-201 Notary Pubfic in and for the State of Texas

8326553v.1
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TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
APPLICATION FOR USE D ETERMINATION
FOR POLLUTION CONTROL PROPERTY

The TCEQ has the responsibility to determine whether a property is a poliion control properly. A person seeking a use detennination for
poliwtion control property must complete the attached application or use a copy or similar reproduction. For assistance in completing this form
reler to the TCEQ guidelines document, Property Tax Exemptions for Pollution Control Property, as well as 30 TAC §17, rules goveming this
program. For additional assigance pleasc contact the Tax Relief for Pollwtion Control Property Program  at (512) 239-3100. The application
should be completed and mailed, along with a complete copy and appropriate fee, to: TCEQ MC-214, Cashiers Office, P.O. Box 13088, Augtin,

Texas 78711-3088.

1. GENERAL INFORMATION
A. What is the type of ownership of this facility?

[.1 Corporation ~. Sole Proprietor
[ Partnership — Utility
I Limited Partnership — Other

B. Size of company: Number of Employees
Wi1to 99 1,000 to 1,999
L1100 to 499 2,000 to 4,999
[.1500 to 999 5,000 or more

C. Business Description: Electricity Manufacturing (SIC 4911)

2. TYPE OF APPLICATION |
[ Tier I $150 Application Fee . Tier IIT $2,500 Application Fee

[.. Tier II $1,000 Application Fee v, Tier IV $500 Application Fee

NOTE: Enclose a check, money order to the TCEQ, or a copy of the ePay receipt
along with the applicaton to cover the required fee.

3. NAME OF APPLICANT
A. Company Name: Navasota Wharton Energy Partners LP
B. Mailing Address (Street or P.O. Box): 403 Corporate Woods
C.City, State, ZIP: Magnolia, TX 77354

4. PHYSICAL LOCATION OF PROPERTY REQUESTING A TAX EXEMPTION
A. Name of facility: Colorado Bend
B. Type of Mfg Process or Service: Electricity Manufacturing (SIC 4911)
C. Street Address: 3821 S. State Hwy 60
D. City, State, ZIP: Wharton, TX 77488 o
E. Tracking Number Assigned by Applicant: DPCOBend B B
F. Customer Number or Regulated Entity Number: N/A

5. APPRAISAL DISTRICT WITH TAXING AUTHORITY OVER PROPERTY

A. Name of Appraisal District: ~ Wharton

B. Appraisal District Account Number:  10258-000-000-00; 10-20500000-0200-
67099; 20063-000-055-00

Texas Relief for Pollution Control Property Application
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6. CONTACT NAME (must be provided)

A. Company/Organization Name: Duff and Phelps LLC

B. Name of Individual to Contact: Greg Maxim

C. Mailing Address: 919 Congress Ave.  Suite 1450

D. City, State, ZIP: Austin, TX 78701

E. Telephone number and fax number:  (512) 671-5580 Fax (512) 671-5501
F. E-Mail address (if available): gregory. maxim@duffandphelps.com

7. RELEVANT RULE, REGULATION, OR STATUTORY PROVISION

Please reference Section 8. Each item is detailed with the proper statute, regulation,
or environmental regulatory provision.

8. DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

Background

The Colorado Bend Energy Center (the “Facility”), owned by Navasota Wharton
Energy Partners LP, is a combined cycle natural-gas fired power plant located in
Wharton, Wharton County, Texas. The Facility is intended to have a total capacity
of 825 Mw, built in three phases. Phase has a capacity of 275 Mw and was
completed in June of 2007. Phase 2, currently under construction, is to be
completed in June of 2008 and will also have a 275 Mw capacity. Each phase
consists of 2 GE 7-EA combustion turbine units utilizing the GE Dry Low NOx
combustion control system technology, 2 heat recovery steam generating (HRSG)
units, and one steam turbine unit. The Facility utilizes a cooling tower within the
circulating water system for condenser cooling water needs and condensate return

purposes.
Overview of Combined Cycle Technology

The Facility consists of a combined-cycle gas turbine power plant with gas
Combustion Turbines ("CTs") equipped with heat recovery steam generators to
capture heat from the gas turbine exhaust. Steam produced in the heat recovery
steam generators powers a steam turbine generator(s) to produce additional electric
power. Use of the otherwise wasted heat in the turbine exhaust gas results in higher
plant thermal efficiency compared to other combustion technologies. Combined-
cycle plants currently entering service can convert approximately 50% of the
chemical energy of natural gas into electricity (HHV basis).

The Rankine cycle is a thermodynamic cycle that converts heat from an external
source into work. In a Rankine cycle, external heat from an outside source is
provided to a fluid in a closed-loop system. This fluid, once pressurized, converts
the heat into work output using a turbine. The fluid most often used in a Rankine
cycle is water (steam) due to its favorable properties, such as nontoxic and
unreactive chemistry, abundance, and low cost, as well as its thermodynamic
properties. The thermal efficiency of a Rankine cycle is usually limited by the
working fluid. Without pressure reaching super critical the temperature range the

Texas Relief for Poliution Control Property Application
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Rankine cycle can operate over is quite small, turbine entry temperatures are
typically 565°C (the creep limit of stainless steel) and condenser temperatures are
around 30°C. This gives a theoretical Carnot efficiency of around 63% compared
with an actual efficiency of 42% for a modern coal-fired power station. This low
turbine entry temperature (compared with a gas turbine) is why the Rankine cycle is
often used as a bottoming cycle in combined cycle gas turbine power stations.

The Brayton cycle is a constant pressure thermodynamic cycle that converts heat
from combustion into work. A Brayton engine, as it applies to a gas turbine system,
will consist of a fuel or gas compressor, combustion chamber, and an expansion
turbine. Air is drawn into the compressor, mixed with the fuel, and ignited. The
resulting work output is captured through a pump, cylinder, or turbine. A Brayton
engine forms half of a combined cycle system, which combines with a Rankine
engine to further increase overall efficiency. Cogeneration systems typically make
use of the waste heat from Brayton engines, typically for hot water production or
space heating.

By combining both gas and steam cycles, high input temperatures and low output
temperatures can be achieved. The efficiency of the cycles are additive, because
they are powered by the same fuel source. A combined-cycle plant has a
thermodynamic cycle that operates between the gas turbine's high firing temperature
and the waste heat temperature from the condensers of the steam cycle. This large
range means that the Carnot efficiency of the cycle is high. The actual efficiency,
while lower than this is still higher than that of either plant on its own. The thermal
efficiency of a combined-cycle power plant is the net power output of the plant
divided by the heating value of the fuel. If the plant produces only electricity,
efficiencies of up to 59% can be achieved.

A single-train combined-cycle plant consists of one gas turbine generator, a heat
recovery steam generator (HSRG) and a steam turbine generator (1 x 17
configuration). As an example, an “FA-class” combustion turbine, the most
common technology in use for large combined-cycle plants within the state of Texas
and other locations throughout the United States, represents a plant with
approximately 270 megawatts of capacity.

See Figure 1 — Standard Combined-Cycle Configuration, below.

It is common (o find combined-cycle plants using two or even three gas turbine
generators and heat recovery steam generators feeding a single, proportionally larger
steam turbine generator. Larger plant sizes result in economies of scale for
construction and operation, and designs using multiple combustion turbines provide
improved part-load efficiency. A 2 x 1 configuration using FA-class technology
will produce about 540 megawatts of capacity at International Organization for
Standardization ("ISO") conditions. ISO references ambient conditions at 14.7 psia,

59 F, and 60% relative humidity.

Because of high thermal efficiency, high reliability, and low air emissions,

Texas Relief for Pollution Control Property Application
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combined-cycle gas turbines have been the new resource of choice for bulk power
generation for well over a decade. Other attractive features include significant
operational flexibility, the availability of relatively inexpensive power augmentation
for peak period operation and relatively low carbon dioxide production.
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As an example, consider a gas turbine cycle that has an efficiency of 40%, which is
a representative value for current Brayton Cycle gas turbines, and the Rankine Cycle
has an efficiency of 30%. The combined-cycle efficiency would be 58%, which is a
very large increase over either of the two simple cycles. Some representative
efficiencies and power outputs for different cycles are shown in Figure 2 —
Comparison of Efficiency and Power Output of Various Power Products, below.
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FIGURE 2 - Comparison of efficiency and power output of various
power products [Bartol (1997)] (2)

Current Regulatory Authority for Qutput-Based Emissions

Innovative power technologies such as combined-cycle technology offer enormous
potential to improve efficiency and enhance the environmental footprint of power
generation through the reduction and/or prevention of air emissions to the
environment. Currently, two thirds of the fuel burned to generate electricity in
traditional fossil-fired steam boilers is lost. Traditional U.S. power generation
facility efficiencies have not increased since the 1950s and more than one fifth of
the U.S. power plants are more than 50 years old. In addition, these facilities are the
leading contributors to U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide, NOx, sulfur dioxide
("SO2™), and other contaminants into the air and water.

The ability to recognize and regulate the efficiency benefits of pollution reduction
and/or prevention through the use of combined-cycle technology is achieved through
the use of Output-Based emissions standards, incorporated since September 1998
within the U.S. EPA’s new source performance standards (“NSPS”) for NOx, from
both new utility boilers and new industrial boilers. Pursuant to section 407(c) of the
Clean Air Act in subpart Da (Electric Utility Steam Generating Units) and subpart
Db (Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units) of 40 CFR part
60, the U.S. EPA revised the NOx emissions limits for steam generating units for
which construction, modification, or reconstruction commenced after July 9, 1997
(3). Output-Based regulations are also exemplified by those used in the U.S. EPA’s
NOx Cap and Trade Program for the NOx State Implementation Plan (“SIP”) Call

Texas Refief for Poliution Control Property Application
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of 1998, which uses units of measure such as [b/MWh genérated or 1b concentration
("ppm"), which relate to the emissions to the productive output — electrical
generation of the process.(4)

The use of innovative technologies such as combined-cycle units reduces fossil fuel
use and leads to multi-media reductions in the environmental impacts of the
production, processing transportation, and combustion of fossil fuels. In addition,
reducing fossil fuel combustion is a pollution prevention measure that reduces
emissions of all products of combustion, not just the target pollutant (currently

NOx) of a federal regulatory program.
Authority to Expand Pollution Control Equipment & Categories in Texas
Under Texas House Bill 3732 (“HB3732”) enacted in 2007, Section 11.31 of the

Texas Tax Code is amended to add certain plant equipment and systems to the
current list of air, water, or land pollution control devices exempt from property

taxation in Texas.

Specifically, the language reads as follows:

SECTION 4. Section 11.31, Tax Code, is amended by adding Subsections (k), (), and (m) 1o read as
follows.

(k) The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality shall adopt rules establishing a nonexclusive list
of facilities, devices, or methods for the control of air, water, or land pollution, which must include:
(1) coal cleaning or refining facilities;

(2) atmospheric or pressurized and bubbling or circulating fluidized bed combustion systems and
gasification fluidized bed combustion combined-cycle systems,

(3) ultra-supercritical pulverized coal boilers;

(4) flue gas recirculation components;

(5) syngas purification systems and gas-cleanup units;

(6) enhanced heat recovery systems,

(7) exhaust heat recovery boilers;

(8) heat recovery steam generators,

(9) superheaters and evaporators;

(10) enhanced steam turbine systems;

(11) methanation;

(12) coal combustion or gasification byproduct and coproduct handling, starage, or treatment
facilities,

(13) biomass cofiring storage, distribution, and firing systems;

(14) coal cleaning or drying processes, such as coal drying/moisture reduction, air jigging,
precombustion decarbonization, and coal flow balancing technology;

(15) oxy-fuel combustion technology, amine or chilled ammonia scrubbing, fuel or emission
conversion through the use of catalysts, enhanced scrubbing technology, modified combustion
technology such as chemical looping, and cryogenic technology,

{16} if the United States Environmental Protection Agency adopts a final rule or regulation regulating
carbon dioxide as a pollutant, property that is used, constructed, acquired, or installed wholly or
partly to capture carbon dioxide from an anthropogenic source in this state that is geologically
sequestered in this state;

(17) fuel cells generating electricity using hydrogen derived from coal, biomass, petroleum coke, or
solid waste; and

(18) any other equipment designed 10 prevent, capture, abate, or monitor nitrogen oxides, volatile
organic compounds, particulate matter, mercury, carbon monoxide, or any criteria pollutant.

() The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality by rule shall update the list adopted under
Subsection (I} at least once every three years. An itenmr may be removed from the list if the conmission
finds compelling evidence to support the conclusion that the item does not provide pollution control

benefits.
{m) Notwithstanding the other provisions of this section, if the facility, device, or method for the
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control of air, water, or land pollution described in an application for an exemption under this section
is a facility, device, or method included on the list adopted under Subsection (k), the executive director
of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, not later than the 30th day after the date of
receipt of the information required by Subsections (¢)(2) and (3) and without regard to whether the
information required by Subsection (c)(1) has been submitted, shall determine that the facility, device,
or method described in the application is used wholly or partly as a facility, device, or method for the
control of air, water, or land pollution and shall 1ake the actions that are required by Subsection {d} in

the event such o determination is made.

Under the TCEQ’s recently updated “Tax Relief for Pollution Control Property ~
Application Instructions and Equipment and Categories List — Effective January
2008, the Equipment and Categories List - Part B ("ECL Part B") is a list of the
pollution control property categories adopted and set forth in TTC Sec. 26.045(1).
The taxpayer is to supply a pollution control percentage for the equipment listed in
Part B via calculations demonstrating pollution control, prevention and/or
reductions achieved by the listed equipment or systems.

The following property descriptions outline the environmental purpose, including
the anticipated environmental benefit of pollution control additions considered
under the Application Instructions’ ECL Part B that have been constructed and
placed into use at the Facility as of its placed-in-service date, or installed subsequent

to in-service since 1994:

Texas Refief for Poliution Control Property Application
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Property Descriptions

Item #1 & 3 Combined-Cycle Gas Turbine Plant Heat Recovery Steam
Generator (“HRSG”) and Support Systems Tier IV B-8

40 CFR Part 60 Subparts DA and DB, NOx Limits for Electric Utility Steam
Generating Units and Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units

for New Source Performance Standards (“"NSPS”).
TAC Rule 106.512, Standard Permit for Electric Generating Units (EGU)

NOTE: Permits issued under Texas Clean Air Act’s Health & Safety Code Sections 382,011, applies
to all electric generating units that emit air contaminanis, regardless of size, and it is 1o reflect Best
Available Control Technology (“BACT”) for electric generating units on an output basis in pounds
of NOx per megawatt hour, adjusted to reflect a simple cycle power plant.

The heat recovery steam generator ("HRSG") found in the Facility is a heat
exchanger that recovers heat from a hot gas stream. It produces steam that can be
used in a process or used to drive a steam turbine. A common application for an
HRSG is in a combined-cycle power station, where hot exhaust from a gas turbine is
fed to an HRSG to generate steam which in turn drives a steam turbine. This
combination produces electricity in a more thermally efficient manner than either

the gas turbine or steam turbine alone.

The Facility’s HRSGs consist of three major components: the Evaporator,
Superheater, and Economizer. The different components are put together to meet the
operating requirements of the unit. Modular HRSGs normally consist of three
sections: an LP (low pressure) section, a reheat/IP (intermediate pressure) section,
and an HP (high pressure) section. The reheat and IP sections are separate circuits
inside the HRSG. The IP steam partly feeds the reheat section. Each section has a
steam drum and an evaporator section where water is converted to steam. This
steam then passes through superheaters to raise the temperature and pressure past

the saturation point.

Item #2 & 4 Steam Turbine and Support Systems Tier IV B-10

40 CFR Part 60 Subparts DA and DB, NOx Limits for Electric Utility Steam
Generating Units and Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generating Units

for New Source Performance Standards (“"NSPS”).

TAC Rule 106.512, Standard Permit for Electric Generating Units (EGU)

NOTE: Permits issued under Texas Clean Air Act’s Health & Safety Code Sections 382.011, applies
to all electric generating units that emit air contaminants, regardless of size, and it is to reflect Best
Available Control Technology (“BACT”) for electric generating unils on an output basis in pounds
of NOx per megawatt hour, adjusted 1o reflect a simple cycle power plant.

The steam turbine(s) found in the Facility operate on the Rankine cycle in

combination with the Brayton cycle, as described above. Steam created in the

Facility HRSG(s) from waste heat that would have otherwise been lost to the

atmosphere enters the steam turbine via a throttle valve, where it powers the turbine
Texas Relief for Polivtion Control Property Application
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and connected generator to make electricity. Use of HRSG/Steam Turbine System
combination provides the Facility with an overall efficiency of greater than 50%.
Steam turbine systems similar to the Facility’s have a history of achieving up to
95% availability on an annual basis and can operate for more than a year between
shutdown for maintenance and inspections. (5)

Pollution Control Percentage Calculation: Avoided Emissions Approach

To calculate the percentage of the equipment or category deemed (o be pollution
control equipment, the Avoided Emissions approach has been used. This approach
relies on thermal output differences between a conventional power generation
system and the combined-cycle system at the Facility. Specifically, the percentage
is determined by calculating the displacement of emissions associated with the
Facility’s thermal output and subtracting these emissions from a baseline emission
rate. These displaced emissions are emissions that would have been generated by

the same thermal output from a conventional system.

Greater energy efficiency reduces all air contaminant emissions, including the
greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide. Higher efficiency processes include combined-
cycle operation and combined heat and power ("CHP") generation. For electric
generation the energy efficiency of the process expressed in terms of millions of
British thermal units ("MMBTU's") per Megawatt-hour. Lower fuel consumption
associated with increased fuel conversion efficiency reduces emissions across the
board — that is NOx, SOx, particulate matter, hazardous air pollutants, and
greenhouse gas emissions such as CO2.

In calculating the percent exempt for the listed items from the ECL-Part B, we
utilized Output-Based NOx allocation method for both power generation projects
that replaced existing facilities and “Greenfield” power and heat generation
facilities. We looked at the various fossil fuel technologies in use today and chose
the baseline facility to be a natural gas fuel-fired steam generator. We benchmarked
this conventional generation to the subject natural gas-fired combined cycle
generator at the Facility. By doing so, we narrowed the heat rate factors as much as
possible to be conservative and uniform in modeling. The benchmark heat rate

factor is the following:
Natural Gas fuel-fired Steam Generator: 10,490 BTU’s/kWh

This baseline heat rate purposely omits other fossil fuel sources in order to eliminate
impurity type characteristics, which in turn eliminated the NOx emission and cost of
control differences of each fossil fuel and generator type. Comparing the emissions
impact of different energy generation facilities is concise when emissions are
measured per unit of useful energy output. For the purpose of our calculations, we
converted all the energy output to units of MWh (I MWh = 3.413 MMBTU), and
compared the total emission rate to the baseline facility.

The comparison steps to calculate the NOx reduction is as follows:

Texas Relief for Poliution Control Property Application
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Calculation (Reference Schedule A)

Step 1 — Subject Output-Based Limit Calculation (Ibs NOx / MWh)

(Input-based Limit (lbs NOx/MMBTU)) X (Heat Rate (Btuw/kWh)) / (1,000,000 Btu/ 1,000 kWh) =
Output: (Ibs NOx/MWh),

Step 2 — Subject Output Conversion Calculation (NOx Tons / Year)

(Output (Ibs NOx/MWh) X (Unit Design Capacity (MW)) X (Capacity Factor) X ((365 Days) X (24
hrs/day)) / 2,000 1bs = Output: (NOx Tons/Year)

Step 3 — Baseline Output-Based Limit Calculation (Ibs NOx / MWh)

(Input-based Limit (Ibs NOx/MWh)) X (Heat Rate (Btu/kWh)) / (1,000,000 Btu / 1,000 kWh) =
Output: (Ibs NOx/MWh)

Step 4 — Baseline Output Conversion Calculation (NOx Tons / Year)

(Output (Ibs NOx/MMBtu) X (Unit Design Capacity (MW)) X (Capacity Factor) X ((365 Days) X
(24 hrs/day)) / 2,000 lbs = Output: (NOx Tons/Year)

Step 5 — Percent NOx Reduction Calculation

((Output Baseline)sep 4 - (Output Subject))siep 2 / (Output Subject) siep2 = % Reduction Output Subject

Step 6 — Percent Exempt Calculation

(Total Subject Facility Cost) X (% NOx Reduction) = Capital Cost of NOx Avoidance

Step 7 — Percent Exempt Calculation

Total Cost of NOx Avoidance / Total Cost of HB 3732 Equipment = % Exempt
m JIf % Exempt is greater than 100% HB 3732 Equipment is 100% Exempt

m If % Exempt is less than 100% then HB 3732 Equipment is partially exempt at
the Step 6 calculation.

NOTE: See the attached calculation sheet for the details regarding Facility-specific calculations and
property tax exemption percentage results based upon these calculations.
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9. PARTIAL PERCENTAGE CALCULATION

N/A.
10. PROPERTY CATEGORIES AND COSTS

See attached Schedule 10.
11. EMISSION REDUCTION INCENTIVE GRANT

Will an application for an Emission Reduction Incentive Grant be on file for this
property/project:
[]Yes [X] No

12. APPLICATION DEFICIENCIES

After an initial review of the application, the TCEQ may determine that the
information provided with the application is not sufficient to make a use
determination. The TCEQ may send a notice of deficiency, requesting additional
information that must be provided within 30 days of written notice.

13. FORMAL REQUEST FOR SIGNATURE

By signing this application, yoy certify that this information is true to the best of your
knowledge and belief.

NAME: CV\ o~ . DATE: 22 Al / 7L
TITLE: \ﬁ%\:)ctorv b / ’

COMPANY: Duff and Phelps LLC

Under Texas Penal Code, Section 37.10, if you make a false statement on this
application, you could receive a jail term of up to one year and a fine up to $2,000, or
a prison term of two to 10 years and a fine of up to $5,000.

14. DELINQUENT FEE/PENALTY PROTOCOL
This form will not be processed until all delinquent fees and/or penalties owed to the
TCEQ or the Office of the Attorney General on behalf of the TCEQ are paid in
accordance with the Delinquent Fee and Penalty Protocol. (Effective 9/1/2006)
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Navasota Wharton Encrgy Partaers LP

Colorado Bend Energy Center - Phase |
Schedule A - 2008 Thermal Efficiency Calculation

Subject Details:
Average Heat Rate!" 7,746 (Bru/kWh)
NOx Emissions 168.6 Tons / year
Plant Capacity ™ 275 MW
Capacity Factor ™ 100.00%
Technology ™ Combined Cycle
Total Subject Facility Cost © $169,296,979
Total Cost of Tier 1V Equipment 7 $36,636,012

as¢ling Details:
Average Heat Rate ™ 10,490 BtikWh
Technotogy Steam Turbine

STEPF Y

Subjeet Qutput-Bascd Limit Calculation (His NOx / MWh)

Unit Conversions Output-based Limit

tnpui-based Limit 11eat Rate
¥ 1 (1,000,000 Biu/ = "
(ibs NOx/MMBtu) {Btu/kWh) £000 kWh) {ibs NO»/M\Wh)
0.0198 7.746 1,000 0.1533

STEP2

Subject Output Conversion Caleulation (NOx Toas / Yesr)

Unit Cenversions

Oulpu;—g:;;:wL:‘n)m (tbs x Capacity (MW) x Capacity Factor = x (365 days * 24 = (?mu"vNO‘
Hours / 2,000 Ibs) (Tons/Yesr)
0.1533 275 100.00% 4 168.6

STEP 3

Baseline Output-Bascd Limit Caleulation (Ihs NOx/ MWh)

Unit Cunversions Output-based Limit

Input-bhased Limit Heat Rate
x . / (1,006,000 Bru/ = v
(Ibs NOx/MMBtu) (Btu/kWh) 1000 KWh) {ths NOx/M\Wh)
0.0198 10,490 1,000 0.2077

STEP 4

Baseline Output Conversion Calculation (NOx Tons / Year)

Unit Conversions

8 it
0“‘”"&8:;:\5:3' b N Capacity (MW) x Capacity Factor  x {365 days * 24 = f_)[ft;::;l\’NBOx
Hours / 2,000 tbs) s/Year)
0.2077 275 100.00% 4 2288

STEPS
Percent NOx Reduetion Caleulation

=" % NOx Reduction
i68.6 35.5%

{ Quiput Bascline - Oulput Subject ) / Guiput Subjeet
2285 168.6

STEP 6 ' ‘
Percent Excmpt Catculation :

N . . . Capital Cost of
t {4 b 4 3 =
Total Subject Unit Cost X e NOx Reduction NOx Aveidance

£169,296,979 35.5% 560,100,428

STEP 7 ‘
Pereent Exempt Caleulation

Totai Cost of HR
Tot TNOx Aveid = 9
T'otal Cost of NOx Avoidance / 3731 Equipment Yo Exemypt

$60,100,428 §36,636.012 164.0%

[ Conclude ] 0% [

(1) - Heat rate represents plaat performance tost heat rte (HHV) and was provided by the chient

(2) - NOx esissions 15 the NOx pollutant emission permit it in tons per year provided by the client

{3) - Plant capacity is the average nominal capacily and was provided by the client

(4) - Capacity Tactor is the msximum operating level allowed under the emissions permit provided by the chient

(5 - Technology represents the actuat technotopy of the subject

(6) - Total subject facility cost represents the total cost Lo build the entire facility and it was deternmined based on data provided by the client

(7) - Totn} Tier IV cquipment was delermined by allocating the oligible TCEQ ECL part B equipment and theic associnled cost from actual
daty provide by the clicn

(8) - Basctine hent rate was published by the Energy lnformation Admmistration (“EIA")

(9) - Basctine techrology represents the technology that the subject would have ceplaced at the time of the subjects construction



Navasota Wharton Encrgy Partners LP

Colorado Bend Energy Center - Phase H
Schedule A - 2008 Thermal Efficiency Calculation

Subject Details;

Average Heat Rate ™ 7,746 (BtwkWh)
NOx Emissions 168.6 Tons / year
Mam Capacity 275 MW
Capacity Factor 100.00%
Technology Combined Cycle

Total Subject Facility Cost $162,042,822

Tota! Cost of Ticr IV Equipment 7! $52,404,614

Baseline Details;

Average Heat Rote ™ 10,490 Buw/kWh
Technology ™ Steam Turbine

STEP 1

Subject Output-Based Limit Caleulation (ths NO« 7 MWH)

Unit Conversions

-] | t
Input-based Limit Heat Rate / (1,000,000 Bu/ = Qutput-based Limi

x
(ibs NOx/MMBtu) {Btu/kWh) 1600 KWh) (lbs NOx/MWh)
0.0198 7,746 1,000 0.1533
STEPZ
Subjoet Qutput Conversion Calealation (NO\ Fons / Year)
Unit Conversions
Output-based Limit (Ibs Output NOx
X Capacity (MW) X Capacity Factor  x (365 days * 24 -~
NOx/MWh) Hours /2,000 Ibs) {Tons/Year)
0.1533 275 100.00% 4 168.6

STEP 3
Bascline Qutput-Based Limit Caleulation (ths NO 7 MWhH)

Input-based Limit x Heat Rate ; ‘:;l‘;:oc;:;‘;:::?s . Output-based Limit
N Wh
(Ibs NOx/MMBtu) (Btu/kWh) 1008 kWh) (tbs NOXYMWh)
0.0198 10,450 1,000 0.2077
STEP 4
Basclive Outpet Conversion Caleulation (NOs Tens / Year)
. Unit Couversions
Oulpu';-g:;;:\l‘.;::;m (tos x Capacity (MW) x Capacity Factor x (365 days * 24 = 8.'::;'\,':2;
Hours / 2,000 Ihs)
0.2077 275 100.00% 4 228.5
STEPS
Percent NOy Reduction Caleulation
{ Output Bascline - Output Subject } / Output Suhject = % NOx Reduction
2285 168.6 1068.6 35.5%
STEP®
Pereent Excrpt Calenlution
Total Subject Unit Cost X % NOx Reduction - Capital C-os( of
NOx Avaidance
$162,042,822 35.5% $57,525,202

STEP?

Pereent Exemnpt Calcalation

. Total Cost of HB o
Total Cost of NOx Aveidance / 3732 Equipment % Excmpt
$57,525,202 §52,404,614 109.8%

L Conclude ] 100% [

(1) - Heat rate represcnts the anticipated heat raic (HHV) and was provided by the client

{2) - NOx emissions is the NOx polf i permit Himit in tons per year provided by the client

(3) - Plant capacity is the average nominal copacity and was provided by the client

{4) - Capacity factor is the maximum opcrating level aliowed under the emissions permit provided by the client

(5) - Technology represents the actual technology of the subject

(6) - Total subject facility cost represents the (otal cost to build the entire facitity and it was detennined based on dote provide by the client

{1} - Total Tier IV cqui was ¢ ! by allocating the eligible TCEQ ECL part B cquipnient and their associstcd cost from actust
data provide by the client

(8} - Basclinc hent rate was published by the Encrgy Information Administration (*EIA")

(9} - Basciine technology rep: the technology that the subject would have replaced at the time of the subjcects construction
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AFFIDAVIT

STATE OF TEXAS §
COUNTY OF NUECES §

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority, on this day personally appeared Mark
Shepherd, known to me as that person, and after being duly sworn, stated under oath the
following:

1. “My name is Mark Shepherd. I am over twenty-one (21) years of age, am fully
competent to testify and unless expressly stated otherwise, I have personal knowledge of all facts
stated herein, and all such facts are to the best of my knowledge true and correct.

2. I am the current Director of Environmental, Safety and Health at the Barney
Davis Power Plant (the “Facility”), a 680 MW combined cycle facility, utilizing (2) Heat
Recovery Steam Generators (“HRSGs”) in the production of electricity and located in Nueces
County, Texas. I have been in this role at the Facility since 2010.

2. [ am also the current Director of Environmental, Safety and Health at the Nueces
Bay Power Plant (the “Facility”), a 680 MW combined cycle facility, utilizing six Heat Recovery
Steam Generators (“HRSGs”) in the production of electricity and located in Nueces County,
Texas. [ have been in this role at the Facility since 2010.

3. I have reviewed the Tier IV Use Determination Applications 07-12210 and 07-
12211 (the “Applications™), prepared and submitted to the TCEQ on March 27, 2008. In these
Applications, a method of recognizing air emissions (pollution reduction and/or prevention)
reductions due to the Facility’s combined cycle design is outlined. An Output Based Emissions
Model (the “Model”) in these Applications attempted to recognize and to quantify the NOx
cmissions prevention due to the combustion efficiencies inherent in our Facility design.

4. To calculate the percentage of HRSG equipment deemed to be pollution control
property (“PCP”), an “avoided emissions” approach was used in the Model. This approach
relied upon thermal output differences between a conventional power generation system and the
combined cycle system at the Facility. By calculating the displacement of emissions associated
with the Facility’s thermal output and subtracting these emissions from a baseline emissions rate,

8556398v.1



a percentage of the total Facility costs dedicated to PCP functions could be calculated. The
displaced emissions were emissions that would have been generated by the same thermal output
from a conventional steam power plant. (See Attachments 1 and 2 — Applications 07-12210 and
07-12211)

5. Finally, the Model multiplies the percentage generated above times the Total
Capital Cost of the Facility to establish the “Capital Cost of NOx Avoidance”. If this cost was
equal to or greater than 100% of the cost of the HRSG, the HRSG was deemed to be 100%
property tax exempt as PCP by the Model. (See Attachments 1 and Attachment 2 — Application
07-12210 and 07-12211)

6. In general, the assumptions in the Output Based Emission Model, and the
prevention of air emissions, as quantified, are in conformance with the expected capabilities and
historical performance of the Facility.

7. In addition to the theoretical demonstration of pollution prevention due to
combined cycle power generation efficiencies in the Model, we have specific empirical Facility
emissions outputs pre- and post- repowering efforts that support the air emissions reductions per

pound of fossil fuel use. These emissions reductions are attached as Attachment 3.

8. FURTHER AFFIANT SAYETH NOT.”

Mark Shepherd

BEFORE ME, the undersigned authority on this the gﬁé\fday of October, 2012, personally
appeared Mark Shepherd, who being duly sworn on this oath, deposed and said that he has read
the foregoing and that every factual statement made therein is within her knowledge and is true
and correct.

BEVERLY PETTY ' v e
=1 i 7

M Y e o
breh 14 13 / Notary Public m/{ d for {he/%ate of Texas

8556398v.1
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PoF 0N La(

TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QuaLITY
APPLICATION FOR USED ETERMINATION :
FoR PoLLUTION CONTROL PROPERTY

The TCEQ has the responsibility to determine whether a property is a polition control propaty. A person seeking a use determnation for
polittion control property must complete the attached application or use & €opy or similar reproduction, For assigance in completing this form
refer to the TCEQ guidelinas document, Property Tax Exemptions for Pollution Control Property, as well as 30 TAC§17, rules goveming this
program. For additional assigance please contact the Tax Relief for Polittion Control Property Program &t (512) 2393100 The epplication
should be completad and mailed, along wkh a complete copy and gppropriate fee, to: TCEQ MC-214, Cashiers Office, P.O. Box 13088, Austin,

Texas 78711-3088,

1. GENERAL INFORMATION
A. What is the type of ownership of this facility?
U Corporation O Sole Proprietor
¥ Partnership U Utility
U Limited Partnership [J Other

B. Size of company: Number of Employees

¥1to99 (11,000 to 1,999
0 100 to 499 032,000 to 4,999
0500 to 999 (7 5,000 or more :
C. Business Description: Electricity Manufacturing (SIC 4911)
2. TYPE OF APPLICATION .
O TierI$150 Application Fee U Tier I $2,500 Application Fee

O TierIr $1,000 Application Fee M Tier IV $500 Appligation Fee

NOTE: Enclose a check, money order to the Tt CEQ, or a copy of tite ePay receipt
along with the applicaton to cover the required fee, :

3. NAME OF APPLICANT
A. Company Name: Topaz Power Group LLC .
B. Mailing Address (Street or P.O. Box): 2705 Bee Caves Road Stiite 340
C. City, State, ZIP: Austin, TX 78746

4. PHYSICAL LOCATION OF PROPERTY REQUESTING A TAX EXEMPTION
A. Name of facility: Barney Davis :
B. Type of Mfg Process or Service: Electricity Manufacturing (SIC 491 1)
C. Street Address: 4301 Waldron Rd :
D. City, State, ZIP: Corpus Christi, TX 78418
E. Tracking Number Assigned by Applicant: DPBarneyDavis B
F. Customer Number or Regulated Entity Number: N/A

5. APPRAISAL DISTRICT WITH TAXING AUTHORITY OVER PROPERTY

A. Name of Appraisal District: Nueces
B. Appraisal District Account Number: TBD/New for 2008

Texas Relief for Poliution Controj Propsriy Appiication

TCEQ-00811 (Ravised January 2008)
. Page 1of 12
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6. CONTACT NAME (must be provided)

A. Company/Organization Name: Duff and Phelps LLC

B. Name of Individual to Contact: Greg Maxim :

C. Mailing Address: 919 Congress Ave.  Suite 1450

D. City, State, ZIP: Austin, TX 78701

E. Telephone number and fax number: (512) 671-5580 Fax (512) 671-5501
F. E-Mail address (if available): gregory.maxim@duffandphelps.com

7. RELEVANT RULE, REGULATION, OR STATUTORY PROVISION

Please reference Section 8. Each item is detailed with the proper statute, regulation,
or environmental regulatory provision. ;

8. DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY
Background

The Barney Davis Power Station is located in Nueces County, Texas on the south
side of the City of Corpus Christi. The plant has approximately 1,992 acres of land
between the Laguna Madre and Oso Creek. Barney Davis contains two intermediate
natural gas-fired steam-generating units that were placed in-service in 1974 (Unit 1 -
335 MW) and 1976 (Unit 2 - 347 MW), respectively. The units, which were
designed for base load operation, are presently being shuttered in place. As part of
the Barney Davis repowering initiative, Topaz will be adding two new GE 7FA
combustion turbines and two Heat Recovery Steam Generators (HRSG). With the
additional re-tooling of the existing steam turbine, a total of 680 MW generating
capacity will go online in 2009. '

Overview of Combined Cycle Technology

The Facility is a combined-cycle gas turbine power plant consisting of gas
Combustion Turbines ("CTs") equipped with heat recovery steam generators to
capture heat from the gas turbine exhaust. Steam produced in the heat recovery
steam generators powers a steam turbine generator(s) to produce additional electric
power. The use of otherwise wasted heat in the turbine exhaust gas results in higher
plant thermal efficiency compared to other power generation technologies.
Combined-cycle plants currently entering service can convert over 50% of the
chemical energy of natural gas into electricity (HHV basis). Employment of the
Brayton Thermodynamic Cycle (Gas Turbine Cycle) in combinatién with the
Rankine Thermodynamic Cycle results in the improved efficiency.

The Rankine cycle is a thermodynamic cycle that converts heat from an external
source into work. In a Rankine cycle, external heat from an outside source is
provided to a fluid in a closed-loop system. This fluid, once pressurized, converts
the heat into work output using a turbine. The fluid most often used in a Rankine
cycle is water (steam) due to its favorable properties, such as nontoxic and
unreactive chemistry, abundance, and low cost, as well as its thermodynamic
properties. The thermal efficiency of a Rankine cycle is usually limited by the
working fluid. Without pressure reaching super critical the temperature range the
Texas Relief for Poliution Control Propenty Appiication

TCEQ-00611 (Revised January 2008)
Barnsy Davis - 4301 Waldron Rd Corpus Christl, TX 78418 : Pags 2 of 12




Rankine cycle can Operate over is quite small, turbine entry temperatures are
typically 565°C (the creep limit of stainless steel) and condenser temperatures are
around 30°C. This gives a theoretical Carnot efficiency of around563% compared
with an actual efficiency of 42% for a modern coal-fired power station. This low
turbine entry temperature (compared with a gas turbine) is why the Rankine cycle is
often used as a bottoming cycle in combined cycle gas turbine power stations.,

The Brayton cycle is a constant pressure thermodynamic cycle that converts heat
from combustion into work. A Brayton engine, as it applies to a gas turbine system,
will consist of a fuel or gas compressor, combustion chamber, and an expansion
turbine. Air is drawn into the compressor, mixed with the fuel, and ignited. The
resulting work output is captured through a pump, cylinder, or turbine. A Brayton

space heating,

By combining both gas and steam cycles, high input temperatures and low output
temperatures can be achieved, The efficiency of the cycles are additive, because
they are powered by the same fuel source, A combined-cycle plant has a

and the waste heat temperature from the condensers of the steam cycle. This large
range means that the Carnot efficiency of the cycle is high. The actual efficiency,
while lower than this is still higher than that of either plant on its own. The thermal

A single-train combined-cycle plant consists of one gas turbine generator, a heat
recovery steam generator (HSRG) and a steam turbine generator “1x1”
configuration). Asan example, an “FA-class” combustion turbine', the most

See Figure | - Standard Combined-Cycle Configuration, below. ,

It is common to find combined-cycle plants using two or even three gas turbine
generators and heat reécovery steam generators feeding a single, proportionally larger
steam turbine generator., Larger plant sizes resu]t in economies of scale for
construction and operation, and designs using multiple combustion turbines provide
improved part-load efficiency. A2x ] configuration using FA-class technology
will produce about 540 megawatts of capacity at International Organization for
Standardization ("ISO") conditions. ISO references ambient conditions at 14.7 psia,
59 F, and 60% relative humidity, ‘

Because of high thermal efficiency, high reliability, and low air emissions,

Toxas Rellef for Pollution Contro! Propery Application

TCEQ-0081
Bamey Davi
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combined-cycle gas turbines have been the new resource of choice for bulk power
generation for well over a decade. Other attractive features include significant
operational flexibility, the availability of relatively inexpensive power augmentation
for peak period operation and relatively low carbon dioxide production.

Cooling Tower I~

Condsnser|

O~
S b \___Heaf Recover

Steam Generator

Gas Turbine i
Electricity
Compressor Turbing
Tlmake Air
FIGURE 1 - Standard Combined-Cycle Conﬁgm:'ation @) i

As an example, consider a gas turbine cycle that has an efficiency of 40%, which is
a representative value for current Brayton Cycle gas turbines, and the Rankine Cycle
has an efficiency of 30%. The combined-cycle efficiency would be 58%, which is a
very large increase over either of the two simple cycles. Some representative
efficiencies and power outputs for different cycles are shown in F igure 2 —
Comparison of Efficiency and Power Output of Various Power Products, below.

Texas Rellef for Poitution Controi Property Appiication . . !
TCEQ-00811 (Revised Janusry 2008) {
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FIGURE 2 - Comparison of efficiency and power oufput of various
pPower products [Bartol 1997] (2) -

Current Regulato Authority for Out ut-Based Emission

Innovative power technologies such as combined-cycle technology offer enormous
potential to improve efficiency and enhance the environmental footprint of power
generation through the reduction and/or prevention of air emissions to the
environment. Currently, two thirds of the fuel burned to generate electricity in
traditional fossil-fired steam boilers is lost. Traditional U.S. power generation
facility efficiencies have not increased since the 1950s and more than one fifth of
the U.S. power plants are more than 50 years old. In addition, these facilities are the
leading contributors to U.S. emissions of carbon dioxide, NOx, sulfur dioxide
("802"), and other contaminants into the air and water, ’

The ability to recognize and regulate the efficiency benefits of pollution reduction
and/or prevention through the use of combined-cycle technology is achieved
through the use of Output-Based emissions standards, incorporated since September
1998 within the U.S. EPA’s new source performance standards (“NSPS”) for NOx,
from both new utility boilers and new industrial boilers. Pursuant to section 407(c)
of the Clean Air Act in subpart Da (Electric Utility Steam Generating Units) and
subpart Db (Industria!-Commcrcial-hlstitutional Steam Generating Units) of 40
CFR part 60, the U.S. EPA revised the NOx emissions limits for steam generating
units for which construction, modification, or reconstruction commenced after July
9, 1997 (3). Output-Based regulations are also exemplified by those used in the
U.S. EPA’s NOx Cap and Trade Program for the NOx State Implementation Plan

Taxas Relief for Poliution Control Property Appiication
TCEQ-00811 (Revised January 2008)
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(“SIP”) Call of 1998, which uses units of measure such as [b/MWh generated or ib
concentration ("ppm"), which relate to the emissions to the productive output —
electrical generation of the process.(4)

The use of innovative technologies such as combined-cycle units reduces fossil fuel
use and leads to multi-media reductions in the environmental impacts of the
production, processing transportation, and combustion of fossil fuels. In addition,
reducing fossil fuel combustion is a pollution prevention measure that reduces
emissions of all products of combustion, not just the target pollutant (currently
NOx) of a federal regulatory program. :

Authority to Expand Pollution Control Equipment & Categories in Texas

Under Texas House Bill 3732 (“HB3732”) enacted in 2007, Section 11.31 of the
Texas Tax Code is amended to add certain plant equipment and systems to the
current list of air, water, or land pollution control devices exempt from property
taxation in Texas.

Specifically, the language reads as follows:

SECTION 4. Section 11.31, Tax Code, is amended by adding Subsections (¥), (1), and (m) to read as
Jollows: ;

(k) The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality shall adopt rules establishing a nonexclusive list
of facilities, devices, or methods for the control of air, water, or land pollution; which must include:
(1) coal cleaning or refining faciiities; :

(2) atmospheric or pressurized and bubbling or circulating fluldized bed combustion systems and
gasification fluidized bed combustion combined-cycle systems; .

(3) uitra-supercritical pulverized coal boilers;

(4) flue gas recirculation components; :

(3) syngas purification systems and gas-cleanup units; :

(6) enhanced heat recovery systems; :

(7) exhaust heat recovery boilers;
(8) heat recovery steam generators;
(9) superheaters and evaporators;
(10) enhanced steam turbine systems;
(11) methanation;

(12) coal combustion or gasification byproduct and coproduct handling, storage, or freatment
Jactlities; :

(13) biomass cofiring storage, distribution, and firing systems; .

(14) coal cleaning or drying processes, such as coal drying/moisture reductlon, air Jigging,
precombustion decarbonization, and coal flow balancing technology; :

(15) oxy-fuel combustion technology, amine or chilled ammonia scrubbing, fuel or emission
conversion through the use of catalysts, enhanced scrubbing technology, modified combustion
technology such as chemical looping, and cryogenic technology; :

(16) if the United States Environmental Protection Agency adopts a final rule or regulation regulating
carbon dioxide as a pollutant, property that is used, constructed, acquired, or installed wholly or
partly to capture carbon dioxide from an anthropogenic source in this state that is geologically
sequestered in this state; :

(17) fuel cells generating electricity using hydrogen derived from coal, biomass, petroleum coke, or
solid waste; and )

(18) any other equipment designed to prevent, capture, abate, or monitor nitrogen oxides, volatile
organic compounds, particulate maiter, mercury, carbon monoxide, or any criteria pollutant.

() The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality by rule shall update the list adopted under
Subsection (k) at least once every three years. An item may be removed from the list if the commission
Jinds compelling evidence to support the conclusion that the item does not provide pollution control
benefits. :

(m) Notwithstanding the other provisions of this section, if the facility, device, or method for the

Texas Relief for Poliution Control Property Application
TCEQ-00611 (Revised January 2008)
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control of air, water, or land pollution described in an application for an exemption under this section
Is a facility, device, or method inctuded on the list adopted under Subsection (k), the executive director
of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, not later than the 30th day afler the date of
receipt of the information required by Subsections (c)(2) and (3) and without regard 1o whether the

the event such a determination is made.

Under the TCEQ’s recently updated “Tax Relief for Pollution Control Property —
Application Instructions and Equipment and Categories List — Effective January
2008”, the Equipment and Categories List - Part B ("ECL Part B").is a list of the
pollution control property categories adopted and set forth in TTC Sec. 26.045(1).
The taxpayer is to supply a pollution control percentage for the equipment listed in
Part B via calculations demonstrating pollution control, prevention and/or
reductions achieved by the listed equipment or systems. 7

The following property descriptions outline the environmental purpose, including
the anticipated environmental benefit of pollution control additions considered
under the Application Instructions’ ECL Part B that have been constructed and
placed into use at the Facility as of its placed-in-service date, or installed subsequent

to in-service since 1994:

Texas Reilef for Poltution Control Property Application
TCEQ-00811 (Revised January 2008)
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Property Descriptions

Item #1 Combined-Cycle Gas Turbine Plant Heat Recovery Steam Generator
(“HRSG”) and Support Systems Tier IV B-8 :

40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK - Standards of Performance for Stationary
Combustion Turbines :
TAC Rule 116.110 Control of Air Pollution by Permits for New Cénstruction or
Modification - New Source Review Permits :

NOTE: Permits issued under Texas Clean Air Act's Health & Safety Code Sectlons 382.011, applies
to all electric generating units that emit air contaminants, regardless of size, and it Is to reflect Best
Available Control Technology ("BACT") for electric generating units on an oulput basls in pounds
of NOx per megawatt hour, adjusted to reflect a simple cycle power plant. :

The heat recovery steam generator ("THRSG") found in the Facility is a heat
exchanger that recovers heat from a hot gas stream. It produces steam that can be
used in a process or used to drive a steam turbine. A common application for an
HRSG is in a combined-cycle power station, where hot exhaust from a gas turbine is
fed to an HRSG to generate steam which in turn drives a steam turbine. This
combination produces electricity in a more thermally efficient manner than either
the gas turbine or steam turbine alone.

The Facility’s HRSGs consist of three major components: the Evaporator, , &
Superheater, and Economizer. The different components are put together to meet the
operating requirements of the unit. Modular HRSGs normally consist of three
sections: an LP (low pressure) section, a reheat/IP (intermediate pressure) section,
and an HP (high pressure) section. The reheat and IP sections are separate circuits
inside the HRSG. The IP steam partly feeds the reheat section. Each section has a
steam drum and an evaporator section where water is converted to steam. This

steam then passes through superheaters to raise the temperature and pressure past
the saturation point. :

Item #2 Steam Turbine and Support Systems Tier IV B-10

40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK - Standards of Performance for Siatz‘onary
Combustion Turbines ;

&

TAC Rule 116.110 Control of Air Pollution by Permits for New Construction or
Modification - New Source Review Permits 4

NOTE: Permits issued under Texas Clean Air Act’s Health & Safety Code Sections 382.011, applies
to all electric generating units that emil air contaminants, regardless of size, and it is to reflect Best
Avallable Control Technology ("BACT") for electric generating units on an oulput basis in pounds
of NOx per megawatt hour, adjusted to reflect a simple cycle power plant. '

The steam turbine(s) found in the Facility operate on the Rankine cycle in
combination with the Brayton cycle, as described above. Steam created in the
Facility HRSG(s) from waste heat that would have otherwise been lost to the
atmosphere enters the steam turbine via a throttle valve, where it powers the turbine

Texas Relief for Poliution Control Property Application
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| and connected generator to make electricity. Use of HRSG/Steam Turbine System
combination provides the Facility with an overall efficiency of greater than 50%,
Steam turbine systems similar to the Facility’s have a history of achieving up to
95% availability on an annual basis and can operate for more than a year between
shutdown for maintenance and inspections. (5) "
Pollution Control Percenta e Calculation: Avoided Emissions Approach

!
i
H
|
i

To calculate the percentage of the equipment or category deemed ﬁo be pollution
control equipment, the Avoided Emissions approach has been used. This approach
relies on thermal output differences between a conventional power generation
system and the combined-cycle system at the Facility. Specifically, the percentage
is determined by calculating the displacement of emissions associated with the
Facility’s thermal output and subtracting these emissions from a baseline emission
rate. These displaced emissions are emissions that would have been generated by
the same thermal output from a conventional system. )

Greater energy efficiency reduces all ajr contaminant emissions, it{cluding the
greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide, Higher efficiency processes inclugic combined-
cycle operation and combined heat and power ("CHP") generation; For electric

generation the energy efficiency of the process expressed in terms of millions of
British thermal units ("MMBTU's") per Megawatt-hour. Lower fuel consumption
associated with increased fuel conversion efficiency reduces emissions across the
board ~ that is NOx, SOx, particulate matter, hazardous air pollutants, and

greenhouse gas emissions such as Coz2,

In calculating the percent exempt for the listed items from the ECL-Part B, we
utilized Output-Based NOx allocation method for both power generation projects
that replaced existing facilities and “Greenfield” power and heat generation
facilities. We looked at the various fossil fue] technologies in use today and chose
the baseline facility to be a natural gas fuel-fired steam generator, ‘We benchmarked
this conventional generation to the subject natural gas-fired combined cycle
generator at the Facility, By doing so, we narrowed the heat rate factors as much as
possible to be conservative and uniform in modeling. The benchmark heat rate
factor is the following: :

Natural Gas fuel-fired Steam Generator: 10,490 BTU’s/kWh

This baseline heat rate purposely omits other fossil fuel sources in order to eliminate
impurity type characteristics, which in turn eliminated the NOx emission and cost of
control differences of each fossi] fuel and generator type. Comparing the emissions
impact of different energy generation facilities is concise when emissions are
measured per unit of usefu] energy output. For the purpose of our calculations, we
converted all the energy output to units of MWh (1 MWh = 3.413 MMBTU), and
compared the total emission rate to the baseline facility. '

The comparison steps to calculate the NOx reduction is as follows:

Texas Rellef for Polkition Conirol Proparty Application
TCEQ-00811 (Revised January 2008}
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Calculation (Reference Schedule A)
Step 1 — Subject Output-Based Limit Calculation (Ibs NOx / MWh)

(Input-based Limit (Ibs NOX/MMBTU)) X (Heat Rate (Btu/kWh)) / (1,000, 000 Btu/ 1,000 kWh) =
Output: (Ibs NOX/MWh), ;

Step 2 ~ Subject Output Conversion Calculation (NOx Tons / Year)

(Output (Ibs NOx/MWh) X (Unit Design Capacity (MW)) X (Capacity Factor) X ((365 Days) X (24
hrs/day)) / 2,000 Ibs = Output; (NOx Tons/Year)

Step 3 — Baseline Output-Based Limit Calculation (Ibs NOx / MWh)

(Input-based Limit (Ibs NOx/MWh)) X (Heat Rate (BtwkWh)) / (1,000,000 Btu / 1,000 kWh) =
Qutput; (Ibs NOx/MWh) ‘

Step 4 — Baseline Output Conversion Calculation (NOx Tons / Year)

(Output (Ibs NOx/MMBtu) X (Unit Design Capacity (MW)) X (Capacity Factor) X ((365 Days) X
(24 hrs/day)) / 2,000 lbs = Output: (NOx Tons/Year) f

Step 5 — Percent NOx Reduction Calculation .

((Output Baseline)yep 4 - (Output Subject))sep2 / (Output vSubject) sep2 = %0 Reéuction Output Subject
Step 6 — Percent Exempt Calculation

(Total Subject Facility Cost) X (% NOx Reduction) = Capital Cost of NOx Avoidance

Step 7 — Percent Exempt Calculation

Total Cost of NOx Avoidance / Total Cost of HB 3732 Equipment = % Exémpt
w If % Exempt is greater than 100% HB 3732 Equipment is 100% Exempt
m If % Exempt is less than 100% then HB 3732 Equipment is partxally exempt at

the Step 6 calculation.

NOTE: See the attached calculation sheet for the details regarding Facility-specific calculations and
property tax exemption percentage results based upon these calculations.

Texas Relief for Poliution Control Property Application
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1. “Output-Based Regulations: A Handbook for Air Regulators”, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Atmospheric Programs — Climate Protection Partnerships
Division, August, 2004, p.4. :
2. “Output-Based Emissions Standards; Advancing Innovative Energy Technologies”,
Northeast-Midwest Institute; 2003, p. 9. '

3. IBID, p.13.

4.“Output-Based Regulations: A Handbook for Air Regulators”, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Atmospheric Programs — Climate Protection Partnerships
Division, August, 2004, p.4.

5. http://www.cogeneration.net/Combined__Cyclc_Powcr_Plants.htm
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Northeast-Midwest Institute; 2003, p. 9. :
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9. PARTIAL PERCENTAGE CALCULATION

N/A.
10. PROPERTY CATEGORIES AND COSTS
See attached Schedule 10.
11. EMISSION REDUCTION INCENTIVE GRANT

Will an application for an Emission Reduction Incentive Grant be on file for this
property/project: ;
[]Yes [X] No

12. APPLICATION DEFICIENCIES

After an initial review of the application, the TCEQ may determine that the
information provided with the application is not sufficient to make a use
determination. The TCEQ may send a notice of deficiency, requesting additional
information that must be provided within 30 days of written notice.

13. FORMAL REQUEST FOR SIGNATURE :
By signing this application, you certify that this information is true to the best of

your knowledge and beljef. ‘ '

vave: (L PV = DATE: o] Z
TITLE: \Jf)Jircctor L

COMPANY: Duff and Phelps LLC

Under Texas Penal Code, Section 37.10, if you make a false staterfxent on this
application, you could receive a jail term of up to one year and a fine up to $2,000, or
a prison term of two to 10 years and a fine of up to $5,000.

14. DELINQUENT FEE/PENALTY PROTOCOL

This form will not be processed until all delinquent fees and/or penalties owed to the
TCEQ or the Office of the Attorney General on behalf of the TCEQ are paid in
accordance with the Delinquent Fee and Penalty Protocol. (Effective 9/1/2006)

Texas Reilef for Poilution Control Property Appiication
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Fopaz Power Group LLC
Bainey Danis
Schedule A - 2008 Thermat Efficiency Caleubation
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opaz Power Group LLC
Barmey Davis Power Project

CEQ Use Determination Application - 2007
Scheule 10

Barney Davis - 4301 Waldron Rd
CEQ Use Determination Application - 2007

Tier [V
10. PROPERTY CATEGORIES AND COST
TAXABLE
TIER IV
ON OR ESTIMATED
PROJECT] IN SERVICE DECISION ECL %
PROPERTY ID. NO. DATE BEFORE FLOW CHART| NUMBER PURCHASE EXEMPT EXEMPT COS|
1178472 BOX 3 COSsT
(YIN)
Heat Recovery Steam Generators (HRSG) 1 CWIP N 3 B-8 $76,551,045 100% $76,551,04
Steam Turbine Systems 2 cwirp N 3 B-10 $44,328,783 100% $44 328,74
Tier IV Total $120,879,829 $120,879,82
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TEXAS COMMISSION ON ENVIRONMENTAL QuALITY:
APPLICATION FOR USEDETERMINATION '
FOR POLLUTION CONTROL PROPERTY

The TCEQ has the responsibility to determine whether a property is & pollition control property. A permn seeking 8 use determnation for
polition control property must complete the attached application or use a copy or similar reproduction. For assitance in completing this form
refer to the TCEQ guidelines document, Property Tax Exenptions for Pollution Control Property, as well 83 30 TAC §17, rules goveming this
progrem. For edditional assigance please contact the Tex Relief for Pollwion Control Property Program « (512) 23%-3100. The epplication
should be completed and mailed, along with a complee copy and mppropriate fee,to: TCEQ MC-214, Cashiers Offiee, P.O. Box 13088, Augtin

Texas 78711-3088.

1. GENERAL INFORMATION
A. What is the type of ownership of this facility?
U Corporation UJ Sole Proprietor
M Partnership U Utility
O Limited Partnership 0J Other

B. Size of company: Number of Employees

1t099 031,000 to 1,999
U100 to 499 012,000 to 4,999
0500 to 999 03 5,000 or more

C. Business Description: Electricity Manufacturing (SIC 491 1

2. TYPE OF APPLICATION ;
U Tier I$150 Application Fee O Tier x $2,500 Application Fee
U Tier IT $1,000 Application Fee M Tier IV $500 Application Fee

NOTE: Enclose a check, money order to the TCEQ, or a copy of tfze ePay receipt
along with the applicaton to cover the required fee. : :

3. NAME OF APPLICANT
A. Company Name: Topaz Power Group LLC ,
B. Mailing Address (Street or P.O. Box): 2705 Bee Caves Road Suite 340
C. City, State, Z[P: Austin, TX 78746 ,
4. PHYSICAL LOCATION OF PROPERTY REQUESTING A TAX EXEMPTION
A. Name of facility: Nueces Bay :
B. Type of Mfg Process or Service: Electricity Manufacturing (SIC 491 1)
C. Street Address: 2002 Navigation Blvd ,
D. City, State, ZIP: Corpus Christi, TX 78402
E. Tracking Number Assigned by Applicant: DPNuecesBay B
F. Customer Number or Regulated Entity Number: N/A

5. APPRAISAL DISTRICT WITH TAXING AUTHORITY OVER PROPERTY

A. Name of Appraisal District:  Nueces
B. Appraisal District Account Number: TBD/New for 2008

Texas Reliaf for Pollution Controi Propearty Appiication
TCEQ-00611 (Ravisad January 2008)

Nuaces Bay - 2002 Navigation Bivd Corpus Christl, TX 78402 i r r Page 1 of 12
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6. CONTACT NAME (must be provided)

A. Company/Organization Name: Duff and Phelps LLC

B. Name of Individual to Contact: Greg Maxim

C. Mailing Address: 919 Congress Ave.  Suite 1450

D. City, State, ZIP: Austin, TX 78701

E. Telephone number and fax number:  (512) 671-5580 Fax (512) 671-5501
F. E-Mail address (if available): gregory.maxim@duffandphelps.com

7. RELEVANT RULE, REGULATION, OR STATUTORY PROVISION

Please reference Section 8. Each item is detailed with the proper statute regulation,
or environmental regulatory provision.

8. DESCRIPTION OF PROPERTY

Backeround

The Nueces Bay Power Station is located in Nueces County, Texas near the City of
Corpus Chrisit. The site currently has three generating units which are presently
mothballed. As part of the Nueces Bay repowering project, the existing turbines
will be removed to make room for the two new GE 7FA gas turbines. Heat
Recovery Steam Generators (HRSG) are being added to provide steam to the steam
turbine. The existing steam turbine is currently undergoing refurbishmcnt and will
be used to drive a new GE steam turbine generator resulting in a total combined
generating capacity of 680 MW for all the generating units at the Nueces Bay Power
Station. The facility is expected to be completed by 2009.

Overview of Combmed Cycle Technology

The Facility is a combmed-cycle gas turbine power plant oonsxstmg of gas
Combustion Turbines ("CTs") equipped with heat recovery steam generators to
capture heat from the gas turbine exhaust. Steam produced in the heat recovery
steam generators powers a steam turbine generator(s) to produce additional electric
power. The use of otherwise wasted heat in the turbine exhaust gas results in higher
plant thermal efficiency compared to other power generation technologies.
Combined-cycle plants currently entering service can convert over 50% of the
chemical energy of natural gas into electricity (HHV basis). Employment of the
Brayton Thermodynamic Cycle (Gas Turbine Cycle) in combination with the
Rankine Thermodynamic Cycle results in the improved efficiency.

The Rankine cycle is a thermodynamic cycle that converts heat from an external
source into work. In a Rankine cycle, external heat from an outside source is
provided to a fluid in a closed-loop system. This fluid, once pressurized, converts
the heat into work output using a turbine. The fluid most often used in a Rankine
cycle is water (steam) due to its favorable properties, such as nontoxic and
unreactive chemistry, abundance, and low cost, as well as its thermodynamic
properties. The thermal efficiency of a Rankine cycle is usually limited by the
working fluid. Without pressure reaching super critical the temperature range the
Rankine cycle can operate over is quite small, turbine entry temperaturcs are

Texas Refief for Poliution Control Property Application
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typically 565°C (the creep limit of stainless steel) and condenser temperatures are
around 30°C. Traditional coal fired and natural gas fired Rankine cycle power
generation plants are limited by the inlet pressures and temperatures of the steam
turbine design and the condenser vacuum and temperature. The Rankine cycle can
achieve thermodynamic cycle efficiency (useful work obtained as a percentage of
fuel input) ranging from 33% to 36%, However, if the Rankine cycle is used in
conjunction with or as the “bottoming” cycle to the Brayton cycle the efficiencies
can be improved as discussed below. This low turbine entry temperature (compared
with a gas turbine) is why the Rankine cycle is often used as a bottoming cycle in
combined cycle gas turbine power stations, '

The Brayton cycle is a constant pressure thermodynamic cycle that: converts heat
from combustion into work., A Brayton engine, as it applies to a gas turbine system,
will consist of a fuel or gas compressor, combustion chamber, and an expansion
turbine. Air is drawn into the compressor, mixed with the fuel, and ignited. The
resulting work output is captured through a pump, cylinder, or turbine. A Brayton
engine forms half of a combined cycle system, which combines with a Rankine
engine to further increase overall efficiency. Cogeneration systems typically make
use of the waste heat from Brayton engines, typically for hot water production or
space heating. :

By combining both gas and steam cycles, high input temperatures and low output
temperatures can be achieved. The efficiency of the cycles are additive, because
they are powered by the same fuel source. A combined-cycle plant has a
thermodynamic cycle that operates between the gas turbine's high firing temperature
and the waste heat temperature from the condensers of the steam cycle. This large
range means that the Carnot efficiency of the cycle is high. The actual efficiency,
while lower than this is still higher than that of either plant on its awn. The thermal
efficiency of a combined-cycle power plant is the net power output of the plant
divided by the heating value of the fuel. If the plant produces only electricity,
efficiencies of up to 59% can be achieved. :

A single-train combined-cycle plant consists of one gas turbine generator, a heat
recovery steam generator (HSRG) and a steam turbine generator (“1 x 1
configuration). As an example, an “FA-class” combustion turbine, the most
common technology in use for large combined-cycle plants within the state of Texas
and other locations throughout the United States, represents a plant with
approximately 270 megawatts of capacity. '

See Figure 1 - Standard Combined-Cycle Configuration, below.

It is common to find combined-cycle plants using two or even three gas turbine
generators and heat recovery steam generators feeding a single, proportionally larger
steam turbine generator, Larger plant sizes result in economies of scale for
construction and operation, and designs using multiple combustion turbines provide
improved part-load efficiency. A2x 1] configuration using FA-class technology
will produce about 540 megawatts of capacity at International Organization for

Texas Relief for Pollution Control Property Application
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Standardization ("ISO") conditions. ISO references ambient conditions at 14.7 psia,
59 F, and 60% relative humidity. '

Because of high thermal efficiency, high reliability, and low air emissions,
combined-cycle gas turbines have been the new resource of choice for bulk power
generation for well over a decade. Other attractive features include significant
operational flexibility, the availability of relatively inexpensive power augmentation
for peak period operation and relatively low carbon dioxide production.

Cocling Towwer I _

Condenser
Electricity g -
Steam Turbine Steam
< Fuel \_
- Heat Recover
L Steam Generator
-\\_\J R
Gas Turbine :
Electricity
Compressor Turbine

Tln‘lzake Air

FIGURE 1 - Standard Combined-Cycle Configuz?ation 1

As an example, consider a gas turbine cycle that has an efficiency of 40%, which is
a representative value for current Brayton Cycle gas turbines, and the Rankine Cycle
has an efficiency of 30%. The combined-cycle efficiency would be 58%, which is a
very large increase over either of the two simple cycles. Some representative
efficiencies and power outputs for different cycles are shown in Figure 2 ~
Comparison of Efficiency and Power Output of Various Power Products, below.

Texas Reffef for Poliution Controi Property Application
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FIGURE 2 - Comparison of efficiency and power output of various
power products [Bartol (1997)] @ .

Current Regulatox_y_ Authority for OQutput-Based Emissions

Innovative power technologies such as combined-cycle technology offer enormous
potential to improve efficiency and enhance the environmental footprint of power
generation through the reduction and/or prevention of air emissions to the
environment. Currently, two thirds of the fuel burned to generate electricity in
traditional fossil-fired steam boilers is lost. Traditional U.S. power generation
facility efficiencies have not increased since the 1950s and more than one fifth of
the U.S. power plants are more than 50 years old. In addition, these facilities are the
leading contributors to U.S, emissions of carbon dioxide, NOx, sulfur dioxide
("802"), and other contaminants into the air and water. ‘

The ability to recognize and regulate the efficiency benefits of pollution reduction
and/or prevention through the use of combined-cycle technology is achieved
through the use of Output-Based emissions standards, incorporated since September
1998 within the U.S. EPA’s new source performance standards (“NSPS”) for NOx,
from both new utility boilers and new industrial boilers. Pursuant to section 407(c)
of the Clean Air Act in subpart Da (Electric Utility Steam Generating Units) and
subpart Db (Industrial-Commcrciaf—h}stimtional Steam Generating Units) of 40
CFR part 60, the U.S. EPA revised the NOx emissions limits for steam generating
units for which construction, modification, or reconstruction commenced after J uly
9, 1997 (3). Output-Based regulations are also exemplified by those used in the
U.S. EPA’s NOx Cap and Trade Program for the NOx State Implementation Plan

Texas Relief for Poltution Control Property Application
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(“SIP”) Call of 1998, which uses units of measure such as Ilb/MWh generated or lb
concentration ("ppm"), which relate to the emissions to the productwe output —
electrical generation of the process.(4) :

The use of innovative technologies such as combined-cycle units reduces fossil fuel
use and leads to multi-media reductions in the environmental impacts of the
production, processing transportation, and combustion of fossil fuels. In addition,
reducing fossil fuel combustion is a pollution prevention measure that reduces
emissions of all products of combustion, not just the target po lutant (currently
NOx) of a federal regulatory program.

Authority to Expand Pollution Control Equipment & Categories in Texas

Under Texas House Bill 3732 (“HB3732”) enacted in 2007, Section 11.31 of the
Texas Tax Code is amended to add certain plant equipment and systems to the
current list of air, water, or land pollution control devices exempt from property
taxation in Texas. ,

Specifically, the language reads as follows:

SECTION 4. Section 11.31, Tax Code, is amended by adding Subsections (k), (1) and (m) to read as
Jollows:

(%) The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality shall adopt rules e:tabluhing a nonexclusive list
of facilities, devices, or methods for the control of air, water, or land paIIution, which must include:
(1) coal cleaning or refining facilities;

(2) atmospheric or pressurized and bubbling or circulating fluidized bed oombu.s'tion systems and
gasification fluidized bed combustion combined-cycle systems;

(3) ultra-supercritical pulverized coal botlers;

(4) flue gas recirculation components;

(3) syngas purification systems and gas-clearup units;

(6) enhanced heat recovery systems;

(7) exhaust heat recovery boilers;

(8) heat recovery steam generators;

(9) superheaters and evaporators;

(10) enhanced steam turbine systems;

(11) methanation; !

(12) coal combustion or gasification byproduct and coproduct handling, .rtorage or treatment
Jacilities; :

(13) biomass cofiring storage, distribution, and firing systems; :

(14) coal cleaning or drying processes, such as coal drying/molsture rcducrlon, air jigging,
precombustion decarbonization, and coal flow balancing technology;

(15) oxy-fuel combustion technology, amine or chilled ammonia scrubbing, fuel or emission
conversion through the use of catalysts, enhanced scrubbing technology, modj f ed combustion
technology such as chemical looping, and cryogenic technology;

(16) if the United States Environmental Protection Agency adopts a final rule or regulation regulating
carbon dloxide as a pollutant, property that Is used, constructed, acquired, or installed wholly or
partly to capture carbon dioxide from an anthropegenic source in this siate that is geologically
sequestered in this state;

(17) fuel cells generating electricity using hydrogen derived from coal, bzamas.r, petroleum coke, or
solid waste; and

(18) any other equipment designed to prevent, capture, abate, or monitor nl:rogm oxides, volatile
organic compounds, particulate matter, mercury, carbon monoxide, or any criteria poliutant.

(1) The Texas Commission on Environmental Quality by rule shall update the list adopted under
Subsection (k) at least once every thres years. An item may be removed from the list |f the commission
finds compelling evidence to support the conclusion that the item does not provide pollution control
benefits.

(m) Notwithstanding the other provisions of this section, if the facility, device, or method for the

Texas Reilef for Poliution Control Property Appiication
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control of air, water, or land pollution described in an application for an exemption under this section
Is a facility, device, or method included on the list adopted under Subsection (), the executive director
of the Texas Commission on Environmental Quality, not later than the 30th day afler the date of
receipt of the information required by Subsections (c)(2) and (3) and without regard to whether the
information required by Subsection (c)(1) has been submitted, shall determine that the facility, device,
or method described in the application is used wholly or partly as a facility, device, or method for the
control of air, water, or land pollution and shall take the actions that are required by Subsection (d) in

the event such a determination is made.

Under the TCEQ’s recently updated “Tax Relief for Pollution Control Property —
Application Instructions and Equipment and Categories List — Effective January
2008”, the Equipment and Categories List - Part B ("ECL Part B").is a list of the
pollution control property categories adopted and set forth in TTC Sec. 26.045(1).
The taxpayer is to supply a pollution control percentage for the equipment listed in
Part B via calculations demonstrating pollution control, prevention and/or
reductions achieved by the listed equipment or systems,

The following property descriptions outline the environmental purpose, including
the anticipated environmental benefit of pollution control additions considered
under the Application Instructions’ ECL Part B that have been constructed and
placed into use at the Facility as of its placed-in-service date, or installed subsequent

to in-service since 1994:

Texas Reliaf for Poliution Control Property Application
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Property Descriptions

Item #1 Combined-Cycle Gas Turbine Plant Heat Recovery Steam Generator
(“HRSG”) and Support Systems Tier IV B-8

40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK - Standards of Performance for Statzonary
Combustion Turbines

TAC Rule 116.110 Control of Air Pollution by Permits for New Cansmzcrzon or
Modification - New Source Review Permits

NOTE: Permits issued under Texas Clean Air Act’s Health & Safety Code Sections 382.011, applies
to all electric generating units that emit air contaminants, regardless of size, and it is to reflect Best
Available Control Technology ("BACT") for electric generating units on an output basis in pounds
of NOx per megawatt hour, adfusted to reflect a simple cycle power plant.

The heat recovery steam generator ("HRSG") found in the Facility is a heat
exchanger that recovers heat from a hot gas stream. It produces steam that can be
used in a process or used to drive a steam turbine. A common application for an
HRSG is in a combined-cycle power station, where hot exhaust from a gas turbine is
fed to an HRSG to generate steam which in turn drives a steam turbine. This
combination produces electricity in a more thermally efficient maxmer than either
the gas turbine or steam turbine alone.

The Facility’s HRSGs consist of three major components: the Evaporator,
Superheater, and Economizer. The different components are put together to meet the
operating requirements of the unit. Modular HRSGs normally consist of three
sections: an LP (low pressure) section, a reheat/IP (intermediate pressure) section,
and an HP (high pressure) section. The reheat and IP sections are separate circuits
inside the HRSG. The IP steam partly feeds the reheat section. Each section has a
steam drum and an evaporator section where water is converted to-steam. This

steam then passes through superheaters to raise the temperature and pressure past
the saturation point. .

Item #2 Steam Turbine and Support Systems Tier IV B-10

40 CFR Part 60 Subpart KKKK - Standards of Performance for Sfationary
Combustion Turbines

TAC Rule 116.110 Control of Air Pollution by Permits for New C’onstmctzon or
Modification - New Source Review Permits

NOTE: Permits issued under Texas Clean Air Act’s Health & Safety Code Sections 382.011, applies
to all electric generating unils that emit air contaminants, regardless of size, and it is to reflect Best
Available Control Technology ("BACT") for electric generating units on an output basis in pounds
of NOx per megawatt hour, adjusted to reflect a simple cycle power plant. '

The steam turbine(s) found in the Facility operate on the Rankine cycle in
combination with the Brayton cycle, as described above. Steam created in the
Facility HRSG(s) from waste heat that would have otherwise been. lost to the
atmosphere enters the steam turbine via a throttle valve, where it powers the turbine

Taxas Relief for Poliution Control Properly Application
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and connected generator to make electricity. Use of HRSG/Steam Turbine System
combination provides the Facility with an overall efficiency of greater than 50%.
Steam turbine systems similar to the Facility’s have a history of achieving up to
95% availability on an annual basis and can operate for more than a year between
shutdown for maintenance and inspections. (5) '

Pollution Control Percentage Calculation: Avoided Emissions Agp_roach

To calculate the percentage of the equipment or category deemed to be pollution
control equipment, the Avoided Emissions approach has been used. This approach
relies on thermal output differences between a conventional power generation
system and the combined-cycle System at the Facility. Specifically, the percentage
is determined by caloulating the displacement of emissions associated with the
Facility’s thermal output and subtracting these emissions from a baseline emission

rate. These displaced emissions are emissions that would have been generated by
the same thermal output from a conventional system. :

Greater energy efficiency reduces all air contaminant emissions, iﬁcluding the
greenhouse gas, carbon dioxide. Higher efficiency processes include combined-
cycle operation and combined heat and power ("CHP") generation; For electric
generation the energy efficiency of the process expressed in terms of millions of
British thermal units ( "MMBTU's") per Megawatt-hour. Lower fuel consumption
associated with increased fuel conversion efficiency reduces emissions across the
board — that is NOx, SOx, particulate matter, hazardous air pollutants, and
greenhouse gas emissions such as CO2. '

In calculating the percent exempt for the listed items from the ECL-Part B, we
utilized Output-Based NOx allocation method for both power generation projects
that replaced existing facilities and “Greenfield” power and heat generation
facilities. We looked at the various fossil fuel technologies in use today and chose
the baseline facility to be a natural gas fuel-fired steam generator. We benchmarked
this conventional generation to the subject natural gas-fired combined cycle
generator at the Facility, By doing so, we narrowed the heat rate féctors as much as
possible to be conservative and uniform in modeling. The benchmark heat rate

factor is the following:
Natural Gas fuel-fired Steam Generator: 10,490 BTU’s/kWh

This baseline heat rate purposely omits other fossil fuel sources in order to eliminate
impurity type characteristics, which in turn eliminated the NOx emission and cost of
control differences of each fossil fuel and generator type. Comparing the emissions
impact of different energy generation facilities is concise when emissions are
measured per unit of usefu] energy output. For the purpose of our calculations, we
converted all the energy output to units of MWh (1 MWh =3 .413 MMBTU), and
compared the total emission rate to the baseline facility.

The comparison steps to calculate the NOx reduction is as follows:

Texas Refief for Poliution Control Propeny Application
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Nusces Bay - 2002 Navigation Bivd Corpus Christl, TX 78402 Page 9 of 12




Calculation (Reference Schedule A
Step 1 - Subject Output-Based Limit Calculation (Ibs NOx / MWh)

(Input-based Limit (Ibs NOx’/MMBTU)) X (Heat Rate (Btu’kWh)) / (1,000,000 Btu/ 1,000 kWh) =
Output: (Ibs NOx’MWh),

Step 2 — Subject Output Conversion Calculation (NOx Tons / Year)

(Output (Ibs NOx’MWh) X (Unit Design Capacity (MW)) X (Capacity Factor) X ((365 Days) X (24
hrs/day)) / 2,000 1bs = Output: (NOx Tons/Year) ‘

Step 3 — Baseline Output-Based Limit Calculation (Ilbs NOx / MWh)

(Input-based Limit (Ibs NOx/MWh)) X (Heat Rate (Btu/kWh)) / (1,000,000 Btu /1,000 kWh) =
Output: (Ibs NOx/MWh)

Step 4 — Baseline Output Conversion Calculation (NOx Tons / Year)

(Output (Ibs NOx/MMBtu) X (Unit Design Capacity (MW)) X (Capacity Factor) X ((365 Days) X
(24 hrs/day)) / 2,000 Ibs = Output: (NOx Tons/Year) ,

Step 5 — Percent NOx Reduction Calculation
((Output Baseline)yep 4 - (Output Subject))yep2 / (Output Subject) uep2 = % Reduction Output Subject
Step 6 ~ Percent Exempt Calculation

(Total Subject Facility Cost) X (% NOx Reduction) = Capital Cost of NOx Avoidance

Step 7 — Percent Exempt Calculation

Total Cost of NOx Avoidance / Total Cost of HB 3732 Equipment = % Exempt
= If % Exempt is greater than 100% HB 3732 Equipment is 100% Exempt
B If % Exempt is less than 100% then HB 3732 Equipment is partlally exempt at

the Step 6 calculation.

NOTE: See the attached calculation sheet for the details regarding Facility-specific calculations and
property tax exemption percentage results based upon these calculations.

Texas Relief for Polvtion Control Property Application
TCEQ-00611 {Revised January 2008)
Nueces Bay - 2002 Navigation Bivd Corpus Christl, TX 78402 Pags 10 of 12




REFERENCES

1. “Output-Based Regulations: A Handbook for Air Regulators”, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Atmospheric Programs — Climate Protection Partnerships
Division, August, 2004, p.4. :

2. “Output-Based Emissions Standards; Advancing Innovative Energy Technologies”,
Northeast-Midwest Institute; 2003, p. 9. :

3.IBID, p.13.

4.“Output-Based Regulations: A Handbook for Air Regulators”, U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Office of Atmospheric Programs — Climate Protection Partnerships
Division, August, 2004, p.4. :

5. http://www.cogeneration.net/Combined_Cycle__Power_Plants.htm

6. “Output-Based Emissions Standards; Advancing Innovative Energy Technologies”,
Northeast-Midwest Institute; 2003, p. 9. ‘

Texas Reilef for Poliution Controf Property Application
TCEQ-00811 (Revised January 2008)
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9. PARTIAL PERCENTAGE CALCULATION

N/A.
10. PROPERTY CATEGORIES AND COSTS

See attached Schedule 10.
11. EMISSION REDUCTION INCENTIVE GRANT

Will an application for an Emission Reduction Incentive Grant be on file for this
property/project:
[]Yes [X]No

12. APPLICATION DEFICIENCIES

After an initial review of the application, the TCEQ may determine that the
information provided with the application is not sufficient to make a use
determination. The TCEQ may send a notice of deficiency, requesting additional
information that must be provided within 30 days of written notice.

13. FORMAL REQUEST FOR SIGNATURE

By signing this application, you certify that this information is true to the best of
your knowledge and belle?f

TITLE:
COMPANY: Duff and Phelps LLC

Under Texas Penal Code, Section 37.10, if you make a false statement on this
application, you could receive a jail term of up to one year and a fine up to $2,000, or
a prison term of two to 10 years and a fine of up to $5,000.

14. DELINQUENT FEE/PENALTY PROTOCOL

This form will not be processed until all delinquent fees and/or penaltxes owed to the
TCEQ or the Office of the Attorney General on behalf of the TCEQ are paid in
accordance with the Delinquent Fee and Penalty Protocol. (Effective 9/1/2006)

Texas Reilef for Poliution Control Property Application

TCEQ-00811 (Ravised January 2008) : E
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Topuz Power Group LLC

Nucces Bay
Schedule A - 2088 1 heront Fificicney Caleukstion

Sukisct Dataits

Averags Heat Rus 1,000 (BrskWk)
NOx Emigsions © 403.0 Toas/ year
Plant Capacity ! 40 MW
Capacity Pactor 100.00%
Tochnology Combiood Cycle

Total Subjoct Pacility Cost * $AIL M1, TI0

Total Cost of Thor IV Equipment ™ $121,103,714

Basiine Retailss

Avernge Huat Rate ™ 10,490 BrwkWh
Tochnalogy ™ Sioses Turbine B

STER Y

Subijeet Outpat Based Limit Caleubation (hs MO/ VW

Uait Conversions
Ixput-based Limit Heat Rata f (1,000,000 Bta/ = Ostput-based Limit

(tbs NOw/MMBtv) (Biw/kWh) 1008 XWN) (Ibs NOUMWh)
0.0188 4,000 1,000 0.1482

SEEP

Subiect Oupnt Consercon Caloalation SO« Tom / Yeary

t-hased Limi Unit Conversicas :
O“”NWWU) o x Capacity (MW) z Capstlty Fasbor z (MSdays* 4 = (O';Qp;tYNo;
Heoars/ 1,000 1bg) oawYesr,
0.4 a0 100, X )

Sters

flasetine Ontpnt-Haced Fbait Cafodation i NOG VMW

Uslt Conversions Outpart Lk

Inpui-based Limit Heat Rate
(the NO2/MMBiv) . (Bra¥) ! ey " aveNouMwn)
0.0188 10,490 1,000 0.1341
SHEE 4
Bacline Output Conversion Catabation INOx Tons / Vo)
Usit Coaversions :
°""'m"°""'w""“n O : Capacity (MW) x Copsclty Factor ©  (WSdays* 24 = ‘(?r"’"“v"_‘f,)'
Hours/ 2,000 1bs) oy
0.1941 50 100.00% 4 5210
NIEPS
Percent NOx Reduction Calenlatisn
{ Onipst Baslins . Owipxt Subject) ! OutpatSubject = % NOx Raduction
5.0 w30 w0 0% .
SHEP o
Pereent Exempt Calonl wion
Cupitsd Coni of
Total Sebjact Untt Cont X % NOs Raduction - NOD Aveldents
$432,41,700 0% $114,211926 !

SiEr7

Feecent Faompt Calonlation

Total Cost o/ HB
Total Cert of NOx Aveidance i 3733 Equi ¢ - % Exempt

$134,211 936 $121,10,714 110.8%

(1) > Heat rate repressmnts the msticipaled homt raie (HHY) and was provided by U cliomt

(@) - NOx ions is the NOx polk iegion permit limit in ae per year provided by the sliem

(3) - Plant capaoity Is the sverags nominal capasity and wae previded by the client

(4) - Capasity facior is tha maximum eperating levo! ailowed snder the carissions pormit pmyvided by the elisat

(5) - Tochaology represen Ure actual wohnology of the mibject

(8)- Tmmu-nummmmwuummmmuuwmm-mmwmwm

(7) - Towl Ther IV squipmsnt was determined by sfiocating the sligitie TCEQ ECL part B oguipment and theit ssociatod cost from scrual
dats peovida by thw client

(B) - Baseiing hoat ra was published ¥y the Exsrgy Informaiion Administration (*EIA®}

{9) - Bosuline tachnot the techaolagy thet ths sbject weuld hive regiaced &t the lime of the suigects construction
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512 239 3335 TNRCC-INTER GOVT RELATIO - ~ @oos
M : , .

TO: 52393335 p.2s7
. Riciagn 14 "Rick" Harocasriz
HOUSE QF REFRESENTATIVES
Navember 1, 2007 : Via Facsimile
Ms, Kristine Smith g : £ 23 g
~ Offics of Legak Services, MC 205 o ‘ _ . BRI RS
Texas Commission on Egvironmental Quglity ' R

[}
§

12100 Park 35 Citcle
Austin TX 78753

sLR TR L T

0CT 26 202

Re:  Rple Project Number 2007-085-017=-A%

STATE OF TEXAS
CIERTY

Dear Ms. Smith:

1 am writing to provide my commients an Ve propeised. TCEQ rules in the above-referenced tule
docket which, in part, involves the impiem&néatfmﬁ: of HB 3732, As the author of HB 3732, 1
suppert the rules as proposed in the Qgtiher 3, 2007, Texas Register and commend the TCEQ
staff on a job well done in implementing e lptttr pnd intent of the Prop. 2 program and the -
changes to that program passed by HB 373%2 .

Attached are two letfers that I have +previously written that velate to issues still under
consideration jn your rulemaking, The first letter (Attachment 1) was sent to the TCEQ staff and
Commissioners on August 1, 2007, in ofder fa addtess some questions that had been rajsed at
that time regarding the intended scopa and applicability of HB 3732. Since that time, some
additional questions have beer agked Andfrmally posed in both the preamble to the proposed
rute and in an opinion request. thae wak subinitted by the TCEQ Chairman to the Attormey
General of Texas. The second Jetter (Attachment 2y was sent to the Attorney General on October
31,2007, in resporse tg the TCEQ Chainmiars apiifion request.

Together, the two attached letters refléct iy views on several of the issues that are still before

the Commission in this fulemaking and T include the gomments made in those letters in this letter
by refetence to avoid repetition. o

T

Again, 1 appreciate yoyr efforts to timel implgment HB 3732 and, if I can be of any assistance
. to you, please don't hesitate to contact meg; : A

Sincerely,

Represmtative Rick Hardcésﬂé

, RH/mw
g
GAPLTOL OFRICE: Lo : ‘ ‘ DISTRICT GFEICE:
B.Q. Box 2910 d . 1930 Pardve Strexr
Austne, TX 78768-29{0 . . Veanow, TX 76384
(512) 463.0526 o :

{940) 553-3823

11/01/07 THU 15:43 [TX/RY.NO 52386)
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Ricmann Fa. "Rudkh HARDCASTLE
HOUSH OF REPRESENTATIVES

ATTACHMENT 1
Aupust1,2007 o
iMS. Grace Montgoimery Faulkner
-Deputy Director, AdministrativeSgrviges | o - -
. Texas Commission on EnvironmientafQuality
-P.Q. Box 13087 '
‘Avstin, TX 78711-3087

' Ms Faulkner,

It has come to my attenfion that questions Have arisen about the legislative intent of
Seetion 4 of HB 3732 which amehds §ection 11.31 of the Tax Code (commonly referred
to as the "Prop. 2" ar the "pallution- vantrel | erty" tax exemption). As the House
author of the bill, 1 have a few thitigs T would Iike to clarify regarding the intent and
scape of that part of the bill. . : o }

The reason I filed HB 3732 was to help ensoreithat Texas continues to maintain and build
power plants that are as clean as possible, but 51 capeble of using a diverse range of
affordable feedstocks such as coi, higmass, getroleum coke, and solid waste, Helping
electricity rethain affordable is an ynhpoitant sspect of the bill along with the obvious
enviroamental protection gopls of the bifl." With that overall intent in mind, we focused
the equipment list coritafued in Sectiotts 4and § ofthe bill on electric generation projects.

HB 3732 clarifies, buf does not alter, the TCHQ's anderlying legal authority under the
Ptop. 2 program. While 1 was fowugad on elécttic generation in flling HB 3732, I am
- aware that TCEQ has always had the authority' (sface 1994) under the Prop. 2 program to
add iterns to the predetermined ipment list (PEL), including equipment that resembles
equipment included on the HB 3732 list that are ysed in industries other than the electric
generatior industty, It was not Y. intgnt & alter that avthority with this legislation.
Nor does this legfslation change the fandamettal requirement of the Prop. 2 program -
that equipment needs to contrgd pallaten, in whole or in part, in order to be eligible for a
tull or partial exemption. o

i
CAPITOL OFFICR; . o R PDISTRICT OFFICE:

P.0. Box 2910 . C ‘ L 1930 Fooms Straer
Ausr, TX 78748-2910 ) . . VnRNon, TX 76384
(312) 463-0526, ) . (940) 553-3823

11/01/07 THU 15:43 [TX/RX NO 52381
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An exfreme example

the two technolngies

13732,

invobved in productio

contrpl devics (e,g.,

Tam aware that ome

Yhich were included

ensure that TCEQ Had the :authcﬁty-gnéx d
pollution contro] henefits car bé derived, from
pred, and fom increasing the. sifitletioy oF aeffath Tacilitios, By doing sa. the Lor: oF

TNRCC-INTER GOVT RELATIO o
oo C TO: 92393335
o
: i 'g‘ 4
y "-; é . .,;E

1 .

SR S B : ' A
of a potentigl misinkerntetatiin ‘would be to interpret item No. | on

the List (“coul, cleaning or refinin fagilities®) ag any exemption for ap, entire oil refinery,

Such gn interpretation is efitirgly wifhdutmyﬁjﬁ'gtvéh the context of the statute and fiies in
the face of the bill's fundamiental puriose; Thm “refining” ward was added 1o the bill to
| slarify that, in additiots Lo coat rleaning, 'ty Bill would encourage folks to “refine™ coal
before itis used, Ibecame aware during the legisldtive session of the difference between

and that is Wity we adfusted the laguage in the bill,

We made if glear In the legisTation thet the Tisf wes tiot exclusive and included & general
provision: (item.ro, 18) which Lintended to.glve the TCEQ discretion to add additional
te¢hriologies when supplementing thelr PEL {if the future as they see fit. This provision
should not be interpteted ag vastly: expar;‘dx'ng $he fundamental pyrpose and scope of HB

i3 H

I upderstand that thete has hi'storicaﬁy bcéﬁ ‘a debiate about whether and to what extent
pollution control ta% exemptions citi be! allawed for equipment that might also be

0. 1 am alse awdbe i ihe debiate that hag existed when, a facility has

figured. out 4 way to s, ag @ Hroduct; materials that accumulate within 2 pollution

restlon from the legislature to recognize that

fly ash). Qe pf thj 'fals- of the legislation this session was to
‘ond, the' manner in which fuel is prepared and

i

P

el needed and the total amoynt of pollytian- émitted can be reduced. I did not intend,

nar do I support, an jnterpretation of snything:in HME 3732 to prevent electric generating
Facilities from receiving exemptions for dquiptent-sinaply becanse they also derive profit
from & given piece of equipitient orprocess. If it reluces pollution, it qualifies,

° (] LI N L TR RN

of the itemg on tﬁ@HH 3732 ~I ist include entire generation pro cesses

like "fluidized bed combustion, systeths” and *.f.@]m.-supero,riﬁgal pulverized ¢oal boilers”

for the régsan ‘stared iahdive~ the mariner in which the fuel is used

elps reduce polfution. Capsistént with fhé praceds put in place by HB 3121 in 2001, i
‘GEQ recelves dcc;umcntar.ian:,iusﬁfyﬁag;i 18f les§ fhan 100% of an exemption should be

granted for such pro

. w

cesses, we have afforded the TCEQ discretion wnder the il to.

':nqgludr; anitem on fhe PEL, for fess flﬁgu 70{3%;,, Iinderstand that the TCEQ's initial plan
18 to assumie 4 100% exeniption unleds -ﬂiﬁ'é'limenté,ﬁom establishes a legitimate basis for a

“ lesser percentage, 1%
educe pollution.

g

Upport that apprgagh b‘ﬁaguga,‘f #gain, the goal of the legislation is to
Loy oy o . .

i H s P
- o H %
e ow. L +
£,
T . i
5 1 "
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H Y
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X o TNRCC-INTER GOVT RELATIO
11791707, 1358 FAX 512 239 3335 T TO: 92393335 P.5/7
Rucaagp L, "Riek! Harocastre
ROUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ATTACHMENT 2
Qotaber 3L, 3007

The Honorable Creg Abbott '

Attorriey Genersl ' R AN
State of Texas S :

P.Q. Box 12548
Austin, Texas 78711

Rel  Attorney General Opinion Rerquegk (Kt ‘-O&é&GA) for interpretation of the intent of H.B.
3732, 80th Regular Sessjon, Téxag Logistature :

Desr General Abbott: ‘

Thip letter is being submitted fry WWSQ"M thiz l‘GéLlQSﬁ for an attorney general opinion submitted
b}’ Btldd}’ Gamia, Chﬂi'l:man. Tex&s COfﬁmia‘aiQn €n Eﬁvlromnenta’ Q\Jﬂuty (“'FCEQW) rcgatdi.ﬂg
the legfslative intent of H.B. 373 , whictt Y sisshored and Senator Averitt sponsored in the Senars
during the 80" Legislaturs, CE ; ‘ ®

'The| purpose of H.B. 3732 was to engourapd the canstryction of gdvanced clean energy projects
(“ACEPs™ to meet the growing deimand ffoﬁf'elwtﬁai‘cy in Texas as well as ihcreasing demands
for pollution control, ‘The incentivey: jmlu@ia' Brarits, loans, tax exemptions and a streamlined
permitting process. The bill' also aldrifisd eworent law regarding pollution control property
exemnptions and ensures that new and, existinge power plants receive expedited determinations for
certgin categories of pollution centrol equinnfent, e

The question submitted by Chuirman Gdrels iy whether “H.B, 3732 and its legislative history,
the TCEQ’s rule implemerttatisn of §11.31¢k) [and §26.045(f)] of the Texas Tax Code to
pollytion cantrol property associgted with artvanced clean energy projects, as defined in Texas
Health atid Safety Code, §382.0037" . ‘

not and is not my intent as the author af the bill to limit equipment eligible for a property
tax exemption under §11.310) (or the corrgiponding ¢hange in §26.045(f) ) of the Tax Code to
agv ed clean energy projects. In addition, T am confident you will not find anything in the

carral, o, _ . DISTRICT OFFICE:
AusTiY, TX 7B768-2910 ; : o : Jﬁgo:m?; 55334
(512) 4630516 . ‘ (940) 353.3825

11/01/07 THU 15:43 [TX/RX NGO 5236}
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Ahfle: L haiee pravided this background fafbry
was-draftedt the way it wés, 1 nderstand your: offfeewill focus primarily on the unamblguous

[doo7r

e TO: 92393335 P.6/7
s e A
£ . i
- . t
s I ~3 ‘,
Iy S '
g
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o '
HoR fo give you some context on why the statute

{' Piage of the statiite, As Aftotnigy Gerigral Tpirdyn stited: “we must first consider the statute’s
plawand common meanirg an the Presumptivnithat the legislature intended the plain meaning ot
1t$ words, If pogsible, we muyst ascertain the lepislitire’s ifitent from the Ianguagc it used in the

P
p 1)
Qpposite is also frye,
“F QEXSQ}’I. ’

lepislatyre wapted ta

0,

Il drating §11,31Uey (and the cortéspi

have instructed the TCEQ fo adopt miles Yestab
methiod for the eontrof of alr, water oz ard. wotution ‘asyociated with advaneed ciean crergy
prpjects...” We did not, fawever, chdose'ta use thisse words, and we did not tie it in some other
way to the definition of ACERS. . This wag irg démidant. -

stanitls and nof lock 1a extrartedts matrers Toran-intent fhe statute does not state’ ... [w]e look to
stative history only if'a statute s ambiguons,* -+ - - '

;. )4 N
LE E R

The statute iy not ambiguous. Sffeggi‘q;f; H,,&](k)gtatm that the “Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality shall adept mlss establishing wnonexclusive list of facilities, devices, or

equipment follows]™. As Attorndy General Abboly stated in Opinion No. GA-0202, “[w]¢
Sume that every word or plirase in. g, satule’hag been chosen for a particular purpose.™ The

ﬂfha’ds tor the conten| of air, water;.of tirickypnfintion,which must inchude....Ja list of 18 types
it the Tegigiature chodspd Hot'to yse & particular word or phrase, it is for a

w3

andite’ ddoge-in §26.045(H) of the Tax Codo, if the
Nuffan:gonttol equipmient for ACEPSs, we could
sting s'nanexclusive list of facilities, devices, or

it ity éﬁplif.ﬁaﬁidxg.?tofp?
1

Ir.t’ et the legislature purposely yses ‘th’a"wq}'g:{:' 'f'h{::ﬁgx’gmsfve,” which means it did not want to
place any unnpcessary Hmitatiang o tha tyne!uf sauipment provided an exemption under this
Segtian of the Code ag long as it met tha:.c%;p ilion ag

finilion gantained in §11.31(b) adopted hy the 73"

¥

Legigtature.! Attorney Gengral Opinjor No,, DM=448 Yy *(a] statufe is presumed to have been

ehiicted by the legislature with complete kndwledge af'and with reference to the existing law.™

. The {dw prior o the 8o Legislature, did nde timit fhe tax exemptiong under this section to.

ACEE*?S’. and 'b;y_ nof placing such alimitation }n"sub;seaii:on (k), the legislature understoad that the
existing definition would apply, - L T )

oo, 1

¥ H
" . t
‘.:‘;‘ !
L .
ol

O ex. &te'y Den, No. IC.056T a4 (2002). 1 .1

o

" Op: Tex. Ate'y Gen, No, G367 e (20q2), . I

Qe Tex, Aty dien. No,

! Scétion 1 £.41 (), Texay Tix Code, dafines “Faciiity
pallntion™ ag “Jand tha( iy sequired afler Janugry 1, 25

GA-0202803 (2008 & b\ ui -,
;ﬂ;éﬁite,f.é{m‘grbqé [ar the contrel of air, waley, or land
4] 1 iy ather strusiure, building, installation, excavation.

machinery, ‘equipment, or devige, and any qttachient ot additipw 8 or recansiruction, replacgment, or improvement

4% propérly. [hay is used, conslructed, dequiret, arindtatied whiily or pardy ro mesk gy sxceed rules or

tegalations 4dopied by an environmerital projestjon agehey. of the United States, this state, or a polifical subdivision

* Op. "Tex, A’y Gen. No,

of {his state. for He prevention, thonitoring, contrt], gf*negnggm ot air, water or land pollution,”

Di-448 214 (1997 + 1 o

i
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